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8 Introduction

But past experience is no longer the only key for understanding terrorism. The
crucial new elements are, as I tried to show in a book several years ago, easier
access to weapons of mass destruction and the greater importance of religious-
political fanaticism as a motive. At the present time, radical Islamism is the single
most important force in international terrorism, and it will probably remain so for
a considerable time to come. But there is always the danger of being blinded by
current events; radical Islamism was not always the main threat and it may not
always be in the future.

There is no authoritative systematic guide to terrorism — no Clausewitz, not
even a Jomini — and perhaps there never will be one, simply because there is not
one terrorism but a variety of terrorisms and what is true for one does not neces-
sarily apply to others. There are major obstacles on the road toward understanding
terrorism; perhaps no other topic in our time has provoked such violent emotions.

Those who have been commenting with the greatest assurance on terrorism
are usually concerned with one group, ethnic or political. They are not preoccu-
pied with the general phenomenon of terrorism, but the fate and the interests of
the specific group with which they identify or which they oppose. Those preoccu-
pied with terrorism in the Israeli-Palestinian context (except for a small group of
professional experts) are usually unwilling to give even passing thought to events
in Algeria or Sri Lanka; the fact that, to give another example, suicide terrorism
occurs in various parts of the world and not just in one will merely be regarded
as confusing by those engaging in sweeping generalizations on the subject. People
preoccupied with the Kashmir conflict have little interest in events in Colombia
or the Balkans — faraway countries about which little is known and that seem
irrelevant to the problems at hand. Those finding justifications for the violence
of the extreme left (which leads them to far-reaching generalizations about the
progressive character tout court of global terrorism) tend to forget that there is
also a terrorism of the far right of which they do not approve at all. The student of
terrorism has to consider the general picture; any fixation on one specific aspect
of terrorism is bound to lead to wrong conclusions.

The use of terms like “left” and “right” has become more and more problematical
with the passing of time; it has become more often than not misleading in an age
of growing populism that can with equal ease adopt views and politics that used to
be considered “left” and “right.” Terrorist groups of the extreme “left” have often
become aggressively nationalistic, whereas those of the far right are second to none
with their ardent anticapitalism and anti-Americanism. Trotskyites have given
critical support to Ayatollah Khomeini and the Taliban with their radical “anti-
imperialism,” and neo-Nazis are suggesting a “third position,” an anti-Westernism
that should unite extremists from the left and the right. Anti-Semitism, once the
preserve of the extreme right, has spread to the far left. Is Osama bin Laden a man
of the left or the right? The question is, of course, absurd: The religious-nationalist
terrorists have nothing in common with the ideas of the traditional, secular left;
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they may have in common certain features with fascism. But such comparisons
are of limited relevance only; traditional Western political categories do not apply
to them. They are premodern and postmodern at the same time.

Another major obstacle to understanding terrorismis the psychological resis-
tance against accepting uncomfortable facts. Such resistance to accept new facts
running counter to deeply ingrained beliefs is not, of course, new. It has occurred
whenever a new movement appeared on the scene; fascism and communism, to
give but two examples, were interpreted in the light of the past, and what was
essentially new in these movements was overlooked. This form of resistance has
been frequent even in the history of science, and it should have come as no sur-
prise that in the study of terrorism in which scientific proof and prediction do not
exist, resistance should be even stronger. As a result, the debate on terrorism has
resembled quite often a parade of old hobby horses. People who have ready-made
explanations of why terrorism occurs will not easily give up their beliefs, however
much proof to the contrary is produced.

My interest in terrorism and guerrilla warfare goes back some three decades. |
dealt with the history of these subjects in two volumes in the 1970s. My assump-
tion at the time was that while terrorism was a topic of great fascination, its
political importance was limited. But I did not exclude that a time might come
when, for a variety of reasons, terrorism might assume a far more important role.
I mentioned in my carlier writing growing fanaticism, religious and nationalist,
on the one hand and the access to weapons of mass destruction on the other.

Fanaticism per se is of course not new, but it has had a major rebirth — much to
the surprise of those in Europe and America who had believed that it was a thing
of the past. The use of the weapons of mass destruction by fanatics is yet to come.
Awareness of this danger has not yet percolated in the public consciousness: the
possibility, indeed the probability, that even very small groups of people will be
able to intlict enormous damage on societies and that the number of victims could
be infinitely greater than in the past.

There is yet another crucial difference between the old terrorism and the
new: unul recently, terrorism was, by and large, discriminate, selecting its vic-
tims carefully — kings and queens, government ministers, generals, and other
leading political figures and officials. It was, more often than not, “propaganda
by deed.” Contemporary terrorism has increasingly become indiscriminate in the
choice of its victims. Its aim is no longer to conduct propaganda but to effect
maximum destruction. Another important difference between the old terrorism
and the new is the crucial importance of paranoiac elements in the terrorism of
the far right and the extreme left, perhaps most of all in terrorists inspired by
religious fanaticism. National oppression (to give but one example) is not a delu-
sional disorder, but it is precisely in individuals and groups of religious-nationalist
extremists that aggression and hostility toward others become unmanageable, and
that the all-consuming concern with nonexistent hidden motives leads to a loss of
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the sense of reality. The outlook is poor; there are no known cures for fanaticism
and paranoia.

Present debates about the causes of terrorism deal with topics such as ethnic
and religious tensions, globalism and antiglobalism, poverty and exploitation. But
these issues could be less important with regard to the terrorism of the future;
the smaller the terrorist group, the more outlandish its doctrine is likely to be
and the greater the relevance of psychological factors. There is bound to be
great resistance to accepting this. But there is no accounting for the perceived
complaints and injuries of a handful of people by means of invoking broad social,
economic, and political trends. Eventually the old science-fiction scenario of the
mad scientist taking vengeance on society could become reality.

[ had no wish in the present study to go over the same ground as in earlier books
originally published in the 1970s. Terrorism and History of Guerrilla Warfare provide
a historical introduction for those interested in the subject. There have been in
recent years excellent books surveying the terrorism of the 1980s and 1990s and
on specialized topics such as the arms of mass destructions that terrorists could
use in the future. There have been first-rate accounts of events in New York and
Washington in September 2001, about the Taliban and the war in Afghanistan.
[ list some of these books in my bibliography. Nor was my concern with the Iraq
crisis, proliferation and counterterrorism.

My intention in the present work is to deal with the new elements in contem-
porary terrorism. This includes, among other issues, a critical review of the debate
on the causes of terrorism, the specific roots of Islamic terrorism, and the phe-
nomenon of suicide terrorism. I also deal with the reactions toward the emergence
of the new terrorism on the part of governments, as well as the media, academic
experts, and the general public from the extreme left to the far right of the political
spectrum. The book considers the reasons terrorism came so unexpectedly and
why it should be so often and so thoroughly misinterpreted. I am concerned with
the future of terrorism and its geopolitics — the battlefields of the future. While
terrorism is unpredictable and may become even more so (as terrorist groups tend
to be smaller) terrorism caused by religious-nationalist tensions will continue for
a long time, and this is obviously more likely to occur in some countries than
in others. Surprises might always be ahead. Apart from all other considerations,
terrorism might trigger off a full-scale war, as it has done in the past.

AMONG THOSE | OWE A DEBT OF GRATITUDE for having helped me in various
ways are, above all, Marek Michalewski, Jeffrey Bale, Kevin Coogan, Jeff Thomas,
Daniel Rankin, Melissa Goldate, Aidan Higgins, Andrew Noznesky, Marc Svetov,
and my friend Irena Lasota. A stay at the American Academy in Berlin helped
to conclude this study more quickly than would have been possible in other
circumstances.
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self-defense and were directed against officials who had been particularly cruel in
the treatment of political prisoners. Given the selfless character of the terrorist
movement, that it had wide sympathies in Russian society and frequently received
help was not surprising.

The Irish terrorists of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were fight-
ing for national independence and freedom from foreign occupation. England had
ruled Ireland for centuries and faced growing opposition as an Irish national con-
sciousness (fueled by religious antagonism) became stronger. The dismal economic
situation — which included periodical starvation leading to mass emigration to
America — also played a role in this context. The terrorist attacks carried out
by the Fenians (and later the IRB, the IRA, and other organizations) both in
Ireland and on mainland Britain were aimed to achieve the old dream: Irish free-
dom from the British government. As in the case of the Russian revolutionaries,
the motivation of the Irish patriots was selfless and idealistic. They enjoyed the
moral support of wide sections of society, including even Irish Protestants. The
Irish were merely the best known and most prominent of a whole series of small
nationalist terrorist groups — some in Europe, others in colonial or semicolonial
countries such as Egypt and India.

However, the nineteenth-century terrorists — with all their sterling qualities,
heroism, and idealism — encountered for a variety of reasons a great deal of
criticism not only on the part of their political opponents but also among those
who shared their political aspirations. The majority of Russian socialists (including
the young Lenin) decided not to join the terrorists because they thought their
policy harmful. The killing of Tsar Alexander II who had come to power in 1881
(and was by Russian standards a relatively liberal ruler with a program of modest
reforms) led to a backlash, a more severe policy on the part of the regime. The
defeat of Russia in the war against Japan and the upsurge of the democratic forces
that ensued forced the Tsarist government to introduce a constitution and make
a variety of other concessions, but the terrorist attacks that reached their climax
in 1906 made it easier for the reactionary forces to withdraw the concessions.

The struggle of the Irish for national independence evoked much sympathy
among the European left at the time, but the left was still doubtful about the
means used. England, after all, was a democracy, albeit an elitist one. The Irish
had the right to vote and the Irish party (Parnell) had considerable influence;
they enjoyed a reasonable prospect of attaining their political aims following the
growth of democracy and a persistent political struggle. Karl Marx and Frederic
Engels sympathized with the Irish national cause, but at the same time sharply
condemned terrorist attacks. Engels called the perpetrators of the Clerkenwell
attack in London cannibals, cowards, and stupid fanatics, and Marx wrote in a
letter that one could not really expect the London proletarians to be blown up
in honor of the Fenians. ‘
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The general attitude of the European left was negative toward the anarchists,
the third terrorist group at the time and the one which generated the most fear.
Individual anarchists engaged in assassinations of heads of state and government
ministers, and very infrequently these actions were undertaken by groups. Anar-
chism had a hallowed ideological tradition; the terrorists among them were a small
minority, but they received all the limelight. Opposition to these acts was both a
matter of principle as well as rooted in tactics. How could murder be justified in
political regimes in which alternative ways existed to register protest? It was one
thing to attack dictators and another, very different one to shoot politicians who
had been democratically elected. Anarchism also harmed the cause it wanted to
promote, for governments and the public at large tended to blame not just the
small groups or the individuals who engaged in terrorist acts but socialism and
the radical democratic movement as a whole. Lastly the motives of some anar-
chists were suspect. The majority was deeply idealistic, and their main impulse
was the desire to liberate mankind from its shackles. But there were also highly
strung, unbalanced figures among them, as well as herostratic personalities, even
criminal elements. One of them, after having thrown a bomb, said that victims
little mattered as long as the gesture was beautiful, and another just before his
execution commented, “Now at last | am a famous man.”

Thus even in the nineteenth century, in the heroic period of terrorism, it
was clear that the decision to engage in terrorist acts was as much a matter of
personality as of ideological conviction.

The Fenians and the Russian revolutionaries had no monopoly as far as their
ardent wish to see their country liberated. In fact, we do not even know whether
those who were throwing the bombs were the ones most deeply committed to
their cause. All we do know is that their thirst for action (or their aggression)
was greater than that of their comrades.

After World War I, and even more after World War 11, the character of terror-
ism began to change. Terrorist operations were frequently carried out by groups of
far-right and fascist inspiration, such as the Free Corps in Germany, the Romanian
Iron Guard, or Japanese terrorists who drew their inspiration from the Samurai.
There 1s no reason to doubt the idealistic inspiration of these terrorists and their
willingness if need be to sacrifice their lives. But it became abundantly clear that
terrorism was by no means a left-wing or progressive phenomenon. Those, for
instance, who in 1922 killed the German Foreign Minister Walther Rathenau
(who was of Jewish origin) were the precursors of the Nazi movement. Terror-
ism still occurred frequently on the basis of national conflicts, but it was no
longer primarily directed against political and military leaders of the other side; it
became progressively more and more indiscriminate. Furthermore, other forms of
terrorism occurred, such as terrorism that was largely religiously motivated and
terronism which consisted of a mixture of ideological and criminal elements, such
as the drug trade. All this was quite different from nineteenth-century terrorism,
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and generalizations trying to cover all these manifestations became difficult if
not impossible.

The targets of nineteenth-century terrorism were kings, ministers, and gener-
als. This was true even for terrorism in Europe and elsewhere up to the 1970s,
though increasingly middle-level targets were included — such as judges, bankers,
or other figures who were not very much in the public eye. True, there had been
the occasional pronouncement on the part of terrorists that “there‘are no inno-
cents,” but by and large the killing of bystanders had been accidental, not part
of a strategy. More recently, especially in ethnically motivated terrorism, acts of
violence have been indiscriminate. Hence the many attacks against “soft” targets
such as tourism (Djerba, Bali, Mombasa).Relatively few political leaders or other
prominent public figures were killed, and the strategy became to assassinate as
many members of the enemy group as possible. The reason might have been, in
part, that it is usually more difficult to assassinate a leading political figure who
is often well guarded. But mainly the change in strategy was caused by the grow-
ing fanaticism, the beliefs (1) that not just a few figures but the whole enemy
society was a legitimate target, (2) that the aim was not to propagate an idea
but to destroy, and (3) that the murder of children, women, elderly people, and
other noncombatants would spread even more fear and panic than attacks against
soldiers and security forces.

The geography and the etiology of terrorism — the analysis of where terrorism
occurred and where it did not occur in the twentieth century — is of some help
in understanding its roots. If terrorism is the result of intolerable oppression, one
should have expected terrorism in the most oppressive regimes: Nazi Germany,
Fascist Italy, and the Soviet Union. There were a few attempts to kill Hitler and
Mussolini (none to assassinate Stalin), but these were the actions of individuals
and not systematic terrorism. In the Soviet Union (as in Spain under Franco),
terrorism occurred only after the totalitarian regime had been dismantled. In Latin
America in the 1970s, terrorism first occurred in Uruguay, the most democratic
of the South American countries, not in the harshest dictatorships.

The reasons were obvious: In an effective dictatorship, the political police
could prevent attempts to prepare terrorist campaigns. Even in a military dicta-
torship that was not particularly efficient — such as Franco’s Spain — there was
no terrorism. The operation of the Basque ETA began only after the dictator
had died. Terrorism in Greece started after the Colonels had been ousted, not
under their rule. On the other hand, terrorism of the extreme left did occur in
democratic regimes such as Germany and Italy in the 1970s as well as regimes
that were at least democratic to some extent. These terrorist campaigns led to
the overthrow of democratic governments in some Latin American countries that
were incapable of stemming the terrorist tide. But the military dictatorships that
succeeded them suppressed terrorism without much difficulty. In brief, terrorism
did not stand much of a chance against political regimes able to use unrestricted
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force against them, unhampered by laws, considerations of human rights, and pub-
lic protests. Terrorism could flourish only in a surrounding that was at least partly
democratic in character or, alternatively, in a wholly inefficient dictatorship.

It has been widely argued that a direct correlation exists between terrorism
and poverty — that poverty, especially in what used to be called the third world,
is the most important factor responsible for terrorism. However, the historical
evidence does not bear out such categorical statements. It stands to reason that
if all mankind were to live in small countries, preferably in small cities, and if all
human beings were well off, there would be less violence, be it crime or terrorism.
But there is no reason to assume that violence would disappear altogether.

Some European terrorist groups and some Islamists have claimed to act on
behalf and in the interest of the poorest of the poor.' But in the forty-nine coun-
tries currently designated by the United Nations as the least developed hardly
any terrorist activity occurs. (Among the criteria underlying this list are not only
low per-capita income but also weak human resources and a low level of eco-
nomic diversification.) In the list of these countries, in particular those located
in Africa (the majority), many have experienced major unrest such as civil war
(e.g., Burundi, Somalia, and Sierra Leone) and others have fought against each
other (Ethiopia and Eritrea), but only one in which terrorism played a certain role,
namely, the Sudan. But in the Sudan too, it was not the native Sudanese element
that played the main role but foreign terrorists who were hiding in the country
and using it as a training ground. They had bought themselves into Sudan, which
was relatively easy in view of the poverty of the country and the radical Islamic
orientation of some of its leaders. The same situation prevailed in Eritrea. But
these countries were not safe havens for terrorists; when the French made an
offer, the Sudanese government turned over Carlos, who was hiding in Sudan,
and Entrea released Ethiopian terrorists to Addis Ababa.

The Sudanese rulers realized that the presence of foreign terrorists only caused
trouble. The country was put on the list of “rogue states,” and economic sanctions
were taken. Furthermore, the Sudanese government was involved in a semiper-
manent war with the non-Muslim tribes in the south of the country and did not
need further complications. Bin Laden, who was residing there and had heavily
invested in the country, had to leave.

What of other, somewhat more developed countries? From what classes of
society were terrorists recruited? Was it not true that the grave economic problems
facing countries such as Algena or Pakistan, to name but two — a high birth rate
and economic stagnation resulting in high unemployment, mainly among the
young — created a ferule ground for terrorist movements! Again, the evidence
in favor of the poverty argument is not conclusive. While the Irish Republican
Army (IRA) has traditionally recruited its followers from the lower middle class
and the working class, the Basque Euskadi Ta Azkatasuna (ETA) seems to have
been composed mainly of young people of middle-class origin. Whereas Northern
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Ireland, the mainstay of the IRA, belonged to the less prosperous regions of the
United Kingdom, the Basque provinces are among the most developed of Spain. In
the Middle East, Palestinian groups such as Hamas, Islamic Jihad, and particularly
the Lebanese Hizbullah are constituted to some extent of relatively poor people,
but then the great majority of people in these societies are not wealthy. In any
case, the leadership and the early Palestinian terrorists, such as the various popular
fronts for the Liberation of Palestine, were strictly middle class, including one of
their early heroines, Leila Khaled.

The Algerian Islamist terrorists came mainly from poor families, but the most
militant such as the Egyptian and Saudi suicide bombers came from middle- or
upper-middle-class families. Their parents were professional people, successful
merchants, or belonged to the higher echelons of the bureaucracy. This applies
in particular to the Bin Laden network, many of whose members were graduates
of universities or technical high schools or military academies. The Egyptian
terrorists concentrated their efforts for many years in the cities of Upper Egypt
such as Assyut and Minya, which belonged to the more neglected regions of the
country, but within that area they looked for their recruits among families who
were better off and in particular university students. Ahmed Sheikh, London-
born and sentenced to death in Pakistan for the murder of journalist Daniel
Pearl, came from a well-to-do family and was educated at private schools, but
was thrown out from two of them, which tends to point to more than average
psychological trouble.

This phenomenon, the appeal of terrorism to students with a middle-class
background, has been observed for a long time in other parts of the world. Ernst
Halperin noted with regard to Latin American terrorism in the 1970s that if
one were to apply a Marxist class analysis it would appear that terrorism was a
movement of middle-class students against entrenched oligarchies, looking for an
improvement in their status and their prospects as well as for political power.’

The European terrorist groups of the extreme left in Europe were predomi-
nantly middle class (more in Germany than in Italy), whereas those of the extreme
right — neo-Nazis and skinheads — belonged to a lower social stratum. Shining
Path in Peru was definitely a movement of the poor, but the Tamil Tigers in Sri
Lanka was not. In brief, one would look in vain for a clear socioeconomic pattern
in the composition of terrorist movements. Terrorism rarely occurs in the poorest
and richest countries, especially if these happen to be small societies in which
there is little anonymity; between these extremes, terrorism can occur almost
anywhere.

It has been argued that the leadership of revolutionary movements has always
been constituted by the elite. Marx after all did not come from a poor family.
Engels owned a factory, and the prophet Muhammad, having married a wealthy
widow, was well-off too. But radical Islamic terrorism is not a movement aiming
at social revolution. While support for al Qa'ida was strong among the poor
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in Pakistan, there are obvious reasons that the militants should come from the
middle class, even the upper middle class. A contemporary terrorist operating
outside his own country has to be educated, have some technical competence,
and be able to move without attracting attention in alien societies. In brief, such
a person will have to have an education that cannot be found among the poor in
Pakistani or Egyptian villages or Palestinian refugee camps, only among relatively
well-off town folk.

One other factor has contributed to the terrorist potential in the Arab world:
uncontrolled demographic growth and the incapacity of the Arab governments to
find jobs for young people leaving the schools and graduating from the universities.
Among the regions with the highest total fertility rate (TFR) are Gaza with
7.9 percent and Saudi Arabia with 7 percent. Saudi Arabia is a rich country
(even though its income substantially declined over the last decade) whereas
Gaza is poor. Both countries have been leading recruiting grounds of terrorists.
But relatively few terrorists have come from Jordan and Syria, which also have a
TER of 7 percent. In countries like Egypt and Algeria, hundreds of thousands of
young people graduate from the universities each year. Of these young people only
about half will find a job, and the percentage of those finding a satisfactory job
is even smaller. These young people will be found in the coffee houses drinking
coffee, smoking water pipes, and not surprisingly discussing radical politics, and
among them the terrorists will find sympathizers. A high percentage of youth
unemployment can be found in all Arab and most Muslim countries, rich and
poor; governments have failed to make any real effort to find jobs for the younger
generation. They left supervision of education in the hands of the Islamists, and
secular entertainment for young people hardly exists at all. These seem to be the
main causes of radicalization among the young generation, not poverty per se.

The present distribution of wealth between nations and within many nations
is not conducive to social and political peace. Many reasons can be adduced in
favor of greatly increased efforts on the part of developed nations to help their less
fortunate brothers and sisters. But this process will take a long time and cannot
possibly be one-sided. Greater prosperity depends not just on the transfer of
capital and investment but to a large extent on education and, generally speaking,
the creation of a suitable climate for economic development. In recent decades,
the Far East has developed relatively quickly, quicker than Europe, whereas in
most African countries there has been negative development. The Middle East,
by and large, has stagnated.

In the third world, and in particular in the Arab and Muslim countries, another
trend has contributed to radicalization: the growing frustration about the social
and economic stagnation of the Muslim world and particularly the Arab coun-
tries, the oil-rich societies among them. Furthermore, terrorism has, of course,
added to the pauperization of the region. This effect was palpably felt through
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the Muslim world after the events of September 2001 — international compa-
nies ceased to invest in the Middle East, the tourism industry (very important in
countries like Egypt) collapsed, exports from the Arab countries sharply declined,
and unemployment increased.

How to explain the persistent belief that poverty and starvation are the main,
if not the only, causes of terrorism in the contemporary world? It has to do in part
with certain political assumptions: that the misery of the third world is the fault
of imperialism and the third world’s exploitation by the developed countries, a
version of the Leninist theory of imperialism which lingers on. Westerners have
been told not only that the global division of wealth is unjust, but that it is
their fault. Of course the colonial powers have exploited their colonies, but the
powers also contributed to the colonies’ economic development. The colonies
rebelled against foreign rule not primarily because of economic exploitation; had
they remained colonies, the economic situation of many would be better today.
Underlying the belief that terrorism is generated by poverty is the assumption that
in this case it might be relatively easy to remedy this state of affairs by offering
much greater support to the poor countries, to have a redivision of wealth, by
providing employment and thus restoring hope.

The misery of hundreds of millions in North Africa, the Middle East, and
South Asia, not to mention Africa, has a variety of reasons; it should figure high
on the international agenda. But even those most sympathetic to the cause of
the third world have realized for a long time that to account for violence in these
parts, more sophisticated explanations are called for. As Kofi Annan, secretary
general of the United Nations, put it: The poor of this world suffer enough; one
should not in addition brand them as potential terrorists.

Similar misconceptions have prevailed for a long time in a related field: hate
crimes. In a famous study more than sixty years ago, two psychologists established
a correlation between lynching and cotton prices in the United States. When
prices were low, lynchings went up. This finding was accepted for a long time as an
established truth. But new studies many years later covering longer periods found
no such correlation. Had there been a correlation, one would have expected
more lynchings in America during the Great Depression, but this was not the
case. Studies concerning the level of unemployment and attacks on foreigners
in Germany in the 1990s likewise found no correlation, and that the causes of
violence must have been different.

Terrorism, like revolutions, occurs not when the situation is disastrously bad
but when various political, economic, and social trends coincide. In the 1970s,
social scientists pointed to the concept of relative deprivation and frustration
leading to aggression. These concepts were also not very successful trying to
account for terrorism, and they led away from the realm of economics to the field
of human psychology. :
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While poverty is sometimes a contributing factory to the emergence and spread
of terrorism, national-ethnic tensions are of considerably greater relevance, and
much of the present study is devoted to this topic. Such conflicts were at the
bottom of the confrontation in Kashmir, in Israel/Palestine, in Chechnya, and
in Sri Lanka. They were not a decisive. factor in some of the bloodiest terror-
ist campaigns, such as in Algeria, Colombia, or Central Asia. In other words,
resolving national conflicts would be no more of an universal panacea to end
terrorism than eradicating poverty. Solving national conflicts and reducing ten-
sions between various ethnic groups remain vital aims but would not provide a
magic wand. People who practice terrorism are extremists, not moderates, and the
demands of extremists can hardly ever be satisfied without impairing the rights
of other ethnic groups, especially if two groups happen to claim the same region
or country.

Another reason frequently adduced for the spread of terrorism is the clash of
civilizations and the inability of the West to prevent it. There is some truth in
these assertions, but mainly in the case of Islam and hardly with regard to the
Far East or India, where there is less of an inferiority feeling vis-a-vis the West.
Radical Islamists have been trying hard to add fuel to such a potential conflict.?

A review of wars, civil wars, and other contemporary conflicts shows indeed
a greater incidence of violence and aggression in Muslim societies than in most
others. If we ignore tribal warfare in sub-Saharan Africa (notably in Nigeria and
Somalia as well as the Sudan), the Islamic factor has been prominently involved;
almost 90 percent of these conflicts appear to affect Muslim countries and soci-
eties. Of the twenty-two member states of the Arab League and the fifty-seven
member states of the OIC (the Organization of the Islamic Conference), hardly
any have been free of major political violence during the last twenty years. The
United Arab Emirates and perhaps also Morocco and Kazakhstan may provide
exceptions, but it is difficult to think of others. Muslims have a hard time living as
minorities in non-Muslim countries, be it in India, the Philippines, or in Western
Europe. Muslims find it equally difficult to give a fair deal to minorities — Muslim
or non-Muslim — in their own midst, be it the Berbers in Algeria; the Copts in
Egypt; or the Kurds, the Baha'i, or the Christians in the Sudan, Pakistan, and
East Timor.

However, the bloodiest war since 1945 has been between two Muslim coun-
tries, namely, Iran and Iraq, and the bloodiest terrorist campaign with about
100,000-150,000 victims took place in Algeria with the Islamist FIS (Front
Islamique de Salut) and GIS (Groupe Islamique Armée) attacking Algerian gov-
ernment forces and society. There have been armed conflicts between Morocco
and the Polisario, and between the Sudan and its neighbors, not to mention
Afghanistan and the two Yemens. Iraq has attacked Kuwait, and Syria has invaded
Jordan. There has been trouble between Muslims in the Caucasus as well as in
Central Asia.
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In some cases Muslims have been the aggrieved party. One needs to think
only of the Chechen, Bosnia, Kashmir, the West Bank, or the Uighurs in China.
But the moment the Albanians had the opportunity, they turned against their
Serbian and Macedonian neighbors; the Chechen invaded Dagestan; the Muslim
Kashmiris made it known that they wanted not only a state of their own but to
expel those who were not Muslims. The radical Palestinian groups have made no
secret that they do not merely want to liberate the territories occupied by Israel
in 1967 but to destroy the state of Israel, for which they argue there is no room
in an Islamic Middle East.

Given all these conflicts and tensions, it seems unlikely that, despite the hos-
tility against the West (which, after all, is not a monolith either), the Muslim
countries have a common cause against what the radicals among them consider
the Big Satan. Never in its history has the Organization of the Islamic Conference
(OIC) managed to solve a conflict between its members.

In brief, the elements of disunity among these countries are stronger than those
making for common action. The radical Islamists have opposed Arab nationalism,
which they consider a Western importation because it is a divisive factor. But at
the same time they have added fuel to Arab dissension by attacking (following the
guidance given by their gurus such as Sayed Qutb) the present Arab governments,
all of whom they think unbelievers and corrupt traitors. They are capable of
engaging in common action on the diplomatic front, such as voting as a bloc in the
United Nations. But it is difficult to imagine the rise of a new Muhammad uniting
the various tribes and leading them to war. There is not that much cohesion
because Islam has spread much too far: Islam in Africa is more African than
Islamic and Moroccan Islamists have not much in common with Albanian, the
Uzbek, or the Indonesian. The Islamists violently oppose modernism, but large
sections of the Islamic world have been irrevocably affected by Western ideas. It
seems hopeless to turn back the wheel of history.

One of the reasons adduced not just for the unpopularity of the United States
but for the global spread of terrorism is U.S. military aggression in the postwar
world. Ms. Roy, the prominent Indian writer, in a widely publicized essay after the
terrorist attacks in September 2001, listed some eighteen or twenty wars in which
the United States was involved. The list is correct even if it includes some wars in
which the United States intervened on behalf of the United Nations to protect a
Muslim minority (Kuwait, Bosnia, and Kosovo). If Ms. Roy had applied the same
standard to her own country, she would have found that India fought Pakistan
five or six times, and there were military conflicts with China, intervention in Sri
Lanka, the conquest of Goa, fighting over many years in Kashmir and the Punjab,
in Nagaland and Bodoland, and in Assam, Tripura, and with the Naxalites. In
brief, the number of armed conflicts in which India was involved was slightly larger
than the number of wars waged by the United States. Islamist terrorism against
the United States was rampant in particular during the Carter administration,
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which tried harder than any other to establish friendly relations with the Muslim
world, arming the Afghan rebels, for instance.

The next major upsurge of Muslim terrorism directed against the United
States came under the Clinton administration when the Oslo peace process was
under way and when Washington intervened to protect the Muslims in former
Yugoslavia.

A frequently mentioned cause of terrorism is the state of Israel. As a leading
Orientalist put it facetiously many years ago — if it were not for Israel, busi-
nessmen would get fat contracts, the supply of cheap oil would be guaranteed,
generals and admirals would get bases, and missionaries would face an onslaught
of people desiring to be converted to Christianity. To this list one should now add
that terrorism would disappear, and democratic and prosperous societies would
emerge in the Arab world.

Israel has many critics and enemies, and as a result of its policies on the West
Bank and Gaza it has often become difficult for its friends to justify its actions.
Israeli domination of the holy places and its unwillingness to share control with
the Muslims has been a cause of deep resentment in the Muslim world. It has
also been a source of danger of a further spread of the conflict, for there is always
the possibility that a religious madman or fanatic, not necessarily Jewish, will
try to burn or bomb one of the Muslim holy places. Such an action might have
incalculable consequences, given the indoctrination of Muslim masses over many
years by religious leaders. Such attempts have occurred in the past and may take
place in the future, and they could well lead to a religious war.

Furthermore, Israel should have given up most of the territories occupied in
1967 long ago, for its own sake, not to pacify the outside world. No democratic
country can rule in the long run so many hostile subjects and retain its democratic
character. Occupation is bound to lead to oppression and armed resistance. The
longer the inevitable decision to surrender most of the territories is postponed,
the more difficult it will be. Under Barak, Israel offered the return of almost all
the territories, but Yasir Arafat refused the offer. Nevertheless, Israel should have
gone ahead unilaterally, if need be, despite all uncertainties.

However, the idea that the surrender of the territories and the emergence of a
Palestinian state would have a decisive effect on the incidence of global terrorism
is far-fetched. For some of Israel’s neighbors and, of course, for the Palestinians,
Israel is a crucial problem and it is unlikely that the radicals among them will
accept its existence even within the borders of 1948. For the Muslim world at
large, Israel is a symbol and a catalyst of their rage rather than the cause. An
Israeli retreat from the occupied territories will not decisively strengthen the
position of the present governments of countries such as Egypt or Saudi Arabia.
It will make no great difference (or perhaps no difference at all) with regard to
the great majority of present armed conflicts in the Muslim world, be it in North
Africa or Nigeria, in Central Asia, Pakistan, the Caucasus or the Philippines,
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not even in the Persian Gulf, and it is quite unlikely that Israel’s retreat would
reduce the hostility to the West of the radical Muslims in Western Europe. The
radical [slamists have bigger fish to fry; they aim at the punishment and if possible
destruction of America and Western civilization. Israel is a small Satan compared
with the various big Satans on their political horizon. Far-reaching concessions
are in Israel’s best interest, but they will hardly induce countries such as Egypt or
Syria or Saudi Arabia to move closer to the West.

The attempts to explain contemporary terrorism are quite different in character
from the explanations offered a century earlier when anarchism fascinated and
frightened public opinion in Europe. Cesare Lombroso, the founder of modern
criminology, claimed that he had found one of the main keys for this new startling
phenomenon; the anarchists, he claimed, suffered from avitaminosis. For all one
knows, some of those who threw the bombs at Lombroso’s time may indeed
have had an insufficient intake of vitamins, but the same was probably true for
many of their less aggressive contemporaries. Lombroso’s ideas seem ridiculous
one hundred years later, but are present-day explanations closer to reality?

Terrorism has causes; ex nihilo nihil fit — nothing comes out of nothing. There
is a connection between terrorism and the economic and social situation. There
is a connection with the political state of affairs, and at the present time, there is
a connection with Islam. If all mankind would be as wealthy as the very richest
countries are right now, there would, in all probability, still be violence, but there
would be less of it.

Such conclusions do not, however, take us very far. Many terrorisms exist,
and their character has changed over time and from country to country. The
endeavor to find a “general theory” of terrorism, one overall explanation of its
roots, is a futile and misguided enterprise. The motives of the Russian revolu-
tionaries of 1881 have as much to do with al Qa'ida and the various jihads as
does the terrorism of Oklahoma City with Peru’s Shining Path or the Colombian
revolutionaries and drug dealers.

The motives of the Russian terrorists of 1881 and of 1904 can be explained
without difficulty against the background of the political situation in Tsarist Rus-
sia. But even this relatively obvious and easy explanation cannot account for
the fact that some revolutionaries opted for terrorism whereas others preferred
political action. These young men and women were by no means more radical in
their rejection of the regime than their comrades who rejected terrorism. Of those
who survived, more than a few in later life became liberals, conservatives, even
die-hard reactionaries. If so, what motivated them: impatience, lack of belief that
political action would lead to any results? Was it a matter of personality rather
than ideology and objective circumstances? The search for the roots of terrorism
has been too frequently lopsided in its endeavor to discover “objective conditions”
which, it was believed, always generate terrorism. Such conditions, needless to
say, do exist, but they are not the only factors involved. If it were different — if
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terrorists are, indeed, as some claim, “people like you and me” — there would be
billions of terrorists, but there are only relatively few.

Hence it is important to consider psychological factors such as aggression and
fanaticism, which are frequently neglected or even ignored in the terrorist context.
They are neglected because they are much more difficult to define. While it is
always possible to point to ways and means to deal with “objective factors,” the
psychological motives involved are far more elusive, far more difficult to confront.
Such investigations are also neglected because they are repugnant to many as they
tend to reduce the importance of the ideological factor in terrorism and lump
together terrorists with other individuals showing high degrees of violence and
aggression — such as serial murderers. Furthermore, if a strong biological-genetic
base were proved, this might lead to a climate of hopelessness, for while there are
ways and means to reduce unemployment and defuse national conflicts, there is
no known cure at the present time for fanaticism.*

The realization that “objective factors” and ideology are usually insufficient
to explain the decision of individuals or groups to opt for terrorism has led to a
preoccupation with psychological and biological factors: Is there such a thing as
a “terrorist personality”?

Psychologists of various schools (behaviorists as well as psychoanalysts) have
stressed the importance of childhood experiences. Geneticists have shown a corre-
lation between violence, aggression, and biological-genetic factors, while research
has focused on the presence of an extra chromosome (Klinefelter’s syndrome),
on serotonin and testosterone levels, and on the presence of toxic heavy metals
and certain brain defects. But however interesting these studies, causation has
no more been established than in the case of the objective factors; a great many
people may have elevated serotonin and low cholesterol levels and yet do not
become terrorists — and vice versa.

The Irish patriots of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries fought for national
independence, but their activities cannot explain why other minorities in Europe
(even inside the United Kingdom, such as the Scots) did not choose terrorism as
their strategy. Why did the radical Basque opt for terrorism whereas the Catalans,
also a minority in Spain albeit a more numerous one, did not? Why did the
Chechen engage in violent actions, but not the Tatars or other Muslim minorities
in Russia! Why did the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka opt for terrorism and engage
in one of the most protracted and bloody campaigns whereas the Muslims in Sri
Lanka have not? And why have the Tamils in Southern India, far more numerous
than those in Sri Lanka, been satisfied with their status and not carried out a war
for total independence? Many hundred national and religious minorities in the
world are persecuted and discriminated against; in fact there are few countries in
which minorities do not believe that they are unfairly treated.

To find an explanation to the questions of why and in what circumstances ter-
rorism occurs, one ought to consider at least in passing the questions of why and



24 Roots of Terrorism?

where terrorism does not occur even though all the “objective” reasons such as
oppression and persecution do exist. To give but a few examples — the untouch-
ables in South and East Asia (scheduled castes or Dalits in India, Burakami in
Japan, and similar groups in Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Myamar, Pakistan, etc.). They
number about 240 million and their treatment has been often abominable, yet
there has been no terrorism. Could it be that they are so degraded and fearful
that they do not dare to protest and oppose their persecutors?

It could be argued that most national and religious minorities have accepted
that, given the mixture of national groups in the modern world, it would not be
possible to have total independence short of ethnic cleansing such as the world
has never witnessed. There is of course also the fact that some ethnic groups
demand the same territories as their rivals. But such sober calculation is probably
not the main reason for the absence of terrorism in many parts of the globe and
its presence in others. In every case, the specifics of the situation have to be
considered. There are similarities, but in the end each case is different.

This takes us back to the changes that have taken place in the character of
terrorism over the past 150 years. Terrorism in the nineteenth century aimed at
social revolution or national liberation. Their quarrel was not with society at large,
only with a small layer of oppressors. There were cases of indiscriminate killing,
but these were the exception rather than the rule. This situation began to change
in the 1970s, a little earlier in the case of nationalist-separatist terrorism. It refers
to the brutalization and dehumanization in the choice of targets. That attacks
should become indiscriminate was only logical, for the enemy was no longer a thin
layer but the whole opposing group. If an anarchist declared in the late nineteenth
century that there were no innocents, this declaration came from a fellow traveler,
not a terrorist speaking on behalf of his group. It was considered by most of his
fellow militants a willfully paradoxical and wicked statement. A hundred years
later indiscrimination had become common practice. Terrorist spokesmen would
still occasionally claim that they were fighting only wicked governments, not other
people, but in practice they aimed to kill as many people as possible. On occasion
they would declare that civilian victims were after all taxpayers and young girls
would one day be mothers and give birth to babies who would become enemy
soldiers. Rape and mutilation were unheard of in nineteenth-century terrorism,
but toward the end of the twentieth century they became the rule rather than
the exception in some parts of the world.

Old-style terrorists, with the exception of a few marginal cases, would not have
considered using weapons of mass destruction or even of leaving their bombs in
places such as supermarkets where innocent bystanders would be the victims.
This dehumanization is in large part the result of religious fanaticism especially in
the case of Islamism, but it is also true in the case of radical nationalist terrorism.
It has occurred in particular in the fantasies and the actions of the extreme right
in the United States; the case of the Turner Diaries is an obvious example. These
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groups felt themselves so isolated and so powerless vis-a-vis an omnipotent enemy
that every weapon seemed permissible to have a chance in an unequal combat.
The greater the fanaticism and the madness, the greater the urge to destroy as
many enemies as possible. Whereas nineteenth-century terrorism especially in its
anarchist variant had considered terrorism “propaganda by deed,” the extreme
groups of a later period had no wish to persuade anyone; their aim was to destroy
as many of the enemy forces as possible, with “enemy forces” referring to all
infidels, including small babies.

Just as the Holocaust would have been unlikely in nineteenth-century Europe,
the new terrorism became possible only as the moral values and the whole Zeit-
geist changed. Terrorists of an earlier period with all their hatred of the enemy had
still felt bound by certain conventions. They would not have engaged in actions
considered inhuman, and they would not have declared that they intended to
“drink the blood of their enemies” and to “dance on their graves.” Some present-
day terrorists expect their enemies to drink their own blood and to infect them
with AIDS and commit similar cruelties, or at least they claim to believe this.
There were, of course, cases of indiscriminate killing by terrorists well before the
1970s, but only thereafter, with bombs placed into jumbo jets or the attack against
Olympic athletes, did such practices become the prevailing strategy.

There were not a few unstable personalities among nineteenth-century terror-
ists, especially the Anarchists and the Russians, but there were few paranoiacs
among them. On the other hand, persecution mania plays an important part in
the new terrorism. Terrorism adapted itself and was motivated by a fanaticism
that manifested itself in, among other things, indiscriminate mass killings and
suicide bombings.

The term “fanaticism” comes from the Latin fanum (a holy place) but acquired
early on the meaning of being possessed. It has frequently been described by
theologians and historians of religion, whereas psychologists and psychiatrists
have often shied away from investigating the phenomenon. A workable definition
has been provided by Adolf Hitler in Mein Kampf; more than any other modern
leader Hitler invoked fanaticism as an essential element of the Nazi movement.

Hitler noted that the mobilization of the masses could never be achieved by
“half-hearted statements and actions” but only by total lack of any (humane) con-
sideration and the fanatical, relentless pursuit of the goal. The enemy had to be
smashed and destroyed; he was not just wrong, he was always totally wrong. The
greatness of each great movement, Hitler declared, is rooted in a religious fanati-
cism totally convinced of its own rightness, intolerant against everything else.
Seen in this light, the greatness of Christianity was not in attempting to compro-
mise with similar philosophical schools but in fanatically and without compromise
pressing its own message.

Hitler’s insistence on the religious sources of fanaticism should not blind us to
the fact that Hitler and his comrades were by no means motivated by traditional
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religion, except perhaps in a new, self-made variety. Nor was he reliable as a
student of religion. Christianity was, after all, during the first three centuries
of its history the religion of persecuted minorities, in contrast to Islam whose
founder was — or to be precise, became — a military leader and whose followers
in the course of the next three centuries engaged in military expansion in Asia
and North Africa. >

Religious sources of fanaticism cannot wholly account for contemporary man-
ifestations. The first suicide bombers in the Middle East in the early 1980s were
not Muslims but secular Christians. The Tamil Tigers, who produced more suicide
bombers in the 1990s than any other terrorist movement, were not motivated by
religion either. Nationalism, in other words, could produce a fanatical appeal sim-
ilar to religion. The kamikaze pilots in World War II are an obvious example, as
are soldiers in other armies in all recent wars who went on actions from which the
chances of returning were minimal (SS units in so-called Himmelfahrtskommandos,
the crew of German submarines in 1944, etc.). Nationalism quite apart, esprit de
corps — the feeling of loyalty to a group — played an important role.

But with all this, the religious (or quasi-religious) sources of fanaticism are
beyond doubt. They appear perhaps most clearly in certain episodes in the history
of Christianity, such as the story of the Crusades. The speeches of Pope Urban
and other princes of the church called the pious to go to the Holy Land to save
the holy places from the Saracenes who had desecrated and destroyed them. The
chronicles describe how the scum of France (faex residua Francorum) responded
with great enthusiasm shouting “Deus lo volt” — God wants it — but how later
on the nobles joined the Crusade (as well as many thousands of children and
women wholly ill prepared who never made it), how Jerusalem was conquered,
and how a bloodbath took place thereafter. Many Jewish communities have been
destroyed on the road of the crusaders, but they did not spare Eastern Church
congregations either. Many of their contemporaries thought these enthusiasts
possessed and crazy, but the movement affected tens of thousands.

It was not, of course, only the Pope who had played a role in this incitement,
but demagogic priests also like Peter of Amiens, a type of fanatic who recurs during
the Middle Ages up to Savonarola, the Inquisition, and the burning of witches.
Fanaticism suffered a decline even before the Enlightenment, but it had a revival
in some churches such as the Russian Orthodox church in the late nineteenth
century; there was a reaction elsewhere too against a century of tolerance and
humanity.

The Russian religious philosopher Nikolai Berdyaev has provided a psycholog-
ical profile of the fanatic, which may fit the fanatics of all religions. According
to Berdyaev, the fanatic sees everywhere treason, betrayal, and the breaking of
fidelity. He discovers everywhere conspiracies against his beloved idea, against
the object of his faith. He is obsessed with a maniacal pursuit after the snares
of the devil. Being in the grip of a persecution mania, it is very difficult to bring
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him back to reality. He sees enemies all around him, and he always becomes
the persecutor. He reacts with force, for the devil seems always very strong and
omnipotent, and in many ways the fanatic believes more strongly in Satan than in
God. The fanatic in Berdyaev’s profile acts with the greatest of malice, coercion,
and cruelty. His whole life is devoted to persecuting heresy, and he cannot exist
without an enemy.

Berdyaev, who wrote in 1937, noted the tendency of fanaticism to divide the
world into two hostile camps. This observation applies to the same degree to
radical Islamism at the present time.

It is more difficult to follow Berdyaev’s generalizations when he claims that
fanaticism is always rooted in fear and a perception of danger. He left out of
his purview the element of hatred and aggression. Nor is it true, as Berdyaev
argues, that there is a basic difference between the fanaticism of the Middle Ages
and modern times, inasmuch as in the Middle Ages there was deep religious
faith such as no longer exists in the modern age. Also the Middle Ages carried
a great intolerance of culture and intellectual creativity. Torquemada and the
other inquisitors believed that they tortured people in order to save their souls
from perdition, which cannot be said about the modern inquisition.

For Christianity and the other major religions, the Crusades, the Inquisition,
and the burning of witches are a thing of the past. But in Islam, once the most
tolerant of religions, fanaticism in various manifestations (Wahabism, Salafism,
etc.) had a revival in modern times. In some branches of Islam, such as Shiism,
fanaticism has always been stronger than in others (e.g., self-flagellation). But
in the decades before Khomeini’s rise to power, this tradition seemed to be on
the wane.

With the resurgence of fundamentalism came a recurrence of fanaticism. The
idea of saving the souls of their victims is certainly alien to the present-day ter-
rorists; on the contrary, victims should be annihilated so that there should be no
remembrance of them. Nor is terrorist cruelty limited to unbelievers. One need to
think only of the Algerian terrorists who excelled in unspeakable acts of cruelty
toward their own coreligionists as well as children. True, some of the Islamic
fanaticism could well be pre-Islamic in motivation. The Koran and Hadith, for
instance, command a decent burial even to enemies (especially Muslim enemies),
whereas the traditional way to deal with the corpses of political enemies in Iraq
in the 1950s and 1960s but also elsewhere in Muslim lands has been mutilation.
This practice has certainly not been in conformance with the prescriptions of
religion; the Taliban has acted in a similar barbaric way.

Fanaticism is an essential part of terrorism, for how can one expect militants
to kill and to expect to be killed but on the basis of a very strong, single-minded
belief? Hence the upsurge of barbarism in terrorism, religious and secular alike.
There was a basic difference between Russian revolutionary terrorists of a hundred
years ago, among whom there was the belief that by killing (which was politically
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necessary) they committed a sin for which they were to be punished. These
terrorists of a bygone age had been motivated by a feeling of idealism and duty
toward their class or their country. The last words of those about to be executed,
such as Fischer, one of the accused in the Haymarket trial in Chicago (“This is the
happiest day in my life”), reveal that they were deeply convinced that upon them,
like upon Christ, was the burden of deliverance. The fanatical devotion of some
of the early Nazis — such as Schlageter, who was executed by the French in 1923
after some acts of sabotage — was paid homage by a leading Soviet communist,
Karl Radek. He wrote at the time that the fact that Schlageter risked death
showed that he was determined to serve his country. Radek drew the conclusion
that the Communists shall do everything in their power to ensure that men like
Leo Schlageter, willing to go to their death for an ideal, should not have died in
vain but be harbingers of a better world.

To state the obvious again, terrorism has changed over time and so have the
terrorists, their motives, and the causes of terrorism. A century ago terrorism was
either socialist revolutionary or anarchist, or in some cases, nationalist separatist
such as in Ireland and the Balkans. A world map of terrorism around 1970 still
showed, broadly speaking, the same trends — left-wing terrorism in some Euro-
pean countries and in Latin America, nationalist terrorism in the Middle East,
but also terrorism carried out by groups of the extreme right — in Germany and
Romania in the 1920s and 1930s and in later decades also in Italy, Turkey, and
other countries. This terrorism was predominantly internal, directed against the
ruling government or other parties and social groups. Only in a few cases was
terrorism based in one country directed against another, such as in the Middle
East and on the Indian subcontinent.

During the 1980s and early 1990s there was a worldwide decline in terrorist
action. The left-wing groups with a very few exceptions had disappeared, the
right wing had declined in influence, and while the nationalist-separatist trend
continued to operate, there were also signs that it was abating. The Irish and
the Basque terrorists were negotiating on and off with the governments of their
countries, and the peace process in the Middle East also caused a decline in the
number of acts of terrorism. Some of the sponsors of state terrorism, including
Libya and Sudan, became noticeably less active than they had been before, and
the Iranians tried harder to obliterate their traces. As the annual report of the
State Department for the year 2000 stated, only nineteen U.S. citizens had been
killed that year in acts of international-terrorism. (Seventeen of them perished in
a single attack — on the USS Cole in the port of Aden.)

However, during the 1990s, a new factor arose that became within a few
years the most important by far on the map of international terrorism: Islamic
terrorism. There had been, of course, such groups before, such as in Algeria,
but sometimes they were overlooked; on other occasions they were thought to
be mainly local and nationalist rather than religious in character, such as in
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the case of Kashmir and Palestine. (Kashmir and Palestine had been originally
national conflicts, but they have become more and more religious-political —
Islamist in other words — in recent years.) In other places the military operations
by Islamic groups took the character of guerrilla warfare rather than terrorism in
the Caucasus and Central Asia.

But with the attempts of al Qa'ida under Osama bin Laden to establish some-
thing like an international coordination bureau of Muslim terrorist groups and
an International Brigade, the role of Islamic terrorism became predominant and
most other terrorist groups became marginal — except, of course, for the local
authorities involved.

All this history has to be recalled for the simple reason that an analysis of
the roots of terrorism at the beginning of the twenty-first century cannot be
based exclusively on the experience of earlier phases. But to reiterate once again,
it would be even more misleading to proceed with such an analysis from the
assumption that terrorism has no prehistory. Both the features the new terrorism
has in common with the old and the essential differences have to be taken into
account. Religious and nationalist fanaticism is the predominant feature of terror-
ism at the present time, which does not preclude that in future decades terrorism
might appear also in other guises.




TWO

The Origins of Islamic Terrorism

URING THE NINETEENTH and most of the twentieth centuries terrorism in the

Muslim and Arab world did not play a significant role. To be more precise,
Muslim and Arabic terrorism was a localized phenomenon. It did exist but it was
not predominant, nor did it differ essentially in its motivation and outlook from
other forms of terrorism. Toward the end of the twentieth century, Muslim and
Arabic terrorism became the most prominent component of world terrorism. How
did this happen?

Its origins were in the emergence of the revivalist movements promoting a
return to fundamentalist Islam, and those of its protagonists who wanted to impose
their aims by force. Such movements appeared in several countries: In the Arabian
Peninsula it took the form of Wahhabism, the teaching spread by an eighteenth-
century sect that was little noticed at the time. On the Indian subcontinent,
terrorism was connected with the desire to strengthen the identity of the Muslim
minority vis-a-vis the Hindu majority; the founders of Pakistan had been secular
politicians, but on the fringes of their movement, religious extremists were active.
As time went by, they became more prominent. But the heartland of Islamic
fundamentalism was Egypt, even though Salafism (as it was locally known) never
gained a politically leading position. The term “Salafi” simply means early Islamic,
referring to those who lived in the first centuries after Muhammad. In religious
terms it means opposition to reform and the purification of Islam from alien
elements. But Salafism was also a reform movement, a reinterpretation of the
origins of a religion which as much as other religions (and perhaps even more so)
were shrouded in darkness and uncertainty. With what justification could these
modern advocates of a pure Islam claim that they were more knowledgeable and
more faithful interpreters than those of a bygone time? Salafism opened widely
the door to subjectivism. It meant in practice that everyone was, or at any rate
could be, his own interpreter of the holy writ — except, of course, that the Salafis
thought that they had a monopoly as far as truth was concerned.

Islamic fundamentalism in one form or another had always been present, just
as in Christianity and Judaism there had been fundamentalist trends all along. If
so, what was specific about the new Islamic fundamentalism? It preached that one
should adhere very closely to the Koran; that Allah was the only true Lord, the
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only God worthy of obedience and true worship; and that one should believe in
the uniqueness the of prophet Muhammad. But these basic tenets were common
to every Muslim. What was really new was the conviction of the Salafis that they
were Islam, not just one of several factions; that state and society should be based
on the principles of the religious law, the Sharia, and not on secular law; and that
this aim could be achieved most likely only by violence.

New also was the strong emphasis on jihad (holy war), even though its exact
meaning was not always made clear. Many fundamentalists also believed in the
necessity to reestablish the Khilafah (the unity of political and religious rule)
which had vanished with the break-up of the Ottoman Empire after World War I.
However, on this point there were differences of opinion, and the Muslim Brother-
hood in Egypt, for instance, which had first been in favor later dropped this
demand. These basic beliefs were bound to collide with the existing order in
the Muslim world and also with nationalism and the national states that had
developed over time.!

What were the roots of the rise of fundamentalism? They varied from religion
to religion and from country to country. In Egypt and other Middle Eastern
countries it was the general dissatisfaction with the prevailing state of affairs, the
imperfections of politics and society, and fear of and resistance against Western
ideological and material influences. The Muslim Brotherhood, the main agent
of fundamentalism, which spread over the years to many countries, was never a
monolithic political party. It changed its tactics and even some of its doctrine in
the course of time. It engaged in many activities — educational, political, social as
well as “military” (that is to say, terrorist). In this respect, the Muslim Brotherhood
was not different from movements in other parts of the world: IRA had been part
of Sinn Fein, a political party; ETA was in close contact with its political wing,
Hari Batasuna; the Zionist Revisionist party had Irgun as its terrorist branch; and
more recently Hizbullah in Lebanon has not only engaged in suicide bombing but
also managed hospitals and schools. Hamas did the same.

This book primarily addresses the terrorist activities of the Muslim Brother-
hood and its offshoots. The terrorist acts have to be considered in a wider political
context; the IRA and Irgun did not always follow the political leadership but
slipped out of their control, and sometimes even turned against it. So did the
armed wing of the Brotherhood.

The Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt was founded in 1928 in the city of Ismailya.
The original impulse for its creation came from a number of observant Muslims
who were appalled at the actions of Mustafa Kemal, the ruler of Turkey who was
transforming his country into a secular state. The Brotherhood’s founder, Hassan
al Banna, saw its main assignment as dissemination of religious propaganda. He
created his organization to engage in missionary activities, acting not only through
religious education and the building of mosques but also all kinds of social activ-
ities (including sports and youth clubs — among them ninety-nine football and
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sixteen boxing teams) and even economic enterprises such as building firms and
small banks —all in the spirit of Islam.

The history of the Muslim Brotherhood has been the subject of many Arab
and a few English language studies.” By the late 1930s the Brotherhood had
established many local branches in Egypt and also initiated foreign contacts. It
had also become more politicized and radical. As al Banna announced: Islam was
both a religion and a state. The Koran and the sword were inseparable.

At about this time the “special unit” (also called the “secret apparatus”) was
established. This armed wing of the Brotherhood would buy (or steal) weapons,
recruit new members from among the army and police, assassinate enemies of
the Brotherhood, and eventually carry out a coup.” The secret apparatus had
in the early days a Mufti of its own to decide on the religious legitimacy of an
assassination. On the eve of such an action there would be a ritual trial in the
absence of the accused.*

During World War II the British tried to persuade or bribe the Brotherhood
to help them with the war effort, but without much success. The sympathies of
the Brotherhood were with the Axis forces. They tried to establish contact with
Rommel’s advancing forces but nothing much became of these feelers. The secret
organization engaged in attacks against Jewish citizens living in Egypt, trying
without success to burn down the Jewish quarter of Cairo. The first great activist
period in the history of the Brotherhood took place in the years between the end
of the world war up to the revolution resulting in the deposition of King Farug.
The Brotherhood was in the forefront of the struggle against the British; it sent
thousands of volunteers to join the war against the Jews in Palestine; above all the
Brotherhood engaged in a campaign of terror against its domestic foes. Among
the victims were two prime ministers of the day (1948) — Ahmed Maher and
Mahmoud Fahmi en Nograshi — but among those attacked were also foreign and
domestic journalists. In retaliation, Hassan al Banna was killed by the police in
a Cairo street in February 1949. Al Banna’s antagonism vis-a-vis the West was
profound and unshakeable. In an open letter to the heads of Muslim states in
1946, he called the West not only unjust and tyrannical but also very weak and
decadent; one strong push by the army of the faithful, according to al Banna, and
the whole world would find calm and peace under the banner of Islam.’

There is reason to believe that al Banna was unhappy during the last years of
his life about the activities of the special apparatus, which had become largely
independent under Abdel Rahman al Sanadi. Al Banna did not want to burn
his bridges with the leading political parties, such as the Wafd, or with the gov-
ernment. His successor, the judge Hassan Hodaibi, was even more moderate. As
a result, a period of ideological and tactical confusion set in, with various fac-
tions pulling in different directions. The Brotherhood supported the Free Officers
who had taken over power, but they also dissociated themselves from the new
leadership; they bitterly opposed the godless Communists but also found at times
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common cause with them. Eventually one of the Brothers tried to kill Nasser as
he made a speech in the city of Minya (the so-called “Minya incident”), where-
upon four thousand members of the organization were arrested; thousands fled
from Egypt, and a few were executed. The Brotherhood was effectively smashed
and for the next fifteen years amounted to very little inside Egypt.

In 1964, Nasser granted a general amnesty to all members of the Muslim
Brotherhood. However, while accepting the amnesty, the Brotherhood had no
wish to collaborate with Nasser and immediately continued their own opera-
tions aiming to overthrow the government. The ideology was provided by Sayed
Qutb, whose writings in prison became the doctrine of the militant wing of the
Brotherhood in the years that followed.

About Qutb the theologian a great deal has been written; our interest in
his teaching and influence is limited to Qutb as the philosopher and instigator
of terrorism.® Qutb was born in 1906 in a middle-class family near Assyut in
Upper Egypt, the heartland of the radical Islamist groups. He was a literary critic,
teacher, and school inspector in later years, and relatively late in life, following a
visit to the United States in 194850, he became a convert to fundamentalism
and joined the Muslim Brotherhood, which had been in existence at that time for
about two decades. Within a very short time he emerged as one of its leaders, the
most radical and the most influential but also a very divisive figure. He taught
that Islam was the only true religion; that all other religions and civilizations
were barbarian, evil, and animal-like, and that any contact with them was to
be shunned. The West was the enemy par excellence of the Muslims, afraid of
Islam and aware of its spiritual superiority. As Qutb saw it, there could never be
peace with the West. The struggle was not about territory but about truth and
which truth should prevail in the world. All that is known about his life points
to a fanatic, a man totally dedicated to the cause he thought right, a person
beset with deep psychological difficulties. He did not have any formal theological
education, and in the early years his books were banned as those of a deviationist
if not apostate by Al Azhar, the leading religious study center in the Islamic world.
He did have the urge to die a martyr to his cause, which in the end he did.

Together with other Muslim Brotherhood militants, he spent many years in
prisons and concentration camps under the rule of Gamal Abdel Nasser, and
according to his sympathizers he was tortured. But conditions cannot have been
too harsh, because while detained he wrote some twenty books. The most impor-
tant of them, on top of a thirty-volume interpretation of the Koran (half of them
written in prison), was a book entitled Milestones.

Milestones amounted, no more and no less, to the ex-communication (tagfir) of
all Muslims who did not agree with his brand of Islam. The book claimed that all
existing Islamic states and their rulers were not true Muslims but pagans against
whom relentless war should be waged up to their destruction. This claim was
tantamount to a declaration of war, not just on the present rulers but on society
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in general. This kind of radicalism repelled most of the older members of the
Muslim Brotherhood, including those in prison, but it strongly appealed to the
younger radicals. In 1964, trying to appease the Brotherhood and to induce them
to join his Arab Socialist Union (the only existing political party), Nasser had most
of the Brotherhood’s leaders released from detention. But the Brotherhood had
no desire to collaborate with Nasser, whom they considered an enemy. Following
several more attempts on Nasser’s life, the leadership of the Brotherhood was
again arrested. Several ringleaders, including Qutb, were hanged. Thus he died a
martyr and became a hero of the extremists who were attracted precisely by his
appeals to violence.”

After his death, hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions, of copies his works
were printed throughout the Islamic world. While some spiritual leaders contin-
ued to reject his views, others accepted them, wholly or in part. In the canon
of the Muslim Brotherhood, Qutb figures today as the leader and thinker second
in importance only to the founder, Hassan al Banna. But since al Banna wrote
much less than Qutb, it is safe to say that the latter has been the most influential
thinker of the Brotherhood. He has certainly been the greatest influence as far
as the Muslim terrorists in the Arab world and North Africa are concerned. As
some observers have pointed out, many terrorists, including some of their leaders,
never read Qutb, but his message of holy war, shorn of theological refinements,
filtered down even to those who had never even heard his name. Not one of
the reformist Muslim religious thinkers, nor all of them taken together, had even
remotely as much influence as Qutb did.

Nasser’s defeat in the war against Israel and his death a few years later gave
the Brotherhood new freedom of maneuver, and Anwar el Sadat, who succeeded
the “Rais” (as Nasser had been known), had another general amnesty declared.
Sadat believed that he needed their help to purge the country from Nasserists
and Communists. Thus the Muslim radicals received for a while a free hand to
remove their enemies, who happened also to be the rivals of the new regime,
from positions of influence in the field of education, the universities, and cultural
and public life. But this fatal miscalculation on Sadat’s part eventually led to his
murder. The Muslim radicals considered the purge of the secular only the first
stage of their fight for power which, as they envisaged it, should result in a coup
d’état. For them Sadat, even though he was a practicing Muslim, was no better
than Nasser.

Qutb’s teachings inspired a variety of underground organizations. One of them
was headed by Shukri Mustafa; it was the first to establish a guerrilla band called
Tagfir va'l hejra (also called Jama’at al Muslimin, society of Muslims) in the
neighborhood of Assyut.® Shukri’s group, active between 1971 and 1977, was a
typical sect which, for all intents and purposes, established a religion of its own
so ultra-orthodox that it turned anti-Islamic and rejected the teaching of all the
ulema (religious leaders) past and present because they had been corrupted by the



The Origins of Islamic Terrorism 35

governments of the day and could not be trusted. Like Pol Pot, Shukri reached
the conclusion that society in general was so corrupt that there was no way to
reform it; it had to be destroyed. But since in contrast to Pol Pot the guerrilla
group was too weak to do so, it decided in its early stages to withdraw from the
sinful cities and their temptations to caves in remote hilly districts. However, they
found life in these primitive conditions too difficult, so they returned to the cities
where they attracted some new members.

Next, internal splits occurred in their ranks. Other, competing Islamic extrem-
ist groups tried to wean members over to their organizations, but since leaving
the group was tantamount to treason (like apostasy from Islam), Shukri reacted
violently.” He also decided to put the finances of his organization on a more solid
basis by kidnapping a prominent personality and asking for ransom. The best-
known victim was Muhammad al Dhahbi, a former government minister of wagf
(religious properties), and when the authorities refused to pay the two hundred
thousand Egyptian pounds that the kidnappers had demanded, the sheikh was
killed by his abductors. This led within a few days to the arrest of most active
members of this group, who had been under police observation for some time.
Astonishing facts emerged in the trial such as, for instance, that Shukri could
not quote a single verse from the Koran, and that in all probability, he would
not have been able to understand it in any case. Shukri and some of his fellow
conspirators were sentenced to death and executed in 1977.

The religious establishment regarded Shukri and his gang as marginal figures
outside the camp of faithful Muslims. But at the same time they put the responsi-
bility for the Tagfir va'l hejra phenomenon on the government which, it argued,
was secular, not rooted in Islamic religious tradition.

This was not quite the end of Tagfir, which reemerged in 1985 under the name
al Wawaquf wal tabayun, a terrorist group which tried to assassinate two ministers
of the interior and also the editor-in-chief of Al Mussawar, Egypt’s leading illus-
trated weekly. Members of the group were duly arrested; one of the defendants in
the trial claimed that they firmly believed that they would be the only ones to be
saved from hell. Lastly, a local terrorist gang in Fayoum in 1990 also maintained
that it was a successor of Tagfir. They were headed by a local militant named
Shawgqi el Sheikh; it is difficult to establish to what extent this group was moti-
vated by religion or whether it was mainly criminal in character. It certainly raised
funds by running protection rackets that intimidated local farmers. The farmers
complained, the police intervened, and in the shootout that followed nineteen
people were killed. At one time Shawgqi almost succeeded in establishing in a
village named Khak a “liberated zone” on the Maoist model. The social composi-
tion of his gang was interesting; its leaders without exception were local notables
and men of substance, while their followers were farmers, seasonal workers, and
fishermen. The group had local backing because of widespread antigovernment
resentment, but it always remained restricted to the district where it originated.'
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Several other terrorist groups emerged in the 1970s, some more or less spon-
taneous and short-lived, such as the gang headed by a Palestinian Arab named
Salah Sariya. He had arrived from Jordan only a few years earlier and on the
fringes of the Muslim Brotherhood recruited a group of students at the military
academy at Heliopolis. In April 1974, they engaged in a highly amateurish coup,
trying to gain hold of the academy and to kill Sadat. But they were overpowered
by the guards; two were executed, more given lengthy prison terms.

Far more serious and long-lived were two groups that entered the history of
Egyptian terrorism under the name of Jihad and Gama'a Islamiya."" They too
derived their doctrine from Sayed Qutb and developed among students on the
university campuses and the youth organizations of the Muslim Brotherhood.

Qutb was dead and they needed a living guru. They found him in a blind
sheikh named Umar Abdel Rahman who had been a professor in a religious insti-
tute affiliated with Al Azhar in Assyut. Abdel Rahman had the reputation of an
extreme fundamentalist, very critical of the government and in favor of the use of
violence. According to some sources, Umar became the mufti of terrorist groups
in 1980 (according to others in 1981), but he certainly did play for years a central
role in Egyptian terrorism.'? There was a long theological discussion among his
followers about whether he could ever be the official head or commander because
of his infirmity, but he certainly was the power in the background. He issued the
fatwas they needed, be it for robbing and killing local goldsmiths (usually Chris-
tian) or for launching war against America, which, according to him, was the
source of all evil and the main enemy of Islam, responsible for the unhappy con-
dition of the Muslim world. Every conspiracy against Islam, every bit of scheming
emanated from America and the task of the terrorists was to strike terror against
America, and not to be afraid of the “terrorism” label. This approach was what
Jihad was all about: jihad with the sword, with the cannon, with grenades, and
with the missile, jihad against God’s enemies."

When most members of his group were arrested, the blind sheikh fled, or was
permitted to escape, to the United States in late 1990. The circumstances are not
clear why Washington would give exile to one so prominently involved in terrorist
activities. Perhaps he was considered harmless. The Egyptian government later
claimed to have asked for his extradition, but the U.S. government certainly did
not respond and seems not to have paid attention until 1993, when the sheikh was
arrested in connection with the attempt to bomb the World Trade Center as well
as with other terrorist activities. Perhaps they thought him a lesser danger value
at liberty, since his freedom made it easier to observe Muslim radical activities in
the United States. If so, their judgment was not, as it later appeared, very sound.

The blind sheikh’s connection was mainly with el Jihad, but he was by no
means the terrorists’ only inspiration. Another was an electrician named Abd al
Salam Faraj, author of a book entitled The Hidden Imperative, which became the
bible of the group that killed Anwar Sadat. Faraj's hidden imperative was jihad,
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armed attacks against the domestic tyrants (the “Pharach”); everything else —
the building of mosques, religious education, and other religious obligations —
was unimportant. Even the war against the Jews and Israel was subordinated to
the supreme duty of “establishing the rule of God in our own country first.”'*

Faraj’s book became a cult book among radical Muslims and has been repub-
lished countless times. It is a bitter attack against all those who for one reason or
another want to interpret jihad in a different, more liberal way or even postpone it.
Faraj was particularly caustic about those refusing to fight because among those
opposing them were Muslims too. Had not Muhammad said: Verily the killer
and the killed will be in Hell Fire? Whence the scruples to kill fellow Muslims?
The intellectual level of this tract is very low. To compare it with the writings
of medieval Islamic jurists and philosophers of Baghdad or Andalusia is to invite
ridicule. It consists of a string of quotations from the Koran and what certain inter-
preters (carefully selected by the author) said about them. However, the Hidden
Imperative was not written for intellectuals, but for semiliterate young militants
thirsting for violent action.

Sadat’s peace initiative with Israel was anything but popular in the ranks of the
Muslim Brotherhood and allied groups, but it certainly was not the only reason
for his murder; after all, they had try to kill Nasser too, even though he had not
wanted to make peace with the Jews. In any case, the first actempts to kill Sadat
date back several years before a peace treaty with Israel was signed.

The circumstances of the murder of Sadat in September 1981 during a military
parade emerged in detail at the trial of the assassins. It seems to have been a more
or less impetuous decision by an army lieutenant named Khaled al Istambuli, a
native of Minya district, following the detention of his brother in one of the
periodic mass arrests of the local radicals. The plan was submitted to the Cairo
leadership of the Gama’a, envisaging not just the murder of the president but
a general revolution. It seems to have been a combined action carried out by
Gama’a and Jihad of which the young Al Zawahiri, bin Laden’s deputy in later
years, was one of the leaders. While the first part of the plan was relatively easy —
three of a tank crew would jump from their vehicle and open fire on Sadat — the
second part, the general uprising, was in the realm of fantasy. Some of the more
experienced and mature conspirators had their misgivings about it from the very
beginning.

Istambuli and four other conspirators were executed after the first of several
trials. Sadat was replaced by his deputy Hosni Mubarak, and the only tangible
political result of the assassination was a split in the ranks of the radical Islamists.
The Muslim Brotherhood distanced itself from the murder. Some of the leading
members of Gama'a who had escaped arrest left the group, and it took several
years until the practitioners of violence in Egypt would be able to reorganize.'®

Thus the murder of Anwar Sadat, far from bringing about the hoped-for
revolution, merely ended a chapter in the history of Muslim terrorism in Egypt.
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SEVERAL QUESTIONS REMAIN to be addressed, including the geopolitics of terror-
ism in Egypt. The heavy concentration of terrorist acts from the early days to
the present time in the provinces of Minya and Assyut in southern Egypt can be
explained without great difficulty. These districts are quite populous. The cities
of Minya have almost four hundred thousand inhabitants and those of Assyut
close to half a million, but they suffer from neglect by the central authorities.
They are far from Cairo, and government control has been traditionally difficult
to impose. There are sizeable universities in both cities and, above all, there are
major concentrations of Copts. The approximate number of Coptic Christians in
Egypt is six million or more;'® the accurate number has not been published for a
long time and is thought to be a state secret.

The Copts have been considered second-class citizens not only by the Islamic
radicals but also the Muslim Brotherhood; even the present chief guide of the
Brotherhood has demanded that they should pay a special tax to the Muslims for
protection against an outside attack.!’

If there had been substantial colonies of Europeans and Jews in Egypt, the
Muslim Brotherhood would undoubtedly have chosen them as their main, imme-
diate target, but since Europeans and Jews had been thrown out under Nasser,
another enemy had to be found: the Copts of southern Egypt. Individual Copts
were killed, their churches and institutions attacked and sometimes burned, their
shops pillaged. The religious enmity quite apart, there were tensions between
neighboring villagers and resentment of the better-off Copts. According to the
[slamists, the Copts behaved as if they were equal in status to the Muslims. The
Islamists also demanded that no Copt should be promoted to a leading position
in the state apparatus or the security forces. The Copts were accused of buying
weapons, which was quite correct, but they did so mainly in self-defense. In any
case, beating up Copts, while not the only pastime of the Brotherhood and espe-
cially the radical terrorist groups in Southern Egypt, became one of their main
preoccupations, much to the embarrassment of the government and also, for dif-
ferent reasons, to the dismay of the radical Islamic leadership in Cairo. They were
as hostile as their brethren in the south to the “crusaders,” but they regarded the
attacks against native Egyptians a diversion from the main targets and a waste of
energy. The main aim was to attack the Islamic infidels at home and, of course,
the Americans. Minya and Assyut remain two of the main strong points of the
Gama'’a to the present day.

From time to time, the authorities would launch a new campaign to bring
the situation in the south under control — for instance, after the massacre of
foreign tourists in Luxor in November 1997 — but sporadic attacks against Copts
and police patrols did continue. Thousands were arrested, and in an average
year between one hundred and two hundred people were killed in these two
districts alone."® The government never quite succeeded in stamping out terrorism
altogether. :
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After the assassination of Sadat and the failed revolution of 1981, individ-
ual radicals continued their efforts to penetrate the army to gain new recruits
among the junior officers and through them to obtain weapons. The authorities,
though, were now doubly watchful, and some of these attempts at insurrection
failed because of the presence of informers, others because of the inexperience of
the plotters.”” One of their more successful ventures was the escape of Esam el
Qamari, a former army officer, and a couple of his comrades from Tura prison, but
he was apprehended soon after and killed in a shootout with the police. Next,
the terrorists provoked clashes with the security forces in the al Shams quarter
of Cairo, one of their strongholds. But this action again led to mass arrests and
four executions. The terrorists retaliated by trying to kill the minister of inte-
rior and the information minister Sawfat al Sharif. A little girl was killed, but
the minister escaped the ambush. The terrorists were more successful when they
ambushed and shot Rauf Khairat, a general in the state security service.”® At one
stage Gama'a declared several quarters of Cairo “liberated zones.” But the next
ambush, the most ambitious, again ended in failure. The plan had been to kill
President Mubarak in Addis Ababa, where he was participating in a conference.

Other operations included an attack against the U.S. embassy in Islamabad
and a group of Israeli tourists in Egypt. By 1991 the movement was again wholly
underground, and it had declared open war on the government; more than a
thousand people were killed as a result of its attacks in the 1990s. But inside the
Gama'’a there was a feeling of lack of achievement. More than twenty thousand
of its members and sympathizers had been arrested, various small groups still
at liberty were acting without close coordination, and the leadership in prison
seemed to have lost control over the militants outside. While the leaders in prison
gradually came to consider a truce with the authorities, a small group of terrorists
carried out the massacre of more than fifty Western tourists in Luxor in 1997,
which had a very negative reaction both inside Egypt and even more outside.

By that time the leading members of el Jihad had moved to Afghanistan. Al
Zawabhiri, who served there with bin Laden, writes that the chance to transfer
their activities to Afghanistan was a golden opportunity because in Egypt they
had always been closely watched by state security. He quotes a friend, el Banshiri,
a former military commander of el Jihad, who said that he felt as if a hundred
years had been added to his life when he came to Afghanistan.’!

Afghanistan gave them security to plan their operations, the presence of vol-
unteers eager to undertake missions, unlimited quantities of weapons, and money
supplied by bin Laden and others. But the leaders of Jihad were not the only ones
to go to Afghanistan; Kamal el Sananiri, the head of the Muslim Brotherhood
“special organization” that had been revived, also went there. He later visited
Croatia, and then was extradited to Egypt where he died (or was killed) in prison.

In brief, the terrorist scene had become more than somewhat chaotic in view
of the spreading of various groups acting without coordination. Bin Laden tried
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on several occasions to act as an honest broker and, without much success, to
restore unity between the various groups. Incidentally, this situation also made it
more difficult for the Egyptian authorities to watch the terrorists.

Al Zawahiri and those of his comrades who had gone to Afghanistan eventually
came to be part of al Qa’ida (about which more below) and thus lost contact with
the militants inside Egypt. They strongly disapproved of the leaders in prison
who had opted for a truce. The moving spirits behind this initiative were Khalid
Ibrahim, a leader from Aswan, and Muntasar el Zayat, who had acted as the lawyer
of the various [slamic groups and was an active sympathizer if not a member.
Zayat, who later wrote a book about his efforts to reunite the Islamic groups, also
contacted Sheikh Umar, who was now in an American prison but still enjoyed
authority among the terrorists in Egypt.”> He too was in favor of a truce as far as
terrorist operations in Egypt were concerned. But some of the brothers in exile,
especially those in Afghanistan, proved to be intransigent. El Zayat noted that
while violence was sometimes justified, it had no justification if it was no longer
rooted in sound judgment and turned into an indiscriminate strategy directed
against innocent people, as in the case of the foreign tourists in Luxor.

Al Zawahiri gave his reply in a book in which he bitterly attacked the Muslim
Brotherhood leadership in Egypt which, as he claimed, had become tame and
reformist, unwilling even to avenge their comrades who had been executed or
killed in prison.?* This did not do Zawahiri’s reputation in Egypt any good; who
was he, living in relative safety abroad, to teach those in Egyptian prisons?

If the leadership of the Muslim Brotherhood had changed its strategy in the
meantime, it had good reasons to do so. While the authorities did not permit it
to participate in the elections under their name, it could join the Labor Party,
which was headed by a former Communist turned fundamentalist. Above all, the
Brotherhood correctly recognized the political vacuum in the country that could
be filled by them and which would give them a position of crucial importance.
This refers to the labor unions and the associations of the free professions such
as the engineers, the physicians, dentists, pharmacists, and so on.

In the late 1980s and 1990s, the Brotherhood took over the leadership of
all these groups. The last bastion to fall was the association -of lawyers that
had earlier been a stronghold of the secular society and liberals. The Brother-
hood also strengthened its influence in the private mosques as well as in Al
Azhar. Whereas the terrorists had planned to impose Islamization from above,
the leadership of the Brotherhood was exceedingly successful with their policy of
Islamization from below.**

A new type of leadership had taken over, Westernized in many respects, dis-
posing of considerable sums of money (mainly from Saudi Arabia and the Gulf
states). They were modern orthodox (to use a term from Israeli society) rather
than radical fundamentalists of the old style. Yet they also stood for making Sharia
the state law. '
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All this belongs only indirectly to the history of Egyptian terrorism but it
explains why the terrorist trend in Egypt was weakened, at least temporarily. It
is quite possible, and indeed likely, that the new leadership of the Brotherhood
envisaged a double strategy: They wanted to exhaust the legal possibilities fully
and at the same time keep the military (terrorist) option open, so that if the
authorities would change their relatively liberal attitude the Brotherhood would
be in a position to continue their struggle by other means. The Mubarak gov-
ernment was quite aware of this, hence the new wave of arrests (mainly among

_professional people) and trials in 2001-2.

Terrorist activities in Egypt throughout the 1990s were as uncoordinated as
before: Gama'a, like the Muslim Brotherhood in former years, had been engaged in
all kinds of activities, educational and semilegal as well as terrorist. It was stronger
than Jihad but its strength was in southern Egypt rather than in Cairo, where their
influence was limited to some popular quarters such as Imbaba and Ain Shams
in Cairo, where many of the recent arrivals from Upper Egypt had settled. When
they tried to extend their activities in the capital, the security forces warned them,
and when they did not heed the warnings, some seventeen of them were shot in
Cairo streets whereupon the other militants fled to Afghanistan, Britain, and other
countries. Gama’a would organize social services such as a soup kitchen for the
poor, summer camps for the young, and some cultural institutions, but at the same
time they engaged in terrorist activities such as the murder of Rifaat Mahgoub,
the speaker of the parliament; the attempted murder of some other ministers; the
assassinations of policemen and intellectuals, including the killing of Farag Foda,
one of their chief intellectual adversaries; and the attempted murder of Neguib
Mahfouz, the writer and Nobel prize laureate. A new, third group of terrorists
based in Assyut also planned attacks against foreign tourists and embassies, but
their leaders were arrested early on and sentenced to death. Jihad continued to be
active, to be sure, but mainly within the framework of bin Laden’s new umbrella
organization and their terrorist operations now taking place outside Egypt.

Two questions remain to be addressed. One concerns the sources of attrac-
tion which the terrorist organizations had inside Egypt. Gama'a invested many of
its efforts in gaining support among the urban poor in Cairo, whereas Jihad was
-an elitist organization that never aimed at mass support and attempted to win
over students, young professionals, and, above all, army and police officers. But
the leaders and militants of Gama’a too came predominantly from the educated
middle class and upper middle class. According to a breakdown concerning social
origin and status, about two-thirds of Sayed Qutb’s original group were young
people with a university education. In the case of the Tagfir it was 85 percent. In
the trials of the Jihad organization (1981) of 326 members, at least half had a uni-
versity education and the majority had a modern education. They were students
not of Islamic theology but more often than not science and engineering.”’ Some
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of the leaders came from very prominent families; al Zawahiri was an example
but there were quite a few others.

What attracted them was certainly not class interest or commiseration with
the poor peasants and. workers. It was the restlessness of the young who were
dissatisfied with the government and the quality of politics in their country, who
wanted quick change and who fifty years earlier would have joined fascist or
Communist organizations. But the fascists and the Communists were no longer
around, so there was an ideological void that the military rulers certainly did not
know how to fill. This is where radical Islamism entered the scene.

A revealing autobiography describes the conversion of a young boy to Islamism.
Khaled al Berry grew up in Assyut and joined the Gama'a because so many of
his football-playing friends belonged. A charismatic sheikh paid close personal
attention to this promising recruit and had an answer to all his questions. There
was no sudden, harsh indoctrination but pleasant conversations, and gradually
Berry understood that he should no longer watch television and that his cassettes
with songs of Arab singers should be destroyed.

During the next three years, al Berry learned the Koran by heart as well as
many other religious tracts and became, in his own words, a little replica of Sayed
Qutb. He became a leader at school. Though not yet sixteen, he was deemed
dangerous enough to be relegated from school and sent to another one, far away.
But he remained a militant even as a student of medicine dressed in the uniform
of the radicals — a gellaba and the obligatory beard. He felt himself on top of the
world, a rebel against bourgeois society, a young person who felt that he was not
only virtuous but infallible. He felt at peace with his fellow human beings, who
respected him in view of his piety and dedication to his cause.?® To be a young
Islamist in these circles was the fashionable thing to do; it was a rebellious act
(against the despised secular government) and at the same time a manifestation
of obedience — to religion, to tradition.

Al Berry relates that he spent a great deal of his time in prayer. But how
deep did religion go apart from observing the rituals, or was the ritual the reli-
gion? They discussed jihad at great length, but did they want to carry out their
Islamic revolution merely so that political power should pass into the hands of
the religious dignitaries? They were idealists, to be sure, in the same sense that
in the 1930s the Romanian fascists of the Legion of Archangel Michael had been
idealists. They resented crass social injustice and wanted to alleviate the lot of
the poor. They were repelled by corruption in public and private life, and they
wanted a society in which decency and justice prevailed.

The fact that large parts of the population — minorities, women, all those
who did not accept their beliefs — would be excluded or not given equality was
another matter. The Sheikh had assured him that there was no room for false
sentimentality. Allah loved only the faithful. Their ideas as to how to shape
the ideal society were fuzzy, but the prophet Muhammad and the Koran had
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outlined everything. Democracy Western-style (or indeed any style) was an alien
importation, yet it was not necessary because the principles of justice could be
achieved following traditional Islamic ways.

They were enthusiasts like the early Bolsheviks or the Fascists. As in the case
of the fascists (and unlike the Communists), they had no need to engage in
ideological debates because their spiritual leaders had solved all crucial questions
once and forever. Everything had been laid down in the holy books, and their job
was simply to obey. They were willing to sacrifice and even to give their lives in
the pursuit of their ideals.

" But there was also a dark side on which little has been said and less has been
written. Khaled (“La terre es plus belle”), who was not physically strong, was
never asked to take part in punitive expeditions against deviants and enemies,
but he was repelled by the cruelty shown in the maiming and killing of opponents
or homosexuals or Copts who had been dating Muslim girls. The lynching of
homosexuals among their ranks reminds one of similar practices by the SS in the
Nazi era.

Generally speaking, a veil of discretion has been drawn over homosexuality
(and sexual practices in general) in the Muslim world. This is not the place to
enter a discussion on this subject, even though the role of sexuality among males
is not a subject to be suppressed and excluded from the debate on [slamism. It is
certainly a topic to be studied; all that can be said with reasonable certainty is
that there seems to be a considerable distance between religious commandments,
semblance, and reality.?’

Walid Nafa, the hero in A quoi revent les loups?, an Algerian novel about young
[slamist terrorists, is sent out to assassinate an intellectual just to find out whether
he has what it takes to become a real killer. Later on, a member of Walid’s gang
stabs Walid’s sister to death because her dress was not modest enough. There
was certainly more hatred in these young people and their mentors than love
of their fellow human beings, even their fellow believers. How to explain the
murder of tens of thousand of fellow Muslims, especially in Algeria — children,
old people, women who were in no way their enemies?*® A theological justification
was available: the regime was un-Islamic as were the people connected with it,
and it could be argued that the masses were equally guilty, so norms of elementary
humanity and pity did not apply to them. This was known as tagfir al gumhur —
the branding of the masses as apostate pagans.”’ If so, everything was permitted as
far as their treatment was concerned including, for instance, rape; sexual license
coincided with great sexual frustration among young men who were not permitted
to mix with the other sex, or, in theory, even to look at women.*

[t could be argued that Algeria was an extreme case, but many instances of
extreme acts of cruelty took place elsewhere: not just murdering the enemy (who
often was not an enemy at all) but systematic torture. Cases of dismembering the
victims, cutting off his or her genitals, gouging the eyes, and other such practices
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were reported from Kashmir. The Turkish Hizbullah (also called Ilim) kidnapped
their victims in the late 1980s and submitted them to systematic torture — which
was videotaped. One of the victims was a Turkish feminist, Konca Kuri, who had
pleaded on television that women be permitted to pray alongside men at Muslim
funerals. She was tortured for thirty-five hours before being killed, and it was
all recorded on videotape. Most of the victims were not even political foes but
Muslim businessmen who had discontinued their financial support or even simply
innocent bystanders.”!

Consider another example not atypical for the situation in Algeria in the
1990s. On June 25, 1993, Dr. Hammed Boukhobza was killed by a group of
Islamist terrorists in the city of Telemly. He was the head of the national institute
of global strategic studies, and there was nothing personal in this attack. It was
simply part of the general campaign against intellectuals — physicians, teachers, et
al. He was not just killed in his apartment, but his wife and children who wanted
to escape were forced to watch how he was literally cut into pieces, his entrails
slowly drawn out while he was just barely alive. The terrorists obviously liked to
watch the suffering, and they wanted the family to share their enjoyment.*?

In the winter of 1971, the Japanese “Red Army” purged and killed fourteen
of its leading members in a mountain chalet in Northern Japan. What was so
remarkable about the murders were not so much the paranoia that had caused
them but the fact that the victims had to undergo days of unspeakable tortures.*
But in retrospect the Nagano murders and the sadism with which they were
carried out were not the rule in Japanese terrorism; they caused a shock as far
as public opinion was concerned from which the Japanese left would not recover
for years.

Why the proclivity toward torture and sadism? It was more than the mere
brutalization that occurs in every war. There was the lust of killing, of inflicting
pain, of seeing people suffer and slowly die. There was nothing specifically Alge-
rian in such actions; it was frequently said that the Afghan Arabs had been those
who had brought along these practices. British tourists who had been kidnapped
by Islamic militants in 1994 were told by Ahmed Omar Sheikh, a young British
Muslim who had attended the London School of Economics, that they were going
to be beheaded, and in the words of the intended victims, “he was laughing, the
prospect excited him.”**

There were reports about similar behavior by terrorists in other places; there
were more than a few sadists among them thirsting to “drink the blood of their
enemies,” eager to kill people and not necessarily in the quickest and least painful
way. The underlying motives and urges belong to the realm of psychopathology.
The hero (not a Muslim but a pagan Aryan) of The Tumer Diaries, the bible of
American neo-Nazis, certainly belonged to this species; with great relish did he
slit the throat of fat Niggers and Jews and also stupid Aryans. Their agony was
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described lovingly, but The Tumner Diaries was a book of sick, literary fantasy,
not reality.”

There were some incidents of sadistic, Charles Manson-style cruelty in Europe
(the Balkans) and Latin America, and even more in African civil wars such as in
Sierra Leone or in East Africa (God’s Army) where rebel groups raped women,
amputated the limbs of women and children, and forced young gitls to engage
in prostitution. But there were far more such incidents in Muslim countries, and
the question arises, How could this be squared with the strict Islamic moral code

_with regard to sexual affairs? Female survivors reported that those raping and
later killing their victims (the sabaya sex slaves) would take time off to pray five
times daily. They were convinced that everything was permitted to a mujahid,
and in any case they were observing the legal niceties such as entering a short-
term marriage contract (zawaj al mutaa — marriage of pleasure) in conformance
with Islamic law for the duration of the rape.*

These cases of mass rape, killings, and keeping young girls in sexual slavery
seem to have occurred less frequently in other Arab and North African countries.
But another aspect of this behavior has been largely overlooked as far as the ter-
rorist mental makeup is concerned: the repressed sexuality traditional in modern
Islamic societies, which led quite often to homosexuality (banned by Islam) and,
of course, to masturbation (which was also banned).’” Despite all the admoni-
tions of his Sheikh, young Khaled spent hours at the window of his room trying
to catch a glimpse of the Copt girls undressing in the house opposite. This, in
turn, led to guilt feelings and greater aggression. An Algerian psychoanalyst (a
Jungian) has argued that in [slamic culture the sadist, anal phase is extended over
a much longer period than elsewhere; religious individuals invest much of their
libido in God, and the importance of the ego shrinks. This is reinforced by a rigid
education that puts the stress on the acceptance of established norms, not on the
individuum and independent thinking.*®

Yet another factor remains to be mentioned affecting the conditions that lead
to the spread of radical Islamic terrorism: the reaction, and often the ineptitude,
of the governments.

Measures taken against the terrorists, especially in the early years by the Egyp-
tian authorities, were harsh and often indiscriminate. Among those arrested, often
for years, were not only those whose guilt had been proven but supporters and
fellow travelers of the radical Islamic groups. Some of them were tortured; others
died in prison from the treatment they had undergone. Prison was a school of
radicalization. There is reason to believe that some of those who became terrorists
did so because of their experience in prison. For many years there was no attempt
on the part of the authorities to reeducate prisoners, to show them that they had
been misled by demagogues and that the Islamic lessons they had been taught
were by no means the only and the most authoritative interpretation.
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If the authorities treated the terrorists harshly, they would face condemnation
by human rights organizations and risk having their misdeeds listed in the annual
reports on human rights issued by the U.S. Department of State. In response,
the Egyptian government would argue that the terrorists had declared a dirty
war on them. They were systematically killing prominent and not-so-prominent
personalities of government, literature, and the arts. Furthermore, as in Algeria,
or Afghanistan, people were abducted or killed at random to terrorize society; in
the circumstances the only way to combat this dangerous challenge seemed not
to pay too much attention to legal niceties. The onslaught of the terrorists was
most ferocious in Algeria where the terrorists tried to kill whole sections of the
population (such as the local intelligentsia in small towns); not surprisingly, the
response by the Algerian authorities was quite brutal.

The Egyptian response to terrorism was equally brutal and quite effective.
In the 1980s there seem to have been at any given time ten thousand radical
Muslims, terrorists, or potential terrorists in state prisons or concentration camps.
In later years there may have been even more. The Egyptian authorities did not
want to add to their numbers, and many of them were therefore permitted (indeed
encouraged) to travel to Afghanistan to enlist in the war of the mujahedeen.
Among them was Zawahiri and perhaps six thousand to eight thousand other
Egyptian radical Muslims. But as the war in Afghanistan ended, many of them
tried to return to Egypt where they were anything but welcome, especially if they
intended to resume their terrorist activities.

The Egyptian security forces acted harshly against them, and there was a
second wave of emigration — some went back to Afghanistan where bin Laden
had set up his new organization, others went to the Balkans to fight, and yet
others to Western Europe. London became the unofficial capital of Egyptian (and
Middle Eastern) terrorism, and Egyptian demands that the ringleaders should be
extradited were always refused; for Britain (“Londonistan”) these were political
refugees, and in any case, even those convicted for murder in their homeland
could not be sent back to a country in which they might face capital punishment.*
In brief, the Egyptian government was certainly guilty of having exported its
terrorist problems to both Southeast Asia and Western Europe, and it came to
regret this policy years later.

The policy of the Syrian government vis-a-vis local Islamic radicals was equally
uncompromising. The history of the Muslim Brotherhood in Syria is long and very
complicated in view of endless internal disputes not only between conservative
and radical Brothers but also because of splits for other reasons. Suffice it to
say that at a time when the Brotherhood was banned in Egypt, it transferred
some of its activities to Syria, where even though it was officially banned it seems
to have enjoyed greater freedom of action. It had a terrorist wing consisting of
groups named Fighters of Hizbullah and Muhammad’s Phalanges, headed by Isaac
Farhan and Marwan Hadid, which challenged the ruling Ba’ath party in a struggle
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for power. Ba'ath was secular, extreme nationalist, and in fact semifascist. The
Brotherhood was looking for a confrontation through general strikes and riots but
also massive terrorist action such as the massacre of cadets at the Aleppo military
school in June 1979 and an attempt to assassinate Asad, the Syrian dictator.

The Ba’ath leadership vacillated between a policy of reconciliation, legaliz-
ing the Brotherhood and releasing its members from prison, and adopting harsh
measures such as killing radical militants quite indiscriminately, including those
detained in prison.*°

Matters came to a head in the northern city of Hama, in the Orontes valley, a
traditional stronghold of the Brotherhood. Following a number of terrorist attacks
(including the attempt to assassinate Asad), Syrian armed forces tried to enter
Hama to arrest leading terrorists and to seize their arms. But the Islamic terrorists
were prepared. They declared a jihad and the government forces had to retreat.
But they came back in February 1982, systematically flattening the center of
the town, killing between five thousand and twenty-five thousand people in the
process (some estimates are higher).*' This was the end for many years of terrorist
activities on the part of the radical Islamists in northern Syria. The organization
continued to exist, but it no longer constituted a threat to the government. The
Hama massacre entered the history books as one of the worst civil rights violations
in modern history, but there were no protests in the Arab or Muslim world.
Many years later, when Rifa’at, Asad’s son, received an American congressional
committee soon after September 11, 2001, he introduced his remarks with the
words that America had something to learn from the Syrian experience of dealing
with terrorists. What he meant was that massive repression worked, whereas
half-hearted repression did not.

Terrorism in Egypt ended (for the time being) with the appeal in 1999 by
Mustafa Hazan, the leader of the largest still-existing terrorist group, to stop
hostilities on Egyptian soil. The sensation of the literary season of 2002 was a
four-volume series of books written by the leaders of the Gama'a (most of them
still in prison) about their past mistakes.*> They admitted in retrospect that their
extremism had not been in accordance with religious law. It had been wrong to
attack politicians and policemen who were, after all, fellow Muslims. The Luxor
attack on tourists was condemned because it was wrong to kill civilians; foreigners
who had come to Egypt were entitled to safe conduct. They regretted the attacks
against Copts who in accordance with the constitution should enjoy equal rights.
They conceded that no practicing Muslim should be considered an enemy, and
even those who did not observe the religious commandments should be persuaded
rather than physically attacked. The Gama’a leaders distanced themselves from
bin Laden and al Zawahiri and declared that their members had been forbidden
to join al Qa'ida and its front organizations. In a long interview in June 2002
with Egypt’s leading illustrated weekly, Karam Zuhdi (serving a life sentence in
prison) and other leaders of Al Gama’a, also in prison (some under sentence of
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Jihad

ERRORISM BECAME TRULY GLOBAL for the first time in history in the 1990s, as
local conflicts turned into a worldwide campaign. The war in Afghanistan had
lasted for about ten years; radical Islamists, flush with enthusiasm, thought that
it might take only another decade to overthrow the present Arab and Muslim
governments and yet another few years to defeat America and the West. For at
long last, as they saw it, the young generation in the Muslim world was coming
out of its stupor. In the heady days after the Soviet withdrawal (1989), almost
anything seemed possible. The fact that Afghanistan entered a period of bitter
civil war that led to Taliban rule did not unduly bother the victors. On the
contrary, it opened up new possibilities for them, even though Afghanistan was
clearly only a sideshow and the main action in years to come would be elsewhere.
There had been cooperation between terrorists in past ages, but by and large it
did not go very far. The anarchists were too individualistic and too disorganized
to establish an international organization of their own, nor did they need one
for limited operations by single individuals. Indian terrorists active early in the
twentieth century admired their Russian colleagues and tried to learn from them,
and there were connections between various Balkan terrorist groups such as the
Macedonian IMRO and the Croatians. But communications were not as yet very
developed, and these technical aspects also limited the scope of collaboration.
A change set in after World War II. The German terrorists of the 1970s
(Baader-Meinhof and especially their successors, the Revolutionaere Zellen) had
connections with comrades-in-arms in other Western European countries. When
the situation in Germany grew too uncomfortable, they would move for a while
to Holland or France. Above all, they worked closely with the more extreme
Palestinian groups such as the various Popular Fronts for the Liberation of Pales-
tine, which at the time subscribed to Marxism-Leninism. German terrorists went
to training camps in Jordan and elsewhere in the Arab world, receiving and
other help from these quarters and engaging in common operations such as the
hijacking of airplanes." They planned to blow up a Jewish meeting in Berlin in
commemoration of the Nazi pogrom in November 1938, but this operation failed.
The most important precursor of contemporary international terrorism was
[llich Ramirez Sanchez, better known as Carlos the Jackal, a Venezuelan, the
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son of a millionaire lawyer who began his career with the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine. Ramirez Sanchez had contacts in many countries, and
his main sponsors were various Arab intelligence services (Syria, Iraq, Libya), for
whom he acted as a contract killer — not necessarily of Jews and Israelis. He
also had the support of various East European espionage organizations but was a
source of exasperation to the East Germans because of his lack of self-discipline
and luxurious lifestyle. Ramirez Sanchez had originally become a terrorist because
the Communists were not radical enough for him (and because he liked the
excitement of life as a hired gun). In later years his support (ideological and
financial) came mainly from leading Western European neo-Nazis such as Frangois
Genoud.? Carlos the Jackal was sentenced to thirty years in prison for multiple
murders by a Paris court in 1997, but his international network had disintegrated
even earlier.’

By and large, such alliances were of short duration and affected few people.
A closer parallel to the Muslim International of the 1990s was the International
Brigade in the Spanish Civil War. It consisted of antifascists from various coun-
tries; there was also a fascist international brigade fighting on Franco's side, but
it was much smaller and militarily insignificant. However, the aim of the Inter-
brigadistas was limited in scope. They wanted to stop the advance of fascism in
Spain, hence their slogan no pasardn (“they will not get through”). It was defensive
in character and it had no ambition of extending the fight to other countries.

Underlying the new globalization of terrorism was the concept of jihad; in its
present form, this was a loose federation of terrorist groups that had developed
in the 1970s and 1980s. These decades were not a good time for Muslim and,
above all, Arab radicals. The Arab countries were ruled by military dictators, and
attempts to establish truly Islamic regimes were ruthlessly suppressed precisely in
the most militant Arab countries such as Libya and Syria. One light of hope was
the overthrow of the Shah and the coming to power of Khomeini and his support-
ers. Here at long last was a movement that took Islam seriously and introduced
a regime based on the religious law, the Sharia, and also actively supported the
aspirations of Muslims in other countries. Iran was the most active country at
the time as far as the export of violent religion and terrorism was concerned. But
it was, alas, the wrong sort of Islam; the differences between Sunnis and Shi'ites
were too deeply rooted in history to make close cooperation possible.

Then, with the outbreak of the war in Afghanistan a new window of opportunity
suddenly opened up, and militants from all over the Muslim world were not slow
to make use of it. The first ideologist and organizer of this new jihad arising out
of Afghanistan was Abdulla Azzam, a cleric born in Palestine where he studied
agriculture before receiving an Islamic education in Syria and Egypt. He also
received a doctorate in Islamic law. He held a lecturership at a Saudi university,
but his heart was not in an academic career; while in Egypt he had become a
radical Islamist partly, apparently, under the influence of the brother of Sayed
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Qutb. Azzam wanted to dedicate his life to jihad, which he considered the duty of
every Muslim. He thus decided to move to Pakistan in the early 1980s, where he
founded the Bait al Ansar, later called the Maktab el Khadamat (Services bureau)
in Peshawar, which for many years served as a liaison office for the recruitment of
volunteers from many Muslim countries. Though he had participated in the war
of 1967 against Israel, Azzam was not primarily a military leader even though he
took part in military actions, but an intellectual and certainly a political leader
with a vision. He was a man of boundless energy who traveled near and far trying
to mobilize the young generation all over the Muslim world to join the armed
struggle against the infidels and to establish Khilafah, God’s rule on earth. He
was also a very pious person, performing rituals (such as fasting every Monday
and Thursday) that were over and above what religious tradition demanded.*

As he saw it, the liberation of Afghanistan was not the aim but just the first step
in the coming jihad. The real aim was to restore to Muslim rule all the territories
that had once been theirs, from Southern Spain to the Philippines, Central Asia,
India, parts of Europe and Africa.” He believed in something that could be defined
as a Muslim Brezhnev doctrine — if the Soviet leader had stated that every
country that had become Communist at one time was to remain Communist
forever, Azzam argued that all countries that had been occupied by Muslims
at one time or another were to be restored to Allah’s fold. But why only Spain;
why not France, the rest of Europe, America, and Asia? Azzam believed that jihad
should continue until Allah alone is worshiped by all mankind. If the Communists
had believed in the final and total victory of world revolution, Azzam believed
in the final (and near) victory of Islam. Some of his successors, as will be shown,
were even more outspoken in this respect.

Azzam's greatest contribution was undoubtedly the creation of a mystique of
Muslim invincibility. On one occasion he said that he felt that he was nine years
old: seven and a half years in the Afghan Jihad, one and a half years in the Jihad
in Palestine, and the rest of the years had no value. The message he preached was
that the jihadists, having defeated the strong Soviet army, were bound to triumph
over all enemies. As his biographer writes, the gun became his preoccupation
and recreation, and his slogan was “no negotiations, no conferences, and no
dialogues.” If only the Muslims obeyed the command of jihad and would all go
to Palestine to do battle for a single week, Palestine would be purified of the Jews
forever.” Azzad was, however, a practical man and seems to have reached the
conclusion that one ought to do one thing at time: first victory in Afghanistan,
later the export of the Islamic revolution.

This was the message broadcast at the time in leaflets, audio and video cas-
settes, and booklets. But they were published in Arabic, and those who supported
the recruitment of Muslim volunteers such as the CIA probably did not read Ara-
bic: Pakistanis and the Saudis simply did not care and even welcomed it up to a
point. In Peshawar Azzam first met a young Saudi named bin Laden who became
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his follower and main financial supporter. Azzam was killed, together with two of
his sons, in 1989 in circumstances that have not been clarified to this day. His
car was blown up outside Peshawar, a short time before there had been another
attempt on his life. Who wanted to kill him? According to persistent rumors, bin
Laden had been involved but there was no evidence, and bin Laden in later years
always referred to the Sheikh with reverence and admiration. His murderers were
never found, and apparently there was no great effort to find them.

Who were the volunteers from abroad who came to join the jihad in Afghani-
stan? They arrived from all parts of the globe, including the United States, Britain,
the former Soviet Union, and Australia. But the biggest contingents came from
Algeria, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Yemen. Some came while the war against the
Russian army was still going on and they received their training in the Ansar or
Faruq camps in Afghanistan or at a base in Pakistan. The Pakistan Intelligence
Service (ISI) was their main sponsor, and among its commanders were leading
jihadists such as General Hameed Gul. Other volunteers arrived only after the war
had ended to receive training mainly in sabotage operations. Those from the West
were quite often recent converts to radical Islam and had been indoctrinated by
fiery preachers in their local mosques. There were adventurers among them and
unstable young men with psychological problems. But most were earnest idealists
who had been told that everywhere in the world Islam was under attack by the
infidels and that their persecuted coreligionists had to be helped according to the
commandments of the Koran. Those who came from countries like Egypt were
often radicals of long standing who were released from prison on condition that
they would continue their jihad in Afghanistan rather than nearer to home.®

Russia had been the immediate enemy of the Islamists in Afghanistan but
once the Russian army withdrew, the strategy was bound to change. The Arab
Afghans had no particular wish to become prominently involved in the civil war
that ensued after the withdrawal of the Russians, but they owed a debt of gratitude
to the Pakistanis. When did America become the great Satan, the chief enemy?
After all, the United States had provided decisive help to the Afghan resistance,
albeit for reasons of its own. Different answers have been given to this question,
but it probably was a gradual process. But also the radical Islamists had always
been anti-American and had regarded the alliance as merely tactical in nature.

When the Taliban first appeared and quickly conquered almost the whole
country, the foreign volunteers were among their early supporters; the Pakistan
ISI encouraged the volunteers. The Arab Afghans’ main interest was to gain a
secure basis for their future activities, and as far as bin Laden was concerned this
was his best bet after the Sudanese government had asked him to leave.

The story of bin Laden is of course very well known and needs to be retold here
only in briefest outline.” One of the many sons of a leading Saudi entrepreneur,
he had not enjoyed an Islamic education but during his student years became
converted to radical Islam and volunteered to go to Afghanistan to coordinate
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Saudi unofficial help to the jihadis. His family was immensely rich but originating
from Hadramaut, considered one of the less savory parts of the kingdom, it was
considered socially somewhat inferior; bin Laden certainly did not belong to the
inner circle of Saudi policy makers even though he seems to have had powerful
protectors such as Prince Turki, head of Saudi intelligence. His resentment against
the Saudi establishment was reinforced by the Gulf War; while bin Laden opposed
the Iragis, he thought that inviting American soldiers (including female soldiers)
to take part in the defense of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia was quite inexcusable.
_ It was blasphemous, a desecration, and this complaint figured very high in his
political agenda. The religious justification was not quite convincing, because it is
a moot point whether the Koran makes the whole territory of the Arab peninsula
a holy place. True, according to Muslim tradition the prophet is reported to have
said on his deathbed: Let there be no two religions in Arabia. But this referred to
Mecca, Medina, and the Hejaz in general, and the U.S. forces were stationed far
away from these places. Whatever the reason, the presence of infidels certainly
became a central motive as far as bin Laden was concerned.

Bin Laden had taken over Azzam’s organization and greatly enlarged it. In
1988, al Qa'ida (the base) was founded, according to some sources because the
liaison office had been infiltrated by agents of Arab governments and was no
longer deemed secure; a more conspirational group was needed. At this time,
probably even before the final withdrawal of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan,
this group and its allies were planning new attacks against new enemies. Since
1985, when Gorbachev had first mentioned that a diplomatic solution of the
Afghanistan problem was desirable, the end of the war in Afghanistan seemed
only a question of time. Al Qa'ida was looking for a new base nearer the new
targets as the war in Afghanistan drew to its close. They found one in Sudan.

Sudan is one of the poorest African countries and certainly the most backward
Arab country; whether it can be considered an Arab country in view of its ethnic
composition, especially in the south, is another moot point, but its government
certainly participated actively in Arab politics.

In 1989, power in Khartum passed into the hands of military leaders who were
fundamentalists, and the power behind the throne was Dr. Hassan Tourabi, an
intellectual and one of the most articulate spokesmen of radical Islamism. Tourabi
had made it known that the government would be interested in playing host to bin
Laden, who was in search of a new base. Some doubts were uttered: Tourabi had
studied at the Sorbonne and had been to the United States — could someone
like this be trusted since he had been exposed to Western influences?'® These
doubts were interesting inasmuch as the psychology of the radical Islamists were
concerned because they remind one of similar misgivings in the Soviet Union
in the Stalin era vis-2-vis those who had at one time or another lived in the
corrupting climate of the West.
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However, the misgivings were overcome, and after a stay in his native Saudi
Arabia (where he was not yet persona non grata), bin Laden relocated to Sudan
together with many of his close collaborators. During the period that followed,
he invested heavily in the Sudanese economy, establishing various factories and
a bank and helping develop Sudanese agriculture. In conversations in later years,
he spoke with great optimism about the economic possibilities that existed for
the Sudanese economy; something of the business acumen of his father, who had
established a great building empire, seems to have been inherited by him.!!

At the same time organizational and terrorist preparations continued, the base
in Sudan provided considerable advantages — travel to almost any part of the
world, money transfer (and laundering), and acquisition of weapons and training
camps. Islamic nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) were established, such
as the Muslim World League and the International Islamic Relief Organization.
There respectable bodies were recognized by the United Nations and given legal
status in many countries while serving at the same time as a cover of the jihadists.

From this Sudanese base, various terrorist operations were launched through-
out the Middle East and North Africa. The impact of the bin Laden organization
was still limited. The base of the group was too narrow, and bin Laden was no more
than one player among several on the terrorist scene. Some of the more striking
terrorist operations that occurred during this time were launched by independent
cells, such as the attempt to blow up the World Trade Center in 1993. Terrorism
sponsored by Iran was far more important at the time; bin Laden’s main interest
was then in the Balkans and in East Africa, and his other plans were long-term.

The Sudanese interlude lasted up to 1996 when Western (and Arab) pressure
on the Khartum government to get rid of their dangerous guest had grown too
strong. Even Tourabi could no longer help, and thus by May 1996, bin Laden
and his retinue were back in Afghanistan where the Taliban, who had come to
power, were playing willing hosts. Within the next three years, bin Laden would
establish himself as the chief coordinator of the major radical Islamic forces and
declare war on the rest of the world."

After Azzam’s death, bin Laden had come under the influence of Aiman al
Zawahiri, the Egyptian terrorist leader, who had settled in Afghanistan in the
1980s. While Zawahiri in contrast to Azzam was not an ideologue, while he
lacked a thorough Islamic education, while his books were not widely read, he
was certainly a person of very strong convictions — in brief, a fanatic."’

Zawahiri’s outlook, which became that of bin Laden, had been formed in
Egyptian prisons where the leaders of Gama’a and Jihad had spent years and had
sufficient time to work out their basic ideological orientation. In their papers —
which later appeared as pamphlets, legal and illegal, both for wide circulation
and for a limited circle only — they were dealing with the confrontation with
the West. This, as they saw it, was the crucial issue, for there was no chance to
build a society based on truly Islamic principles unless the power of the West was
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broken. The rule of Islam, peace and general well-being, could be established only
by means of jihad, of holy war. The crimes of the West, the exploitation and the
massacres committed by colonial rule, had to be avenged. But even if there would
have been no colonial heritage, the West would still be the main obstacle on the
road to the global victory of Islam — Western demoralizing cultural influences
as much as Western economic predominance. Clearly this struggle would not
be easy, but the jihadists believed that it could and would be won. Many signs
pointed to the weakness of the West, particularly the mortal fear of the spiritual
superiority of Islam and the unlimited willingness of its believers to fight and to die
for Islam’s principles.'* This strategy had to proceed simultaneously on different
levels, such as with propaganda (to strengthen the belief of fellow Muslims). Not
only should Western power be destroyed, Western ideas and concepts had to be
decisively refuted.

These were the basic tenets of the jihadist ideology as formulated first in
Egypt and later adopted by the Arab Afghans. They were the basis of the World
Islamic Front for Jihad against the crusaders and Jews, which was founded in early
1998. Signatories were bin Laden, Zawahiri on behalf of the Egyptian Jihad, Abu
Jasir on behalf of the Egyptian Gama’a, Sheikh Abu Hamza al Misri on behalf
of Jamiyat ulama (Pakistan), and Fazlul Rahman, leader of the Jihad movement
in Bangladesh." The pillars of the new organization were the Egyptians and bin
Laden; it was a loose linkage of several Afghan groups held together by bin Laden’s
funding.'® Earlier meetings between leaders of these organizations had taken place
during bin Laden’s Sudan stay.

One would have expected among the signatories also the Algerian GIA
and some smaller Egyptian terrorist organizations, but they were probably not
consulted. The presence of the Pakistani Sheikh was needed in order to give
religious-legal sanction to the fatwa issued by bin Laden and Zawahiri at the end
of the meeting. Neither had sufficient religious standing to make a fatwa on his
own. This was a declaration of war on the United States occupying the holiest of
territories and plundering its riches; the manifesto also denounced the continued
aggression against the Iraqi people. While the purpose of the Americans in these
wars was economic and religious, they also served the petty state of the Jews
to divert attention from their occupation of Jerusalem and their killing of Mus-
lims in it. In this situation the Islamic religious authorities had ruled that when
enemies attack Muslim lands jihad became every Muslim’s personal duty. The
ruling was therefore to kill Americans and their allies, both civilians and military.
This became the individual duty of every able-bodied Muslim until the Al Agsa
Mosque in Jerusalem and the Haram mosque in Mecca were freed from their
grip and their armies shattered and broken, until they would depart from all the
lands of Islam, incapable to threaten any Muslim.!” These ideological guidelines
were frequently repeated even after the defeat of the Taliban and the dispersal of
al Qa'ida. Thus Suleiman Abu Gaith, spokesman for al Qa’ida, writing in June



56 Jihad

2002: “America is the head of heresy in our modern world and it leads an infidel
democratic regime that is based on separation between religion and state and
by ruling the people by the people via legislating laws that are contrary to the
way of Allah and permit what Allah has forbidden.” Hence the call to subject
the whole earth to the rule of Islam, “which was created to be at the center of
hegemony,” and the affirmation “that we have right to kill (at least) four millions
of Americans.”'®

This manifesto was less than sensational for it had been the doctrine of radi-
cal Islamists eager to engage in jihad all along. This emerges, for instance, from
reading the so-called al Qa'ida Manual, which was composed, probably in install-
ments, between 1989 and 1995." This gives very detailed instructions on how
to manufacture bombs and other weapons on the lines of the nineteenth-century
Anarchist Cook Book. It provides general rules of behavior in conditions of ille-
gality. But sections in this manual also make sense only in the framework of a
jihad, such as guidelines on how to treat hostages. It says that religious scholars
such as Imam Mosallem have permitted the beating of hostages. Going further,
the manual states that it is permitted to strike (torture) the non-Muslim hostage
until he reveals the secrets of his people. Killing a hostage is permitted if he insists
on withholding information from Moslems — again with reference to the Koran
and the Hadith, specifically the Honein attack. (This refers to one of the major
battles fought by Muhammad in a.p. 63).) These instructions were composed
years before the official declaration of war against the crusaders and the Jews.*

What was new was the tactical change. The main enemy for the time being
was not the enemy at home (as Sayed Qutb and his disciples had preached) but
the crusaders (the Christians) and the Jews. This may not have been easy to
accept for Zawahiri, who had always regarded the Egyptian government as the
main enemy, but he seems to have reached the conclusion that the struggle at
home was considerably less popular than the jihad against outside enemies for
which it was far easier to mobilize volunteers.

Among the recruits for the new jihad were first and foremost the Arab Afghans,
the veterans who by that time (1998) were dispersed over many countries and who
became one of the two main pillars of the Jihad. There are no exact statistics as to
how many volunteers from foreign countries had fought in Afghanistan, perhaps
twenty to thirty thousand, with a considerable percentage drifting in and out.
Many came from neighboring Pakistan and belonged to one of the local tribes.
Estimates vary widely — the number of those who came from Algeria was thought
to be close to five hundred by some, roughly three thousand by others, and there
are similar wide discrepancies in the number of those who came from Yemen and
Egypt. They began to leave Afghanistan after the exodus of the Russians and the
collapse of the pro-Soviet regime in Kabul (January 1992).?' On the other hand
there was a renewed influx of Muslim terrorists from the Middle East who arrived
only after the war against the Soviets was over.
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It seems certain that relatively few volunteers were killed during the war, and
hardly any were taken prisoner. Some joined al Qa’ida, the majority probably did
not; but many were willing to continue their struggle even after their return to
their native countries or to the new theaters of war to which they were sent.
According to Egyptian statistics, there were toward the end of 1998 some 2,800
fighters in the bin Laden camps in Afghanistan, including some 600 Egyptians,
400 Jordanians, 300 Yemenites, 250 Iraqis, and so on.”? But more were stationed
in Pakistan even though Pakistan had committed itself years earlier to close down
the places where the Arab Afghans were staying. When the American offensive
against the Taliban regime began in October 2001, there were thought to be 7,000
al Qa'ida fighters on the ground.

Many members of the Arab Afghan units had returned to their countries of ori-
gin, some legally, some by way of infiltration. But they weren’t welcome anywhere
because the governments were afraid of the potential of violence constituted by
these veterans, who had been indoctrinated by the gospel of jihad and knew noth-
ing but fighting. Their situation was similar in some ways to that of the militants
of the extreme right in Europe after World War I, veterans who did not find, or
did not want to find, their way back into society but established free corps in
Germany and the Baltic region and the squadristi in Italy, engaging in terrorism.
They became the nucleus of the Fascist parties in these countries.”’

Again, there are only rough estimates regarding the eventual destination of
the Arab Afghans. Some disappeared without a trace, while others went on to
fight in different parts of the world. It is thought that up to four thousand went
to the former Yugoslavia to fight on the side of the Bosnians, and to Kosovo and
Albania. The main camp of these mujahedeen was in Zenica, and they engaged
in both terrorism and guerrilla warfare against the Serbs. Some seem to have had
more ambitious plans, wanting to prepare Bosnia and Kosovo as a new base for
al Qa’ida operations in Europe for operations such as attacking Western military
installations and embassies in Germany, France, and elsewhere. Many of them
were given Bosnian passports, but as the fighting subsided there was growing
Western pressure on the Bosnian government to get rid of them. The Bosnians
complied up to a point, but several hundred terrorists remained in the coun-
try. Some returned to Algeria where they had originally come from and joined
the GIA, the most radical terrorist organization responsible for the massacres of
the 1990s. One cell relocated to France and Belgium where it engaged in both
terrorism and banditry in the vicinity of Roubaix (in northern France) and in
Belgium.?*

Other Arab Afghans had proceeded directly from Pakistan to Algeria where
terrorism was rampant and took more victims (at least a hundred thousand)
than in any other country at the time. The GIA also established active cells
among Algerian emigrants in France and in other European countries. It had more
international contacts in Europe than any other Islamic terrorist group, and this
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infrastructure proved to be of great help to al Qa’ida once it began its operations
worldwide. Another sizeable group went to Yemen, where it collaborated with
political and tribal groups in opposition to the local government. They were
joined by a group of Islamic terrorists from Britain and specialized for a while in
kidnapping foreigners to finance their operations.

A considerable number of Arab Afghans went to Egypt, some voluntarily, while
others were extradited by Albania, Pakistan, or other countries where they had
overstayed their welcome.?”

The Arab Afghans were involved in many terrorist activities in Egypt up to
1998, when under the influence of bin Laden and Zawahiri there was another
change in strategy inasmuch as all the energies were to be devoted from now on
to attacking American interests worldwide. In the spectacular attacks against the
U.S. embassies in Nairobi and Dar es Salaam, Egyptian terrorists were involved,
and the other attackers also had been connected in one way or another with
al Qa’ida.

The Egyptian government had taken strong measures against the returning
terrorists by staging a number of mass trials. Among those sentenced to capital
punishment (mostly in absentia) were Zawahiri, as well as his brother Muhammad,
and Istambuli, the brother of the terrorist who had killed Anwar el Sadat. Some
interesting facts emerged during the trials about the inner workings of al Qa’ida:
the attempts, which were not very successful, to establish closer relations between
various terrorist groups; the attempts to expand Islamic terrorist activities to the
Caucasus (Chechnya and Dagestan); and internal differences of opinion whether
to adhere to a truce with the government in Egypt and Algeria.

What did not emerge from these trials and interrogations were the most ambi-
tious plans engaged in by al Qa’ida: the attacks in the United States in September
2001. This was no accident because those involved in the events of Septem-
ber 11 were not Arab Afghans but were members of another group of recruits
who belonged to the Arab diaspora in Europe or had been educated in Europe and
America. The Afghan veterans were seasoned fighters, and they were quite capa-
ble of continuing the jihad in the Arab world, North Africa, and the Balkans.
But for operations in Europe and America, different background and training
were needed from the one received in the Pakistani and Afghan camps: a higher
education, a working knowledge of languages, and some experience with how to
behave in alien societies.

Looking back in 2000 to achievements attained so far, al Qa’'ida had some
ground for satisfaction. While Western and Arab governments had become aware
of its existence and were taking countermeasures, these were as yet not very effec-
tive and did not seriously threaten its operations. The fame of bin Laden and his
organization had spread through the Muslim world and al Qa’ida had no difficul-
ties attracting new recruits. But on the other hand its potential was as yet limited.
It could give only limited help to Muslim brethren in the Balkans and even less



Jihad 59

to those in the Caucasus (Chechnya and Dagestan). It could not or would not
send help to fellow Muslims in Palestine. Most resources were concentrated on
the main blow against the great Satan.

European Islam?

If Sudan and Afghanistan were one pillar of the new Islamic revolution, the
other was Western Europe where few had suspected it. Not many Muslims lived
in Europe prior to World War II, except in the Balkans, which had for centuries
been part of the Ottoman Empire. During the 1960s and 1970s, many millions
of Muslims streamed to Western Europe to escape the grinding poverty of their
homelands and because Europe offered employment as the result of the longest
boom in the history of the continent. They came from North Africa (mainly to
France, Spain, and Italy), from Turkey (to Germany), and from South Asia (to
Britain). By the year 2000, some 4 million Muslims lived in France, some 2.5-3
million in Germany, and less than 2 million in Britain. But there were sizeable
colonies even in the smaller countries — more than one million in Holland and
Belgium, and even in Sweden Islam had become the second most numerous
religion. Many hundreds of thousands lived in Spain and Italy, where even rough
estimates were impossible because the number of illegal immigrants was probably
much larger than that of the legal residents.

Relations with the host nation were fairly smooth in the early years; most
immigrants had come to make money and after a while to return to their native
countries. But in the great majority of cases they did not return, partly because
they had grown roots in their new homes and had become accustomed to the
higher standard of living. True, they were hit hard by the economic downturns
of the 1970s and 1980s, but social security payments provided a safety net such
as did not exist in their countries of origin. Unemployment, especially among the
second generation of immigrants (called beurres in France), was certainly con-
siderably higher than among the rest of the population for yet another reason:
many immigrants had settled in the centers of the old, traditional industries (espe-
cially in Britain and partly also in France), which were in decline and gradually
phased out.

The new immigrants were concentrated in quarters of their own in the major
cities — the Paris banlieue, London, and the Midlands. Such settlement had been
the case also with earlier immigration waves, but earlier immigrants, in contrast,
had fairly quickly become integrated into local society and had broken out of
their ghettoes. Assimilation had been expected from them, and they were only
too eager to comply. Such willingness to become integrated did not exist among
the Muslim immigration of the post—World War II period, less so even than among
the immigrants from India or Africa. They wanted to keep their way of life, which
in the new age of multiculturalism was considered perfectly natural.
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Cultural assimilation did take place, manifesting itself above all in fluency
in the new language, which the second and third generation spoke without an
accent, or to be precise with a local accent. As the North African writer Tahar ben
Jelloun put it with regard to the second generation of immigrants living in France,
they will eat French food, sing French songs, and frequent discotheques, but
they would still not feel French. When France played Algeria in a soccer match,
the immigrant population would try to drown out the “Marseillaise.”*® Social
mingling, let alone intermarriages, occurred only slowly, a little faster in France
than in Germany and Britain, which also affected social mobility. Whereas earlier
immigration waves had been deeply motivated not just to better themselves but to
be well educated, this motivation was not the case with the Islamic immigration
after World War II. It was not a matter of class; 25 to 30 percent of the children
of French workers went on to higher education, while only 4 percent of the North
Africans did. As a result, many of the young people were not just unemployed but
considered unemployable. They became or rather remained the new proletariat
while only a few made a breakthrough.

Did this happen because of a deliberate intention to keep them down, or should
one look for the reasons somewhere else? Naturally there was the inclination
among many immigrants to make a “racist” government and society responsible
for their misfortune. But this was certainly not the whole truth, or even a half
truth. The French government, as many argued, had made greater concessions
to the Muslims as a community than to any other religious group.”” Nor does it
explain why members of this radicalized younger generation joined the ranks of
the terrorists, for among the recruits were relatively many who were neither poor
nor uneducated.

Most of the immigrants to Western Europe had been observant Muslims at
home, but not ultraorthodox let alone radical. The Turks who came to Germany
were more religious than mainstream Turkish society; they did not come from the
major cities, largely secular in character, but from rural Anatolia where Islam was
still more deeply rooted. The same was true, mutatis mutandis, with regard to the
Pakistanis who settled in Britain.

Then, in the 1980s, radicalization set in with the influx of a new generation
of young radical preachers paid for mainly by Saudi money. They were pupils
of Sayed Qutb and Maulana Mawdoodi; they established new mosques and cul-
tural centers. In Britain alone, fifteen hundred new mosques were built and some
five thousand Koran schools established, as well as cultural centers and radical
students’ associations. They taught their followers that according to Islam they
were first and foremost Muslims; they had to fight for Muslim rights and interests
everywhere, and they owed no allegiance to the infidel country in which they
happened to live. Democracy was an evil political system, and freedom and toler-
ance were ideals alien to their religion. As Imam Fazazi of the Hamburg mosque
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was preaching, Christians and Jews should have their throats cut.”® They estab-
lished publishing houses such as Azzam in Britain, named after the guru of jihad
mentioned earlier. The message was that all Muslims were or should be extremists
because the prophet Muhammad had been one; he had, after all, seven hundred
Jews in Medina beheaded, and he engaged in constant fighting.

According to the same message, a long war was ahead that would take several
years, perhaps decades, but end with the victory of the believers. In this war,
Muslims were always right, for their war was a jihad and one must never give any
support to the disbelievers fighting the Muslims. Muslims and Islamic organiza-
tions which tried to project a moderate image were traitors and apostates: “There
is no such thing as a moderate or liberal Muslim.”*

The British government granted unlimited entry permits to these new religious
dignitaries without checking whether their main occupation would be political
propaganda rather than religious education. If a neo-Nazi group had called for
killing all the blacks in England, they would have run into difficulties under
the Race Relations Act, but the Islamist preachers of hate were considered reli-
gious dignitaries and therefore immune to prosecution. The Turkish government
was certainly not too happy about the political propaganda that was carried out
under the cover of religion, but the German authorities thought they could not
intervene, for the constitution granted freedom of religion. The attitude of the
Algerian government was similarly negative toward the indoctrination to which
the Algerian colony in France was exposed. But the British and French govern-
ments were not inclined to interfere in what they considered the internal affairs
of religious communities, which enjoyed full freedom under existing laws. Even
collaboration between Britain and France as far as terrorism was concerned was
far from harmonious. Britain steadfastly refused to extradite Rashid Ramda, one
of the leaders of a terrorist campaign in France that caused the death of eight
and injuries to two hundred. According to Irene Stiller, chief prosecutor in Paris,
while cracking down on the IRA, the British were turning a blind eye to terrorist
activities on its soil.*

The indoctrination would not have been successful but for the fact that the
social and psychological conditions were ripe for the growth of extremism. Men-
tion has been made of unemployment among the young, which in turn reinforced
already existing trends of alienation from society. Higher education was free
in Western Europe, but not many young Muslims availed themselves of these
chances; those who did were not exempt from the general radicalization. In one
famous case in liberal Sweden in 2002, a young Kurdish woman was killed by her
own father for attending a university and thus dishonoring her family. The family
had lived in Sweden for many years and was believed to be well integrated.

Many young Muslims came into conflict with the law. Ethnic breakdowns
of the prison population were considered politically incorrect and inflammatory
and usually not published, but according to many reports the Muslim contingent
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among young offenders was up to 80 percent in parts of Britain and France.
A considerable number of Western European militants of al Qa'ida had been
converted to radical Islam while in prison.’! In France, the correlation between
crime, mainly petty crime, and terrorism in the immigrant neighborhoods was
even more glaring.’

Many signs were pointing to an explosive situation in the Islamic ghettoes all
over Western Europe. When Ayatollah Khomeini pronounced his fatwa against
Salman Rushdie, calling the faithful to kill the blasphemous writer, not a single
Islamic preacher in Britain dared to dissent in public. Some Muslim public fig-
ures declared their intention to establish separatist institutions, even a separate
parliament in Britain, and young radicals repeated in front of British television
what their preachers had told them: that they would not desist from Jihad until
their black flag would be hoisted over 10 Downing Street and presumably also
on Buckingham Palace. In the summer of 2001, gangs of mainly Pakistani youth
were attacking the police in Midland towns such as Oldham, torching shops, and
attacking the police as well as Indians and Sikhs in riots which lasted several days
and caused massive damage. The far-right British National Front seems to have
played a minor part, but most locals believed that tensions were such that they
would have led to violence even without any provocation. As an Asian observer
commented after interviewing young Muslims in Oldham: “They said Western
civilization deserved to be destroyed. Asked where they would start they replied:
Everywhere. The riots had no target symbolic or strategic. They did not seem
to protest against unemployment. The riots were swagger and mayhem, and the
rioters in various towns vied to outdo each other.”*’

The authorities were shocked but by and large saw no reason to take an
alarmist view. Only a small percentage of young Muslims had rioted; the majority
of mosques were not dominated by the extremists. (It was the same in France —
if the imam of the Lyon mosque sympathized with the radicals, the imam of the
Marseilles mosque was considered a liberal.) There seemed to be no reason for
undue worry in Britain. When a group of young radicals went from Britain to
Yemen to take part there in the terrorist struggle, and when they were captured,
the British government came to their defense and asked for their release.

In France, violence had occurred even earlier. In 1994—95, armed gangs in the
Paris banlieue and the north of France had engaged in the robbery of supermarkets
and shops, killing a few of their countrymen and also acting as runners for the
drug trade as well as smuggling stolen cars from Marseille to the north. Among
their leaders were the brothers Chalabi. They were certainly not very religious;
all had long criminal records and some were converted to radical Islam in prison.
Most had come from North Africa, but some were of Arab origin. The most
prominent gang was in Roubaix; it engaged in daring robberies, and its leading
members were killed in a shootout with the Belgian police.** The experts do not
agree to this day whether the criminal element was stronger than the political
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as far as their motivation was concerned. They had close connections with the
Algerian GIA, but they certainly engaged in the robberies also for their own profit.

There was nothing novel in such combinations. Some of the terrorist gangs in
France prior to World War I were both anarchists and bandits; in Latin Amer-
ica, according to a time-honored tradition, horse thieves would claim political
motivation because thieves would be hanged whereas politicians were not. The
section in the French police dealing with them and some of their offshoots was
not the political police but BOB, the brigade for the repression of banditry.*® But
some terrorist operations, such as in the Paris metro, were political in character.
Altogether several scores of French citizens were killed and wounded in these
attacks between 1993 and 1995.

According to some commentators, the violence in the banlieue and the great
enthusiasm for bin Laden after September 11, 2001, was a revolt against an
unjust and racist society.® That racism existed is beyond doubt, but it was not
a one-sided affair. Angry young people from the Maghreb (northwestern Africa)
hated Jews, Gypsies, Africans, and Asians. They burned synagogues and attacked
neighbors belonging to other ethnic groups. They felt excluded even though the
most popular person in France was Zinedine Zidane, the Algerian soccer star who
had decisively helped France win the soccer world championship.’

As so often, poverty and social injustice did play a role but did not provide the
main key one is looking for. Most of the leading terrorist figures, such as Zacarias
Moussaoui (the “twentieth 9/11 hijacker,” arrested in the United States), Djemal
Beghal, or Kemal Daoudi had no criminal records. They came from middle-class
families. Moussaoui became a jihadist only in the course of a long stay in London
where he frequented Brixton mosque and became a member of a radical circle.
Yet others such as the brothers Courtailler were not of Arab but West Indian
origin and had only recently converted to Islam; they too had not grown up in
the violent slums. They seemed to be well integrated into French society, but this
was an illusion. They had been top students, well adjusted and quiet. After their
arrest, their families genuinely refused to believe that their sons or brothers had
been involved in terrorist activities.

Who had recruited them? According to close observers of the scene, the
recruiters were preying on the psychological weaknesses of bright young men.*®
But there must have been a disposition to move in this direction — perhaps the
desire to give their empty life a new meaning or the attraction by adventure and
a thirst for action.

Most of the militant cells existing in France were North African by origin,
and they collaborated in later years with the al Qa'ida network. But as Judge
Bruguyere, the chief of antiterrorism in the DST (the French equivalent of the
FBI), pointed out, many of the cells were autonomous and did not get their orders
from bin Laden. If, for instance, they planned to blow up the U.S. embassy in
Paris and various locations in Strasbourg (including the local Christmas market),
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it could well have been that bin Laden did not even know about this except
perhaps vaguely, and that his participation in the venture was limited to financial
help.*® But there was certainly coordination between the autonomous groups and
also mutual help: The group in Milan would be in contact with their friends in
Paris and Frankfurt and ask for specific assistance.*

The most important base was London, simply because the terrorists enjoyed
greater freedom there. Most leading terrorist figures such as Zacarias Moussaoui
spent some time in London or frequently visited there. It has been mentioned that
Moussaoui became a jihadist only in London; the terrorists could be reasonably
certain not to be extradited from England even if in their country of birth they
had been sentenced for murder. British security forces were not very well informed
about happenings on the terrorist scene, and even if they had known more, they
would have been powerless to intervene. London (“Londonistan”) had become
the center of radical Arab politics in Europe and also of radical Islamic terrorism.

The leading gurus of the jihadists in Britain were Sheikh Omar Bakri, Abu
Qatada, and one-eyed and hook-handed Abu Hamza. Bakri was the head of
two religious political organizations called Hizb ul Tahrir (“Liberation Party”)
and Al Muhajirun (“the emigrants,” referring to the companions who had gone
with Muhammad from Mecca to Medina). These were the most extremist groups
outside Afghanistan. In an interview with Le Monde, Bakri declared that he and
his men would not rest until the flag of Islam would be high over the Elysée
and Downing Street.*! He wanted Britain to be the first country to become truly
Islamic, in contrast to some of his colleagues who maintained that the Islamic
revolution should begin in countries such as Yemen. Bakri's appeals were not
limited to calling for killing the Jews and Christians; he also called for the murder
of all the rulers in the Muslim world, who were without exception creatures of the
West.* In an interview with an Arab language newspaper, Abu Bakri said that
the West would be transformed into part of the Islamic world either by invasion
from without or through ideological invasion from within: “If an Islamic state
arises and invades the West, we will be its army and soldiers from within."*

He was not always consistent in his pronouncements. Earlier on he had not
attacked Britain and was asked for the reasons of this curious omission. He said
he had had in earlier years an understanding with the British authorities, but
gradually changed his opinion. In 1998, he was interviewed by the British security
forces for having allegedly called for the murder of Prime Minister John Major.
(He had said that Major would be a legitimate target if he would visit an Arab or
Muslim country; he later said the same about Blair.) He called for jihad against
Britain as well, and said that all Jewish and Christian targets were legitimate.

Before September 11, 2001, Bakri had claimed that he was bin Laden’s personal
representative, but after that date he argued that there was spiritual identification
but no organizational ties. He called his fellow clerics in the Muslim world asses
and dogs, and said that what mattered was not bookish knowledge but action.
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He had posters printed that read “Kill the Jews” and he said that no Muslim
was bound by phony British democratic rules which had been passed by monkeys
in Parliament. These and other sayings could be found on Bakri’'s Web site, in
brochures on jihad, and in the many interviews he freely gave to the media.

From time to time a question would be raised in Parliament or the press about
the inflammatory speeches of the radical propagandists; after all, foreign visitors
had been denied entrance to Britain for making far less extreme statements,
but the British authorities thought they could not prosecute the Sheikh under
existing laws. Perhaps they did not think him sufficiently influential and did not
want to make him a martyr. In fact, Bakri’s activities were indirectly financed by
the state, as he received social welfare payments of about two thousand dollars
a month, for himself and his five children. When asked about this by a British
newspaper, he replied that it was difficult for him to get a job and that most of the
leadership of the Islamic movement in Britain received social security benefits.*
Mainstream Muslim spokesmen called him a clown and said that he was in no
way representative of British Muslims, but most were still reluctant to speak out
openly against him.

Some of Bakri’s claims regarding his achievements were certainly exaggerated,
sometimes grossly so. It was not true that he had recruited many thousands, or
even hundreds, of young Muslims in Britain to fight in Afghanistan, Kashmir,
Lebanon, Jordan, and other countries. The number of young Muslims who went
to fight is not known, but it was certainly quite small; two were killed in Bosnia,
one in Chechnya, a handful were taken prisoner in Afghanistan. But there is no
doubt that recruitment was going on. Eight British Muslims who had volunteered
to fight in Yemen had been sent by Bakri’s colleague, Abu Hamza al Misri. There
was a division of labor; another Sheikh named Yussef el Qaradawi located in West
London was in charge of electronic jihad, raising funds and laundering money.
Abdulla el Faisal was a leading speaker, Jamaica-born, and his cassettes were
sold in front of many mosques. A central figure was Abu Qatada, located at the
Finsbury mosque and several London Islamic cultural centers. Al Qatada did not
speak English, and European police forces suspected him rather than el Bakri to be
the main figure of al Qa’ida in Europe. He also lived on state support, as did Omar
Othman, a cleric originally from Palestine who had been named as accomplice
in the U.S. trial against the plotters who had blown up the African embassies in
1998; Othman went to court to have his social benefits reinstated. When the
police came to search al Qatada’s home, they found several hundred thousand
dollars. A few hours before the British parliament passed legislation according to
which al Qatada could have been arrested, he disappeared. This raised questions
in the media as to whether he had been a MI5 agent all along.*> Young Muslims
were given instruction how to use a Kalashnikov in Finsbury Mosque in north
London, while others were sent to farms in the countryside to receive military and
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sabotage training.*® Bakri said that the duty of every able-bodied young Muslim
over the age of fifteen was to go through such training.

The origins of the Hizb ul Tahrir are discussed elsewhere in our study. Its
branch in Britain certainly remained a mystery for friend and foe alike.*” Other
[slamic and Islamist organizations were annoyed that it attracted publicity in the
media out of proportion to its numbers. They were said to make false accusations
against sincere Muslims. It was said that no one really knew who its leaders were
and where they were hiding. Hizb ul Tahrir came under attack for its diversionary
tactics in trying to break up the meetings of other Muslim organizations, and
suspicions were voiced that it somehow served the interests of the Zionists by its
very radicalism.*® Yet few dared to speak out in public against the jihadists even
if these were only a vociferous minority. They had followers not only in London
but also in places like Liverpool, Leicester, and Maidenhead; their booklets and
cassettes were sold not only in their own mosques but also in front of the London
Regents Park mosque. They were attracting hundreds, perhaps thousands of the
young and most active Muslims; thus they had access to a formidable reservoir
of potential fighters. After September 2001, attacks against capitalism became
prominent in Hizb ul Tahrir propaganda, which made British capitalism respon-
sible for, among other things, the horrible sex crimes committed in Britain. What
caused this ideological turn is not entirely clear: genuine conviction or the belief
that such “anticapitalism” could broaden the appeal of the jihadists.*’

English authorities were frequently criticized by their European colleagues
and the Americans for not collaborating in combating terrorism, London having
become the haven of Islamic radicals. The British refused to extradite militants
with a terrorist record to countries where they might be condemned to death, but
they also refused extradition to other European countries. This situation began to
change only after September 2001 when new antiterrorist legislation was adopted.

The German situation differed from the state of affairs in France and Brit-
ain inasmuch as it was made very difficult for the immigrants from Turkey to
become German citizens. On the other hand, enormous efforts were made by
local governments and especially the churches to enter a dialogue with the Mus-
lim communities. The attempts by Catholic as well as Protestant churchmen and
women were based on a great deal of naiveté and ignorance about [slam and its
attitude to ecumenical initiatives.’® The church people furthermore concentrated
their efforts on the more radical elements among the Turks, such as Milli Guerues,
which represented about 3 percent of the Muslims rather than the more mod-
erate elements.”’ The most militant group was the one headed by Metin Kaplan
in Cologne, also called the Kalif von Kéln, with some eleven hundred members
who fought for the restoration of the Khilafah and global power to Islam.*? These
extremists engaged not only in indoctrination but planned terrorist action mainly
against the secularists in their native country.
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Terrorist organizations from Muslim countries were all represented in Ger-
many; this refers, for instance, to the Algerian, Egyptian, and Palestinian groups.
However, there was relatively little violence, except among ethnic groups such as
radical Turks and Kurds of the PKK. The militants probably feared that if arrested
they might not only lose their considerable social benefits but be expelled from
Germany.

Germany was important for the Islamists for the same reason as Britain: as a
safe haven and a base of operation in other countries. Several suicide bombers
had studied in Germany in cities such as Hamburg. They had been attending the
prayers in the local Al Quds mosque but had refrained from engaging in violent
action. In fact they had been given instructions not to be politically active so as
not to attract the attention of the authorities, thus endangering their terrorist
missions. But with all this, the radical Islamists had their mosques, political and
cultural centers in which anti-Westernism, anti-Semitism, and the use of violence
were preached, and in which the members were taught how to make maximum use
of the benefits offered by democratic societies while rejecting the principles such as
political freedom, tolerance, and secularism on which these societies were based.

Spain and Italy were also considered “safe havens” by the terrorists. In Spain,
a restaurant near an American base had been bombed in 1985 and eighteen
Spaniards had been killed there, but since then there had been no such operations.
The Spanish police were preoccupied with the struggle against the Basque ETA;
they observed Muslim radicals but did not want to open a second front against
potential Muslim terrorists. Among the six hundred thousand Muslim immigrants
mainly from North Africa, there were thought to be several hundred militants of
al Qa'ida, but they came in for closer observation only after September 2001
when several arrests were made.

Many of the Muslims who went illegally to Italy came from Albania; their
interest was not primarily in politics but the smuggling of drugs and prostitu-
tion. A majority went on to other European countries, and they resented the
political activism of some of the North Africans which made all illegals suspect
and intensified police control. Italian police did succeed locating and ultimately
arresting an important terrorist cell in Milan well before September 2001. This
group had connections all over Europe and was scheduled to play a crucial role
in the general terrorist offensive that was planned for late 2001, which should
have included attacks against American embassies in Paris, Rome, and Tirana
(Albania), as well as other targets.

THE HISTORY OF RADICAL IsLaMisM and the terrorist cells in Western Europe
remains to be written. While conditions varied from country to country, it
appeared that there were greater difficulties as far as the integration of the immi-
grants from Muslim countries was concerned than with any earlier immigrant
group. Many had no wish to become part of society but wanted to maintain their
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traditional way of life. This stance made their economic and social integration
difficult, condemning many of them to a proletarian or subproletarian existence.

The idea that over time a European Islam would develop that was more liberal
and open seemed to have been premature at the very least. As a result a new
generation grew up who were superficially assimilated and in large part deeply
disaffected. Among these sections the preachers of jihad found their followers.

All this is not to say that social and cultural integration was doomed and would
never materialize, but that it would take much longer than originally anticipated:
three or four generations rather than one. The impact of modernity and the
Western way of life was much slower than many had thought, but it was still strong
and pervasive. The corruption (as the preachers saw it) was everywhere, and there
was no escape except absence of any contact with the outside world, which was,
of course, impossible in the long run. These were the sociological prospects; the
terrorist leaders, to repeat once again, were not out to attract millions of votes,
because they did not believe in democracy and majorities. Their aim was to find a
few hundred activists willing to volunteer for jihad and, of course, a much broader
section of the Muslim community which, while not actively joining the struggle,
would sympathize and extend help in various ways. This reservoir certainly existed
and is bound to exist for a considerable time to come.

So far mention has been made of Europe only, but the Afghan alumni and local
sympathizers of al Qa’ida have been active in other continents as well, notably in
Southeast Asia.” They have engaged in propaganda in most Muslim countries and
also countries with Muslim minorities, and they have launched terrorist operations
in Central Asia as well as the Caucasus, Malaysia, the Philippines, and elsewhere.
There have been considerable differences between the various local groups. The
Caucasus has seen a mixture of cultural-religious national motives in the fight
against the Russians; Chechen gangs in Moscow have been closer to the model
of the Mafia than the Koran, and the Abu Sayaf group in the Philippines has
specialized in the abduction of foreign tourists for monetary gain rather than in
the pursuit of jihad. But other operations such as the unsuccessful attempt by
Ramzi Yussef and others to hijack a number of commercial planes from Manila
in 1994 were precursors of September 2001.

Should one look for a common denominator? Is there a Muslim (or Islamic)
International similar to the Comintern, the Communist International (1919-
43)? Or is it merely a conspiracy on an international scale? Having digested so
much anti-Semitic propaganda, did they want to take a leaf out of the Protocols
of the Elders of Zion? Certainly, for the first time in the history of terrorism,
an international organization, however loose, has come into being. But there is
no central leadership comparable to the Third International, only a common
ideology.

Like the. Communist International, the bin Laden International operates on
a variety of levels. It has been working through legal religious and political
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associations, as well as an illegal underground apparatus and a variety of groups
(NGOs) in between. In some respects, it has been structured on the lines of a
multinational corporation, but its branches are under no obligation to provide
accounts to a chief executive. Perhaps a comparison with the Second (Socialist)
International, which was a loose federation of political parties, would be more
to the point, except of course that the Second International strictly rejected ter-
rorism. A comparison with the “leaderless resistance” preached by the militias
of the extreme right in the United States could also be made. This is based on
the assumption that a group (or a phantom cell) without a visible head would be
difficult for the security forces to detect, and if detected, to immobilize. A similar
strategy has apparently been adopted by the radical wing of American environ-
mental militants. But it is easier to apply this doctrine in theory than in practice,
given the ambitious aims of groups like al Qa’ida on the one hand and the logistic
complexities of modern societies on the other. Nor is it certain that the relations
between the cells in various countries were as loose as initially assumed; subse-
quent investigations tended to show a considerable measure of coordination and
direction from some central authority.>*

The practitioners of Jihad have the great advantage in comparison with the
Communist International that they could make use of space (mosques and other
religious institutions) that in democratic countries were outside the jurisdiction
and the supervision of security services and where operations could be planned
and prepared without fear of interference. The mosques, the Islamic cultural
centers and the schools were the free zones that Sudan had been at one time
and later Afghanistan under Taliban rule. As in the Communist International,
there is a fairly strict division between legal and illegal work. The terrorists have
considerable latitude as far as their behavior among the infidels was concerned;
they were sometimes advised to shave so as not to stand out, and they could do
things, if need be, that an observing Muslim was forbidden to do; this permission
even extended to the consumption of alcohol.

There is no party discipline among them and no monolithic ideology as there
had been among the Communists, except in a very general way subscribing to
the doctrine of jihad and practicing the various rituals whenever possible. At the
same time, they have great freedom of action as far as terrorist initiatives are con-
cerned. All this developed, in all probability, not according to any master plan but
spontaneously; a rigid bureaucratic system would not have worked among people
from so many countries and different backgrounds. Nor are references to “net-
working” and “interfacing” of much help; eager to engage in violent action, the
conspirators would find like-minded people in clubs and bookshops or somewhere
else in the orbit of a mosque known for its radical orientation.

Conspiracy of this kind had been the practice of nineteenth-century secret
societies and sects, and not much has changed since except the means of com-
munication. A member of such a society of bygone days, whether European or






FOUR

Suicide

UICIDE BOMBING, one of the most prominent features of contemporary ter-
S rorism, has been one of the most difficult to understand for those living in
what is commonly known as the postheroic age. It has led some to believe that
those willing to sacrifice their own life must be supreme idealists and the cause
for which they are willing to make this greatest of all sacrifices must be a just
and noble one. At the same time, it is frequently maintained that suicide attack
is something new in history and specifically Muslim. (At one time, in the 1980s,
it was believed to be specifically Shi'ite.) However, such missions have occurred
over a long time in many countries and cultures. In fact, a review of the history of
terrorism over the ages up to the 1960s shows that in the great majority of cases,
all terrorism was suicide terrorism. The number of attackers who got away from
terrorism was very small. From what we know about their mind-set, it appears
that they did not expect to escape, and in many instances they did not even
try. An attempt to understand the suicide bombers ought to take into account a
great variety of circumstances and motives and should not focus on one specific
group and religion, even if that group happens to figure very prominently at the
present time.

Some have seen the sources of suicide attack in the commandments of religion.
According to the teachings of Islam suicide is forbidden, but martyrdom in the
struggle for Allah is not; on the contrary, it is a religious duty.! The term shahid
originally meant “witness” (as in a court of law), but as in Christianity it acquired
another meaning — that of a martyr, fighting the infidels and sealing his fate with
death.? The shahid receives great privileges in paradise nearest the throne of God.
His wounds become red like blood on the day of judgment and shine and smell
like musk. They are the only ones in paradise to have the special privilege of
returning to earth and suffering martyrdom another ten times.’ True, the longing
to die a martyr’s death was not encouraged by orthodox Islamic theology because
this kind of self-sacrifice looked like suicide, which was condemned by Islam. And
in the end, almost anyone who died a violent death was considered a shahid.*

In our time, various religious dignitaries in Egypt and Saudi Arabia have
opposed suicide terrorism, but others —such as the Mufti of Jerusalem and Pales-
tine — have justified it as shahada (martyrdom). Yet others have taken a middle
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way, regarding attacks against enemy soldiers as permissible, but attacks against
civilians are not. Some have favored suicide attacks against the “Zionist occu-
pants” in Palestine but not against fellow Muslims.’ Sheikh Muhammad Tantawi,
head of Al Azhar in Cairo, said on one occasion that all Israelis— men, women,
and children — were forces of occupation and therefore legitimate targets of
suicide bombers. But on another occasion he said that no Muslim should blow
himself up in the midst of children and women but only among aggressors, among
soldiers. Yussef el Qaradawi, the TV sheikh of the Al Jezira network, famous in
the whole Arab world, also declared suicide terrorism the highest form of jihad
and therefore very commendable.

The arguments in favor of such martyrdom are historical, and they usually
refer to battles fought in the lifetime of the prophet Muhammad or soon after.
Thus Sheikh Sabri, the Mufti of Jerusalem, in a speech justifying suicide attacks,
referred to the battle (or campaign) of Mu’'tah (629), in which the followers of
Muhammad fought a superior Roman (that is to say, Byzantine) army. The leader
Said ibn al Halitha was killed early on, and his place was taken by Jafar Ibn Abu
Taleb, who continued to fight even after being mortally wounded. According to
the chronicler, he had fifty injuries but none in the back because he did not
retreat. The prophet named him “Jafar the flyer” because Allah granted him two
wings when he entered paradise to replace the two hands that had been cut off
in battle. Then a third commander, Abdullah ibn Rawaha, took over until he
was martyred. And so it went on until Khaled ibn Walid took command, who,
the chronicler reports, developed a brilliant plan for withdrawal and lived to fight
another day.®

Appeals to go to a battle from which there would be no return are frequent
in the Muslim tradition. Thus, al Baraa ibn Malik of the Ansar tribe at the
battle of Yamama, said, “Oh Ansar, let not anyone of you think of returning to
Madinah. There is no Madinah for you after this day. There is only Allah, and
then Paradise.” Of Baraa, the tradition says that he died in another battle. He
had prayed to God to grant him martyrdom.

As the Mulfti of Jerusalem and other contemporary clerics see it, these heroic
actions were not suicidal but the obeying of a religious duty such that the mar-
tyrs entered paradise directly. They did not have to undergo examination by the
“interrogating angels” or pass the purging fires of Islam (Abdul Wahid Hamed,
Companions of the Prophet, vol. 1). And the Mufti ended his sermon saying
that whereas the enemies of Islam love life, Muslims love death and strive for
martyrdom.’

Such martyrdom is not unique. By a long oral and written tradition, similar leg-
ends of heroism and sacrifice are equally frequent in the history of other peoples,
cultures, and religions, and many more were reinvented dufing later romantic
ages. A typical example of religious motivation in warfare was ancient Assyria,



Suicide 3

which in the ninth and eighth centuries B.c. engaged almost continuously in mil-
itary campaigns. These wars of aggression were by no means imperialist-secular
in character (even though they led to the establishment of an Assyrian empire).
They were inspired and commanded by the gods, above all the god Assur. Con-
ducting warfare was religious service ad majorem Dei gloriam, and the gods justified
warfare even if conducted with utmost brutality.’

The cult of heroes with a variety of ceremonies on their graves goes back to
time immemorial; it can be found in earliest Greek history. The Spartan heroes at
the battle of Thermopylae who under King Leonidas fought to the last man did
so because law had ordered it and law was sanctioned by the gods. As the author
Simonides relates, “Go tell the Spartans, thou who passes by, that here obedient
to their laws, we lie.”” The Jewish zealots who retreated to Massada near the
Dead Sea for a last stand that ended in collective suicide were part of the same
tradition. The Romans considered all their wars not only just (bellum justum) but
also pious (pium) and there was a quasireligious ritual ceremony for starting such
a war: throwing a spear into enemy territory.

The Nordic (Icelandic, Viking, German) sagas deal with little but acts of hero-
ism with the gods of pagan religion playing a prominent role. The heroes who had
died in battle were taken to Asgard, the palace of the gods with 540 doors; they
were kept there until Ragnarok, the last decisive battle. Their life was described
as extremely comfortable. They were eating excellent boar meat and drinking
the finest mead. When they were not feasting, the heroes were fighting, cutting
themselves to pieces. But when mealtime came their wounds had healed and they
returned to Valhalla.'®

The legends of the early Middle Ages are in a similar vein, with the Chanson de
Roland as a prominent example. This is the story of the heroic rear-guard action
at Roncevalles of the emperor’s army. Roland, the nephew of Charlemagne, and
his friend and comrade-in-arms Olivier and thirty other knights were too proud to
sound the horn to call for help when faced by an overwhelming troop of Saracens.
When they at last blew the horn, it was too late and when help arrived, they were
dead on the field of battle. The Chanson says that they fought not only for their
country (la douce France) but above all for their religion against the pagans.'!
The church regarded them as martyrs, not only those who had died having been
persecuted for their belief in Christ. Thus the knights who went to fight in the
Crusades were promised not only forgiveness for all their sins but entrance to
paradise, just as the Muslim fighters were.

There are countless stories of self-sacrifice in battle, just as the one of Arnold
Winkelried, the Swiss who in the battle of Sempach threw himself in the middle
of the affray, thus forcing the enemy to concentrate on him and creating a
way through their lines for his fellow fighters. Next to Wilhelm Tell, Winkelried
became in a later romantic age the central figure in Swiss national mythology.
The legend of Ivan Susanin (Glinka’s opera “A Life for the Tsar”) shows that not
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only a bogatyr, a knight and professional fighter, but a simple peasant could be
a martyr.'? It is the story of a man who during the Time of Troubles deliberately
led the invading Polish army units into the middle of a forest to give the tsar the
opportunity to escape. He was killed by the Poles for having misled them and
became a national hero invoked by political leaders (including Stalin) up to the
present day. It was more than a story of patriotic loyalty because the tsar apart
from being the political ruler was also the supreme religious leader.

To write the story of these ages is to a large extent to write about heroes,
cults of heroes, and martyrdom. If, during the age of the Enlightenment, these
traditions went temporarily out of fashion, they came back with a vengeance dur-
ing the romantic age, with modern Germany as an obvious example. As Theodor
Koerner, the poet of the war of liberation against Napoleon, wrote on the eve of a
battle (May 12, 1813): “Happiness lies only in sacrificial death.”** Koerner did die
such a death but a greater poet than Koerner, Friedrich Hoelderlin, not known as
an aggressive militarist, had written even earlier (1797) a poem entitled “death
for the fatherland” that was in the same vein. The inscription of Horace’s Dulce et
decorum est pro patria mori could be found in the assembly halls of German schools
after World War I, and in similar form in Britain and France. This was to commem-
orate, above all, the heroes of the battle of Langemarck in Flanders (November
1914), when thousands of young students and members of the youth movement
(the Wandervogel) had tried to storm the Allied lines singing “Deutschland,
Deutschland iiber alles” — which was not even the national anthem at the time.
The fallen symbolized the triumph of youth. They were not really dead but were
sleeping in the lap of Christ, according to pictures widely distributed at the time.
The graves and cemeteries became shrines of national worship.'*

The heroes had not died in vain. They lived on in eternal life in the tradition
of Ich hatt einen Kameraden, Ludwig Uhland’s famous poem in memory of the good
comrade who was killed in battle. It became a famous popular song, which ended,

Kann dir die Hand nicht geben
Bleib du im ew’gen Leben

(My friend I cannot ease your pain
in life eternal we’ll meet again

and walk once more as one.)

Under Nazism the heroic tradition involving self-sacrifice was not only contin-
ued but became central to the essence of the regime. This fact, perhaps more than
anything else, led some contemporaries to interpret Nazism as a political religion.
(Some Catholic commentators drew parallels with early Islam.) Up to the out-
break of the war the cult was mainly devoted to those killed in the struggle for
the victory of Nazism — that is to say, in the street battles of the early 1930s."
The semi-official anthem of the Nazis, the Horst Wessel song devoted to the
memory of a Berlin Nazi killed before 1933, clearly states that “comrades killed
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by the Reds and the reactionaries were still marching in our ranks (Kameraden
die Rotfront und Reaktion erschossen, marschieren im Geist in unseren Reihen mit).

Later on, Nazi propaganda centered on the victims of the military campaigns
in Western and Eastern Europe. Nazi propagandists were given instructions to
explain to those who had been bereaved that there was no need to mourn, which
was not good for national morale, but they should be grateful that their dearest
had been given a chance to sacrifice their life for some higher ideal. They had
not to suffer pain but were living in eternity; they were more alive than the rest,
having suffered not just a necessary but a noble and beautiful death.'®

These ideas found their reflection in hundreds of poems written at the time:
the fallen were still “living while we were breathing,” their death had been a
magnificent triumph over death. Another poem related a vision: a miracle had
occurred, the fallen had left their graves and had taken their place in the columns
marching through town (Holzapfel).!” It was customary on ritual occasions among
German as well as Romanian Nazis that when the list of those present was read
out, those who had fallen were included and that someone would say “present”
after the names of the dead had been called.

The poems about those who had died a hero’s death were written not just
by party hacks but by highly respected writers of the time who were not even
members of the Nazi Party. One of them was Ernst Bertram, one of the leading
Germanists of the time, a member of the George Circle, the aristocracy of the spirit
and friend of Thomas Mann (he had proposed to bestow an honorary doctorate on
Mann at Bonn University which later became something of an academic scandal).
Bertram wrote that only graves were creating Heimat (the beloved homeland),
that only the dead were giving us light, that a people came into being through
its coffins.'®

The cult of heroes, and above all the fallen heroes, figured prominently in
the ideology and practice of other fascist movements, such as the Romanian
Iron Guard (The Legion of Archangel Michael), which was permeated more by
religious elements than any other.!”” Many years later an admirer of Codreanu
wrote about the “legionnaires”:

In the ethics of the legionnaires’ sacrifice, martyrdom, death had a larger
than life significance. In the writings of Corneliu Codreanu, Jon Mota and
Alexandru Cantacuzino the love for the sacrifice, the faith in death appears
like a martial passion, a mysticism akin to the fighting spirit and suicide in
the Weltanschauung of the Japanese samurai. In the 20th century one may
find something similar only in the auto-da-fes of the kamikaze pilots and
the ritual seppuku of the poet Yukio Mishima — the triumph of the will,
the triumph of the sacrifice.?

Ion Mota was the second-in-command in the Iron Guard and went to fight
in the Spanish Civil War on Franco’s side; he was killed, and the return of his
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body to Romania was celebrated by his comrades as the greatest moment in the
history of their movement. Another great admirer of Codreanu and his cult of
martyrdom and heroic suicide was Giulio Evola, the ideologist of neo-Nazism
in Italy, a prominent figure in the war against the West and proponent of a
hero’s death.?!

A similar spirit was inculcated in early Spanish fascism by José Antonio Primo
de Rivera, the head of the Falange. General Astray, the head of the Spanish
Foreign Legion, addressing the students of Salamanca University in October 1936,
shouted, “Down with the intellectuals, viva la muerte!” expressed something of
the Zeitgeist. “The intellectuals” was mainly the great Spanish writer Miguel de
Unamuno, who was among the audience. Astray was a brave man, but despite
the invocation of death he was not killed on the battlefield but lived to a ripe old
age and so, for all we know, did the students who applauded him that day.

SS units wore the skulls-and-bones insignia both on their caps and on their
rings, on their daggers and the buckle of their belts. Not only elite units but
regular soldiers were expected to undertake missions from which the chances of
return were small or nonexistent — for instance, those serving in the German
submarine fleet after 1943. Generally speaking, this was true with regard to those
on the Eastern front during the last year of the war. In later years, the question was
often asked why German soldiers continued to fight when the military situation
was altogether hopeless. The consensus reached by the historians was that fear
of the Nazi security forces did play a role, as well as fear of the Russians and
ideological indoctrination, but that esprit de corps — a feeling of solidarity with
fellow soldiers — was probably the single most important motive.

This was, of course, not confined to the German army of the Third Reich; in
the Soviet army, the legend of Alexander Matrosov became a shining example for
self-sacrifice early on during the war. Matrosov threw himself in front of an enemy
machine gun to give his comrades a chance to storm the German positions.

But the closest to contemporary suicide terrorists were the Japanese kamikaze
pilots in 1944—45. (Kami is the Japanese word for various gods and spirits; kaze
also refers to a divine figure, a savior in a desperate situation.) The decision to
send pilots to crash-dive their planes on American ships was a counsel of despair,
not a strategy with any hope for success, and some of the surviving kamikaze
admitted in later years the futility of these operations. Several thousand junior
officers and cadets volunteered for these missions; there was actually a waiting
list of candidates. The attacks took place near Okinawa, in the South China Sea
and in the direction of the Philippines and Australia; several dozen American
ships were hit, but the campaign had no impact on the outcome of the war.”

Who were the volunteers and what motivated them? From the farewell letters
of the suicide bombers, from interviews with survivors (who had been chosen but
in view of technical failure or other reasons did not proceed with their missions),
and from other sources, it is known that religion — in this case, Shinto — played a
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central part in the psychological decision to volunteer. In the first line of virtually
every farewell letter, the emperor, who was considered a god, is invoked. But it
was not traditional religion alone (some of the kamikaze were Christians) but
the whole Japanese cultural and social tradition, the “Japanese ideology” of the
Showa period (1926—45) with its extreme nationalism, its quasi-fascist elements,
and its stress on unquestioning obedience to authority that shaped the mentality
of these very young people, aged between seventeen and twenty-five. They all
believed in the superiority of the Japanese way of life even though many felt
the conflict between their patriotic duty in a holy war (“If I had seven lives I
would gladly sacrifice them to smite the enemy,” one of them wrote) and their
duty toward their parents who would miss them. They were equally convinced
that there was an afterlife and that they would live on as spirits. The idea that
courageous Japanese soldiers would be enshrined at Yasukuni, a site of veneration,
may have played a certain role but apparently not a decisive one.

Some kamikaze felt happy that an opportunity had been given to them to die
for all that was dear to them. With others the feeling of duty was predominant,
and yet others seem to have been reluctant to undertake these futile missions but
they were conditioned by their training well before they had joined the army not
to question orders. They knew that the appeal for volunteers was a thinly veiled
order.”” The evidence collected many years after the event is contradictory. A
fair number of suicide candidates have reported that they were sad and weeping
before their missions, that they had no illusions about the outcome of the war even
though they had been told that the Americans and the British were devils. They
agree that the most important factor was military discipline and peer pressure.’*

The Readiness to Engage in Suicide Missions

There were suicide missions in postwar armed conflicts such as the war between
Iraq and Iran (mainly on the part of young Iranian Islamic guards), in the Korean
War, and a few also on the part of the Viet Cong. But these wars took place
outside Europe and the Americas and in a postheroic era in which fighting often
became a contest of technologies. It was gradually forgotten that in earlier ages,
when war was as frequent as peace, the willingness to pay the ultimate price in
war had been taken for granted.

A student of the Irish national movement has drawn attention to the tradition
of folk heroes such as Cuchulain, the mythological chieftain who sacrificed his
life to allow fellow warriors to escape capture and death — themes that were
taken up by leading poets of the period such as Yeats. And a line could be drawn
from Cuchulain to the Easter Rising of 1916, the crucial date in the history of
Irish nationalism, a rebellion that was carried out without virtually any chance
of success. The sacrificial motif can be traced even further on to 1981, when ten
republican militants starved themselves to death in the Maze prison in Belfast.?®



78 Suicide

An even greater number of militants, some of them terrorists, starved themselves
to death in Turkish prisons in 2001-2.

A tradition of suicide ‘terrorism has existed in India and Southeast Asia
(Malabar, Pondicherry, Atjeh, the Philippines) which goes back to the arrival
of the Spanish and the Portuguese (and their missionaries). For all one knows’
some of the amok races described by contemporary observers in eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century India also occurred on a religious-political background.?®

The readiness to engage in suicide missions would certainly not have been a
source of astonishment to terrorists of a bygone age all over the world. In the
rites of passage of many terrorist organizations, the members joining were asked
to affirm on oath their readiness to give their lives when needed. It was implied
that they had taken leave from life as understood by those around them.

In the pre-dynamite era, with the dagger and the pistol as the main weapons,
the chances of terrorists not to get killed in the attempt (or to be apprehended
and to be executed) were minimal. Even during the last decades of the nineteenth
century, the making of bombs was such a risky business and the bombs produced
so unstable that the chances of being blown up during or before the attempt
were very high indeed. The danger of getting caught while on missions outside
their country remained very high; when two members of the Israeli right-wing
underground went to Cairo in 1944 to kill Lord Moyne, the British minister in
charge of Middle Eastern affairs, there was no real hope to escape alive. The
attack at Lod Airport by members of the Japanese Red Army in 1972 belongs to
the same category, even though members of the group survived. Leading members
of the Baader-Meinhof gang killed themselves in Stammheim prison using arms
that had been smuggled into the building.

The more or less systematic use of suicide missions in our time — usually, but
not always, by means of bombing — dates back to 1983. It was applied by a variety
of groups primarily in the Middle East but also in Southeast Asia in the Balkans
and elsewhere. It was used by a variety of groups Muslim (both Shi’ite and Sunni),
non-Muslim (Christian, Sikh, Hindu, Jewish [such as Dr. Baruch Goldstein, who
killed a group of praying Arabs in Bethlehem]) and also atheists (the Kurdish
PKK, the Lebanese Communist Party, and the various Popular Fronts for the
Liberation of Palestine).

The motives of the suicide bombers were complex. The confusion in the West
was further aggravated as a result of the fact that attention was almost exclu-
sively focused on certain groups in the Middle East, whereas others were ignored.
Hundreds if not thousands of journalists wrote about the suicide bombers of
the Palestinian Hamas, about whom there were countless interviews and articles
and also academic studies, whereas the Tamil Tigers (LTTE) in Sri Lanka were
virtually ignored.

Considering the small number of people involved (the Jaffna Tamil minority
in Sri Lanka totals perhaps less than one million) there were proportionally many
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more suicide attacks in Sri Lanka than in the Middle East. However, the Jaffna
Peninsula and nearby places were less familiar to a Western public than Jerusalem
or Bethlehem. There was no concentration of the media in Sri Lanka, and it
could always be argued that Sri Lankan terrorism was a domestic affair without
international repercussions — which was however only partly true, as shown by
the murder of Indian prime minister Rajiv Gandhi by members of this group.”’

Common to suicide bombers is the belief that they were warriors in a just
struggle in the best tradition of their religion (or nation), that their group was
cruelly oppressed, and that their sacrifice was not just desirable but imperative.
Common also was the belief that the collective (the religion, the sect, the nation,
the race) was infinitely more important than the individual. Their spiritual imper-
ative was again that of Horace’s Dulce et decorum: that it was sweet and becoming
to die for the fatherland, and to kill in the process as many of the enemy as pos-
sible. The feeling of racial or religious superiority and an eternal conflict between
their race or religion and that of the enemy also played a role — among the S§,
in Sri Lanka, as well as the Islamic terrorists. Common also was the belief not
only that their memory would live on forever but that in choosing death they
were opting for eternal life in one form or another. The promises varied with the
nature of the religious-political character of the group to which they belonged.

Contemporary suicide terrorism began in Lebanon in April 1983 and in Sri
Lanka in December of that year. The attacks in the Middle East were mainly
directed against the United Nations. Forces stationed in Beirut (U.S. and French)
were spectacular and eminently successful. Hundreds were killed in these attacks,
which resulted in the evacuation of the foreign forces (except the Syrians) from
the country. The U.S. embassy in Beirut was also attacked as were Israeli mil-
itary installations. These activities were carried out by a little-known Shi'ite
organization named Hizbullah, which acted under Iranian sponsorship and with
substantial material help from Teheran.

In the years that followed, more attacks took place in Lebanon. Altogether
there were about sixty between 1983 and the present day, but they were on a
relatively small scale. The most deadly ones took place in Argentina (1992 and
again in 1994) and were directed against local Jewish institutions.

In the meantime, suicide missions were directed by other radical Islamic
groups against Muslim leaders, against Emir al Sabah, the ruler of Kuwait (1985),
against Anwar Sadat of Egypt (1981), and against Lebanese Prime Minister Bashir
Gemayel (1982). It later appeared that the assassination of Sadat was to be part
of a general insurrection in Egypt which, however, never materialized.?® Promi-
nent Muslim personalities were killed in suicide attacks in Algeria and the former
Yugoslavia as well as Egypt and Pakistan, as was General Ahmed Shah Masoud,
the commander of the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan (September 2001). The
first suicide mission in Israel took place only in 1993, but before analyzing in
greater detail this new strategy in the Arab and Muslim world, where initially it
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was practiced only sporadically, we ought to deal with the other main theater of
such missions: Sri Lanka, where for years suicide missions became more or less
standard procedure.

Sri Lanka (formerly Ceylon), the island south of the Indian subcontinent, has
been ruled since independence by an elected, more or less democratic govern-
ment in which the Sinhalese majority prevailed. Relations between the ethnic
groups were less than cordial; the Tamil concentrated in the north of country felt
oppressed and discriminated against. Whether this feeling was justified in reality
is a separate question; the Sinhalese certainly argued that the Tamils got more
than their fair share in every walk of life.

The Tamil fight for greater independence was at first political and nonviolent,
but with the advent of a new, younger, and more militant generation, it turned
to armed struggle. Race riots in 1983, in which allegedly some three thousand
Tamils were killed, aggravated the situation. Many Tamils felt helpless, and the
belief among the younger generation gained ground that only military action
could restore their dignity and ultimately bring them independence.

This attitude led to the emergence of a number of activist groups consisting
mainly of lefe-wing students of which the Tamil Tigers of Eelam (LTTE) became
the most important by far, having eliminated their competitors, often by violent
means. The LTTE was headed by Prabhakaran, who has remained its political
and military leader from the beginning in 1975 to the present day. Prabhakaran’s
personal position was absolutely central, comparable only to the position of the
leaders of the dictatorships in Europe in the 1930s.

He led the LTTE from very modest beginnings, when it was a small gang
engaging in robberies to acquire the means to conduct both guerrilla warfare and
terrorism, to greater importance and glories when it could maintain a little flotilla
of its own, both to attack the government forces and to maintain contact with
the much larger Tamil community in South India. It also temporarily established
“liberated zones” primarily on the Jaffna Peninsula. Support for the LTTE on the
part of the 70 million Tamils in South India was limited, but there was a great
deal of help on the part of the eight hundred thousand Tamils living abroad,
in Canada, Australia, and elsewhere. Money was collected — according to some
estimates, up to $150 million annually — to finance the armed struggle of the
LTTE. During the two decades of terrorist and guerilla attacks, about sixty-five
thousand citizens of Sri Lanka were killed (more than thirty-seven hundred in
the year 2000). In between there have been armistices and negotiations but a
decisive breakthrough toward peace came only in early 2002.

A search for the deeper causes of the conflict and its particular bitterness
is not easy because there is a wide distance between facts and perception. The
Tamil wish to establish a state of their own is based on historical claim, but there
never was a Tamil kingdom in Sri Lanka. The Sinhalese majority and the Tamil
coexisted for many centuries more or less in peace. When the British withdrew,



Suicide 81

there was no claim for Tamil autonomy. The Tamil has been represented in the
government administration over and above their percentage of the population.
Under the British and in the decades after, Tamil had been appointed to key
positions in every walk of life, such as the army, the police, and the Supreme
Court, and they played a leading role in the cultural life of the country and the
universities. Nor did religion play a central role, the Sinhalese being Buddhist,
the Tamils predominantly Hindu. The Tamil separatist movement did not make
an appeal to religious motives in its propaganda, partly, no doubt, in order not
to- alienate the 15 percent of Tamils who were Christian. To the extent that
Hinduism was rooted among Tamils, it was an upper-class phenomenon, whereas
the Tamil Tigers were based predominantly on the less wealthy sections (but not
the poor) of the population. Tamil separatism, in other words, is secular, and its
leadership is atheist. At the same time, the leaders have used a symbolism going
back to ancient Tamil history — the tiger being the symbol of Murugan, one of
the favorite Tamil gods. There is among the Tamils the concept of honor after
death and the brave mother sacrificing the family for the sake of liberation. The
idea of martyrdom and the cult of the martyrs (a “martyr’s week” is celebrated in
November) also plays a central role in Tamil propaganda.”’

Given that they are not religious believers, how does one explain the reli-
gious fervor of the Tamil Tigers? Some have tried to account for it as a civic
religion or as a hysterical mass cult.’® But all this does not satisfactorily explain
the total alienation of the radical Tamils, the fanaticism and the persistence of
their struggle. Measured by objective standards, the position of the Tamils in the
country had been considerably better than that of most minorities elsewhere in
Asia and Africa. Nevertheless the perception of being persecuted and tormented
was very real and led to the outbreak of the violent struggle and its continuation
over many years. Nor was there a historical propensity toward violence and in
particular toward suicide missions.

Hinduism on the other hand has a strong element of nonviolence (ahimsa and
satyagraha), even though Hindus have not always lived up to the prescription
of their religion. Furthermore, the radicalization and the terrorism were by no
means shared by all Tamils, above all not by the Tamils in the south of Sri Lanka
and the Tamil intelligentsia. There had been a tradition of political radicalism in
Ceylon with the south gravitating more to a lumpen Marxism (as the critics called
it — Ceylon was perhaps the only country in the world with a sizeable Trotskyite
party), whereas the inclination in the Tamil north was more toward chauvinism
and racism bordering on fascist ideas (to quote the critics). But this radicalism
had seldom manifested itself in systematic violent action prior to the 1970s.’!

Furthermore, the Sinhalese government, taught by bitter experience, has made
several far-reaching offers of autonomy over the years to the Tamils, which have
been rejected. Nor was the economic factor of any decisive importance. The
statist economic policy (Sri Lanka is called a socialist republic to this day) led to
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stagnation and unemployment. But young enterprising Tamils could have easily
joined those of their countrymen and women who went looking for their fortune
outside their country (as many did with much success) rather than engaging in
suicide missions. In any case, social issues virtually never figured in their political
program. :

If so, there remains no other explanation than the antipathy between different
national or religious groups in multinational societies, which for some unfath-
omable reasons seem to be even stronger on islands such as Ireland, Sri Lanka,
or Cyprus. There is a deep-seated unwillingness to share a common country and
the desire to have a state of their own at any price. The Sinhalese government
did show insensitivity with regard to the minorities, for instance, as far as the
language issue was concerned. The Sinhalese radicals thought that the English
language was the root of all evil and wanted to replace it with their own language,
and among the Tamils there was a similar reaction. There were fights among the
communities and victims, but a feverish imagination was needed to believe (as
their propaganda claimed) that the government and the Sinhalese majority aimed
at the genocide of the Tamils.

Tamil terrorism specifically conducted a campaign which combined elements
of guerrilla warfare (that is to say, liberation of territories and establishing an
alternative administration) and terrorism. The Sri Lankan army was weak, and the
Tamils — who did not lack monetary resources — had modern weapons such as
SA 7 ground-to-air missiles; on frequent occasions they were better equipped than
the forces opposing them. Thus they succeeded in making life so uncomfortable
for the Indian peacekeeping force that the Indians withdrew their units after a
few years. Generally speaking, the Tamils showed not only enormous persistence
but also great inventiveness. While unlike the Palestinian resistance they had
no neighboring countries sympathetic to their cause, providing supplies and a
safe haven, their speedboats plying between India and Sri Lanka gave them the
opportunity to carry weapons (and fighters and drugs) almost freely.

Suicide terrorism carried out by the Tamil Tigers was quite indiscriminate; it
was certainly spectacular as far as the number of victims and the success of their
missions were concerned. They assassinated not only an Indian president but also
President Premadasa of Sri Lanka, and they killed or injured many government
ministers, military commanders, and also Sinhalese (and occasionally Muslim)
peasants and other citizens who had the misfortune of belonging to the wrong
ethnic minority. The Tigers had a reputation of honesty and lack of corruption; at
the same time, they murdered without compunction not only non-Tamils but also
those among their own community who were considered rivals or insufficiently
enthusiastic to their cause. Politically the impact of suicide terrorism was less
impressive since it did not bring about a decision in the struggle. A variety of
pressures induced the LTTE to declare an armistice in February 2002: the general
world situation in which there was little sympathy for terrorist groups, whatever
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their aims; declining financial support from Tamils abroad; and the opening of a
new front with the Muslim inhabitants of northern Sri Lanka.*

Among the Tigers engaging in suicide missions there was a fairly high per-
centage of women (about 30 percent), very much in contrast to Muslim suicide
terrorism. The LTTE began the systematic indoctrination of its fighters at school
level; fourteen-year-old cadres wrapped in explosives were used in many a mis-
sion. Very often they were given the honor of having a last meal with the leader
of the Tigers on the eve of their mission. According to popular belief, they carried
cyanide pills with them so as not to fall alive into the hand of the enemy. But this
seems to be a legend, at least in part, for Tamil Tigers have been taken prisoners,
and only some of them are known to have carried poison with them.

In the final analysis, the most important single factor in Tamil suicide terrorism
could well be the personality of the leader — similar to the central role of Hitler
and Mussolini in European fascism — and also the feeling of racial incompatibility
between the two groups. It is certainly far more important than in most other
terrorist groups. That the Tamils of India do not show the same propensity toward
violence is certainly interesting. Their attitude toward the Tamil Tigers is similar
to that of the Irish of Eire to the IRA of Northern Ireland: a vague sympathy but
no solidarity with their terrorist campaign.

Other important features are the esprit de corps, the feeling of obligation not
to let down the commander and the comrades-in-arms. Also of significance is the
ancient cult of martyrs that the LTTE leadership has revived. This veneration
takes various forms, such as ancestor rituals, special cemeteries (like those in
Europe for the fallen in both world wars), and “hero stones.” According to LTTE
doctrine, the hero belongs to the collective, the public, not just his or her own
next of kin. Mention has been made of the celebration of Great Heroes Week
(November 21-27), which happens to be close to the birthday of Prabhakaran,
the leader.

Thus the Tamil Tigers are in important respects a unique phenomenon. As far
as their ruthlessness is concerned, they have been compared with Nazism and Pol
Pot’s movement in Cambodia.

History and cultural heritage are of limited help only in explaining the fanati-
cism and endurance of the LTTE. The central role of the leader resembles a
cult in which the members blindly follow the leader. The content of his message
is of importance but apparently less so than the free-floating thirst for action
underlying it.

Suicide terrorism has occurred at all times, but at certain times far more often
than others. The main scene in the 1980s was Sri Lanka and Lebanon, where
the main perpetrators were Shi'ite groups. In later years, the scene of action
shifted to Israel, Turkey, and the Indian subcontinent, as well as attacks against
American targets in various parts of the world. Some sixteen groups have been
identified as engaging in suicide terrorism. Such figures are bound to be imprecise,



84 Suicide

however, for some of these groups engaged in a few such attacks only and then
disappeared; in other cases, one and the same attack was claimed by several
terrorist organizations. Certain suicide attacks were carried out by individuals
with the help of an organization but not necessarily under their direct control.
Groups changed their names, character, and mode of operation. Thus Harakat al
Ansar in Kashmir and Pakistan became Harakat ul Mujahideen and eventually
Jaish-e-Mohammad — all this within a period of five years. A group such as al
Qa’ida founded by bin Laden and al Zawahiri came into being as the result of the
merger of several radical groups from a variety of countries, closely cooperating
with each other but not necessarily always under strict control from one center.
Some of the most striking political assassinations and terrorist acts in the 1990s
were carried out by individuals (the murder of Yizhak Rabin, Oklahoma City, etc.).

The suicide terrorism scene has been very much in flux all through its exis-
tence, but with all these reservations it is easy to identify the groups that have
been most active.”> Above all, the Tamil Tigers conducted some two hundred
such attacks to their credit, while the Shi'ite Hizbullah and Amal (as well as
some secular nationalist groups) in Lebanon in the 1980s committed fifty some
such attacks. Hamas and Islamic Jihad in Israel in the 1990s are attributed with
perhaps seventy to eighty suicide attacks over the years. To this, one should add
the Kurdish workers party PKK, which over a number of years engaged in some
twenty suicide attacks. These groups have tended to exaggerate their strength
to frighten the enemy; Islamic Jihad at one stage boasted that it had four thou-
sand volunteers waiting eagerly to die a martyr’s death. But since the beginning
of the second Intifada and with the lull in fighting in Sri Lanka, the greatest
number by far of suicide bombings have been they work of members of various
Palestinian groups.

Figures of suicide bombings are bound to be approximate at best, for one
does not know about the attempts that were planned but aborted for technical
reasons, or about the cases in which the perpetrators decided for whatever reason
not to go through with their plans. According to some estimates, only every other
Palestinian suicide attack has succeeded; according to others the figure is only
one in five.** Nor do figures tell the whole story. There is an obvious difference
between the massive al Qa’ida attacks which caused international crises (the
African embassies; the attack on the USS Cole in 2000; September 11, 2001)
and attacks that took place in some distant Turkish or Kashmir village which
caused only a few casualties and were not even reported by the media.

However, even an incomplete survey of suicide terrorism shows that while
many, perhaps most, suicide attacks were carried out by groups that were secular
in character, those that were the most effective — causing the most victims and
attracting the most attention — were engineered by Islamist groups. To these
groups we turn next.
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Following the spectacular attacks by Hamas and al Qa’ida, there were endless
discussions among Muslims and outside students of Islam whether there was any-
thing inherent in this religion conducive to suicide terrorism. A consensus holds
that the Koran says that suicide is a sin, and that those who commit it will not
enter paradise. But there is also general agreement that those fighting in defense
of Islam are engaging in jihad — that is to say, holy war — that they are heroes
acting in accordance with one of the most basic commandments of their religion:
“Do not say that those who are killed in the cause of God are dead: for they
are alive although you do not perceive that.” These are the same words we have
encountered in ancient and medieval mythology, in German poetry of the last
century, as well as in the poetry of other countries.

The martyrs are those who are killed in God’s cause, and in God’s cause
alone — not in the name of king, nation, or for an ethnic cause, or for fame or
glory. Jihad, like many other Islamic concepts, has been interpreted in various
ways by different Muslim commentators.”> Does it mean war, or does it refer to a
moral struggle in which the individual tries to overcome his or her base instincts,
as the Sufi school claims?

In the most influential of Hadith collections (al Bukhari), there are 199 refer-
ences to jihad and each assumes that it means warfare. However, medieval Islamic
jurists weakened somewhat the original implications of jihad, which would have
meant uninterrupted struggle against all non-Muslim societies and states up to
the final, worldwide victory of Islam over the nonbelievers. They pointed to the
fact that the prophet himself had established temporary truces with his enemies.

This moderate interpretation, however, was by no means accepted by all. The
most prominent representative of an aggressive interpretation was Ibn Taimiyah
(1268-1328), who maintained that jihad as warfare was an elementary duty of
every Muslim and that those rulers who did not accept this principle had to
be considered nonbelievers or apostates.’® His key text is from the Koran: “Pre-
scribed for you is fighting though it be hateful to you” (Surah 2, 216). The Ibn
Taimiyah tradition continued throughout the ages and with the emergence of rad-
ical Islamism became official ideology of an important segment of Muslim thought
and politics. In an updated form it provides the doctrine of Islamic terrorism in
the 1990s. The Ibn Taimiyah approach is based on the assumption that peace and
a just social order will only prevail in the world once Islam has been victorious
worldwide, for all other religions and ideologies want to persecute the true believ-
ers and aim at the defeat and downfall of Islam. (With all this, radical Muslims
have their problems even with Ibn Taimiyah, who denied that Jerusalem was one
of the holy places of Islam).

As for the question of afterlife, Islam teaches that the martyrs should not be
mourned by their friends and loved ones, for there is no real sense of loss in their
death. They continue to live, enjoying the hospitality of their Lord. The similarity
with what the Nazi cult of death was saying about excessive mourning is striking
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as is the idea that the martyrs do not experience any pain at the time of their
death. All their sins are forgiven, and they have the privilege of intervening on
behalf of members of their family or clan to enable them also to enter paradise.
There are detailed descriptions of paradise — wonderful gardens, streams with
clean water, and above it a jeweled dome of pearls and rubies extending roughly
from Damascus to Southern Yemen. The martyrs will recline on thrones and eat
and drink meat and fruit with happiness. Some seventy thousand servants will
wait on the martyrs and seventy black-eyed women, all of them fair virgins, young
and full-breasted with wide lovely eyes, will be at their call.

Such luxurious conditions in the next life have been considered something of
an embarrassment by some of the Koran commentators and radical Muslims in
general. They have argued that for a young man from Gaza or Jenin preparing
to be a shahid (martyr), Israeli occupation and the resistance against it are the
decisive motives, not the lust for sexual gratification. This may well be the case,
but the rewards are still promised and the act of martyrdom is, in fact, often
described as a “wedding.” After the suicide bombing committed in a Jerusalem
suburb by Ayat al Akhras, an eighteen-year-old Palestinian girl, her three-year-old
niece was reported saying, “I want to join my aunt in paradise.”*” Such a reaction
was hardly the result of deep intellectual reflection or a profound emotional shock,
not even peer pressure. It must have appeared to the little girl as the most natural
thing to do in accordance with what she had learned from her elders.

Others have maintained that these descriptions of the joys of paradise belong
to the less authoritative commentators and are not to be taken quite literally.
However, many descriptions appear in the Koran more than once; the story of
the virgins, for instance, appears in Koran Surat Waqiah, Surat At Tur, Surat An
Naba, and is also repeated in the more authoritative Hadith.

Whether aspirants for martyrdom believe all the attractive details about life in
paradise is yet another question. The fact that there are rivers with pure waters
would clearly have impressed a seventh-century desert dweller much more than a
contemporary young Arab accustomed to running water everywhere. The issue of
the virgins has become a matter of considerable contention in societies in which
sexual repression is common. Some translators of the Koran and the Hadith have
used the term “angels” instead of virgins, but this did not make sense in the
context. One of the most respected commentators, the Egyptian Jalal al Din al
Suyuti (1445-1505), living in a less repressive age, described the sexual joys in
most explicit terms. The martyrs, he wrote, would have a permanent erection and
their penis would never soften; the sensation they feel will be so enormous that
if one would experience it on earth one would faint. As for the women, always
willing, they would have appetizing vaginas.*

A recent revisionist Western commentator has argued on the other hand that
many parts of the Koran remain obscure if read in Arabic but become clearer if
read in Syrian-Aramaic. According to his version, the virgins become “raisins of
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crystal clarity.” But there are major problems with the discoveries of Dr. Christoph
Luxenberg — the fact that crystal-clear raisins await them in paradise would not
be that much of an attraction even for desert dwellers. Arab fundamentalists in
any case will never accept such far-reaching revisions of the interpretation of the
holy texts. And those indoctrinated about afterlife were told about virgins and
not about Dr. Luxenberg’s raisins.>

Suicide Terrorism — When and Where

Having briefly dealt with the geopolitics of suicide terrorism, the questions of the
identity, the social background, and the motives of the perpetrators remain to
be discussed. The most detailed breakdown in existence covers Israel. Altogether
one hundred missions were undertaken up to July 2001 inside Israel and the occu-
pied territories, which does not take into account the attacks carried out inside
Lebanon during the occupation. Of these one hundred, thirty were launched dur-
ing 2000-2001. Seventy-five terrorists were killed, twenty-five were intercepted
before carrying out the attacks or captured because the explosives failed to det-
onate. (Between July 2001 and August 2002, ninety-eight suicide bombers went
on their missions; thirty-five were intercepted or they failed to blow themselves
up.*’) Two-thirds belonged to Hamas, one-third to Islamic Jihad. Later on, such
missions were organized by other groups such as the Al Agsa Martyrs Brigade.
Two-thirds of the “martyrs” were under the age of twenty-three and there was
hardly anyone over the age of thirty. The majority came from Gaza (54 percent),
45 percent from the West Bank and one (the oldest) was an Israeli Arab. Twenty-
three percent had an elementary education; the rest were high school graduates
or had a higher education. Eighty-six were bachelors and fourteen were married.
Of the 605 victims of suicide bombers (through August 2002), about 75 percent
were civilians, including citizens of countries other than Israel.

Virtually all suicide bombers came from large families with many brothers and
sisters; Hamas and Islamic Jihad announced that they would not select single
children to engage in suicide missions. Some parents expressed great pride fol-
lowing the death of their children; others said that they would have prevented
them from engaging in a suicide mission and that they were not willing to sacrifice
more of their children. The young women among them were all unmarried; one
of them had been divorced by her husband because she was infertile.

According to a survey by the Israeli security services in July 2002, details of
which have not been published, a significant percentage of Palestinian suicide
bombers suffered from an advanced form of serious diseases, organic or mental.
Because this report was not scheduled to be published, propagandistic intentions
were unlikely to be involved. Judgment will have to be suspended as long as the
statistical details are not available.*!
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Islamic Jihad used, on the whole, younger bombers (aged seventeen or eigh-
teen) who had received little training, and their attacks were frequently more
primitive and caused fewer fatalities.*> As the fighting against the Israelis contin-
ued in 2002, more women were among those who went to blow themselves up,
as well as children aged thirteen and fourteen. After the death in April 2002 of-
two suicide bombers aged thirteen (Ismail Abu Nada and Anwar Hamduna), the
Hamas leadership in Gaza came out against the use of children in such missions.
A family of the Palestinian Authority said that the media were indirectly respon-
sible because they daily broadcast programs glorifying martyrdom. A member of
a family of one of these very young suicide bombers said in an interview that the
decision to blow himself up could not possibly have been his.**

A Palestinian feminist (Sumaya Farhat Nasser) said in an interview that the
suicide bombings were part of general brutalization in Palestinian society manifest-
ing itself in violence within families, aggressivity in schools, and mental disease.
According to her evidence, half the children were hyperactive and could not sit
still for more than ten minutes.** On the other hand, interviews were published
and documentaries shown in which mothers and fathers of the bombers expressed
their total identification with their martyr-children, encouraging them and claim-
ing that the day they killed themselves was the happiest day in their lives (Um
Nidal about her son Muhammad).*

In comparison with the activities of the Palestinians, the (much fewer) inter-
national operations of al Qa'ida were planned a long time ahead, and those who
took part in them came from a very different background. Some were Egyptians,
some North Africans (mainly Algerians), but the majority came from Saudi Ara-
bia. Their background was middle class or upper middle class; many came from
professional families. The Saudis mainly originated from certain regions of the
south, the Asir, and within these regions from certain tribes and clans. An astute
Saudi observer noted that most of the suicide bombers came from a part of the
country which had made enormous progress within the last three decades. This
region was well-off and had become a center of tourism for the rest of the country.
In view of these facts, the participation of the southerners had nothing to do with
poverty but with certain indirect consequences of urbanization. The intellectual
development had not proceeded at the same rate as technical progress. South-
erners were trustworthy, God-fearing, and naive people who tended to believe
whatever the preachers told them, and certain preachers had used religion as a
cover behind which to disseminate their venom. In brief, “they believe every-
thing they are told. They listened more attentively than they should have done
regardless of who stood in the preachers’ pulpit.”*

The majority of the Saudi suicide bombers had a higher education, but accord-
ing to all the evidence their education was not exactly well rounded; it was almost
exclusively technical. Their general knowledge was limited, and they were cer-
tainly not intellectuals in any meaningful sense of the word. Nor were many of the
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suicide bombers well versed in their own religion. They had frequently been to
the mosque and said the ritual prayers, but how much they understood of Islam is
yet another question. Mention has been made of the interesting fact that in one
of the trials against Egyptian terrorist groups, offshoots of the Muslim Brother-
hood, it emerged that the leader did not know a single verse from the Koran by
heart and that this was by no means a unique case. In the farewell letter written
by Muhammad Atta, the leader and coordinator of the group, to his comrades
on the eve of September 11, there are not only elementary mistakes in Arabic,
his native language (it might have been written in a hurry), but whenever he
quotes the Koran (which he does frequently) he missed the obligatory invocation
“the Almighty is right,” which no pious Muslim would do.*” Thus, the religious
education of the suicide bombers is limited on the whole to some elementary
quotations and incantations they heard from their preachers.

All this does not perhaps come as a particular surprise because the al Qa'’ida
operations were carried out in foreign countries, and those chosen or volunteering
for them had to have certain knowledge of the outside world. The ability to move
freely in Europe and America without attracting too much attention was more
important than a thorough religious education. Such knowledge of the modern
world could not be acquired in Pakistani religious schools or Palestinian refugee
camps. But the lack of a thorough knowledge of so many of them of their own
religion still shed interesting light on their motivation.

Within the radical Muslim International, there were considerable differences
between those who had grown up in the Middle East and others who were enlisted
in Western Europe. Among the latter were recent converts to radical Islam, petty
criminals, drug smugglers, and quite often unstable characters who were chosen
for terrorist missions because they had been to British, French, or German schools,
were street-wise, and had the required technical and linguistic faculties.

A typical example for those recruited in Western Europe was Nizar Trabelsi,
a North African who emigrated to Belgium and had a disappointing career as
a footballer in Germany. He drank heavily, was later arrested for drug dealing,
served a prison term in Germany, and then drifted into the al Qa’ida orbit. For
him, as for others, radical religion seems to have been a way out of a dead-end
existence, giving him a set of beliefs and perhaps a little hope, and above all
allowing him to become part of a group of like-minded comrades. At the same
time it led him to a life of action rather than resignation. Another such character
was Richard Reid, born in England to a West Indian father (who spent the better
part of his life in prison) and a British mother. He smuggled explosives in his
shoes on board of an aircraft and (unsuccessfully) tried to ignite them. He was a
dropout at school, was arrested for a string of minor crimes, and was converted
to Islam by a radical Muslim preacher who took care of the inmates of a prison
for juvenile offenders outside London.*® Another al Qa'’ida operator belongs to
the same category; he tried to smuggle explosives from Canada to Seattle but was
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arrested owing to the watchfulness of a border guard near Vancouver. He too had
a record of criminal offenses in Canada.

There are also the stories of the young Australian, enterprising but exceedingly
moody, who became a drifter and ended up in Afghanistan; of a young Scotsman
from a family of academics who dropped out at university, underwent psychiatric
treatment, and also converted to Islam, ending up doing what he thought was his
religious duty in Afghanistan. Another story concerns a boy from Marin County,
California, a not atypical product of the ultra-permissive way of life of middle-class
suburbia with all its confusions, who went to Afghanistan to be taken prisoner
by his fellow countrymen. But these foreign volunteers joined the Taliban rather
than al Qa'ida, nor do the stories imply that most suicide bombers were drifters
or mentally unstable and/or had a record of crime. Professor Ariel Merari, a Tel
Aviv University psychologist who has studied the phenomenon of Palestinian
suicide terrorism probably more closely than anyone else, noted on the basis of
many interviews that he did not find a single psychotic among the candidates for
terrorism suicide. But according to some evidence, a great many had a weak ego,
were unstable and were looking for a spiritual anchor and a sense of certainties
and community in a bewildering world.

Suicide bombing in its most recent form appeared first in Lebanon in 198283
and was carried out by members of Hizbullah and Jihad al Islami, Shi'ite organi-
zations trained, financed, and equipped by the Iranians. Initially many observers
gained the impression that suicide terrorism was somehow a specific Shi'ite char-
acteristic. They saw the origins of this phenomenon in the particular virulent
character of the Shi'ia, the self-destructive and self-punishing elements (such as
self-flagellation), in a movement which had received enormous fresh impetus as
the result of the Khomeini revolution in Iran. As contemporary observers saw it,
the Shi'ite suicide bombers were marching to their death as Husein, Muhammad'’s
nephew, had done at the battle of Kerbela (632).

It should have been clear, however, at least from 1985 on, that suicide missions
were by no means a Shi'ite monopoly; about half of the attacks in Lebanon were
carried out by members of nationalist and left-wing organizations (including the
Communist Party).*” The latter were less effective than the Hizbullah operations,
partly perhaps because the latter were less well organized and prepared than
Hizbullah, which had Iranian instructors and money. Women were among the
secular suicide bombers in Lebanon, whereas it would have been unthinkable for
a radical Islamic organization to send anyone but a young man on such missions.

The part of women among the Tamil Tigers’ suicide bombers has been noted,
and it was even higher among the PKK suicide bombers in the 1990s. The PKK
was a Kurdish militant group established by several students of Marxist-Leninist
persuasion who demanded freedom for Kurdistan. However, the nationalist-
separatist inspiration was infinitely stronger than the Marxist impulse, which
became less and less prominent over time. The role of the leader, Abdallah
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Ocalan, was preeminent (as it was among the Tamil Tigers), and it is signifi-
cant that only one of the PKK suicide bombers had volunteered for the mission,
while all others were selected.

Sixteen PKK suicide attacks altogether took place between 1994 and 1998,
when the campaign petered out; there were eleven young women among the
suicide bombers.’® Most of these attacks caused relatively little damage or loss of
life, primarily because of insufficient training and technical preparation. However,
in the present context it is not success or failure that count but above all the
decision to opt for suicide missions and the motives underlying it. The high
percentage of PKK women among the terrorists has been explained against the
background of the lower social standing of women in Kurdish society, mainly
in the countryside where most of the support of the PKK came from, and their
suffering. But this is not wholly convincing because the status of women in Muslim
society was even lower, whereas in Tamil society women did not suffer from
discrimination, which did not, however, prevent their participation in the terrorist
struggle.

There is no need to enumerate every terrorist movement which has engaged
in suicide missions to find common features and differences among them. Sui-
cide missions have been chosen as a strategy for a variety of reasons. They
frequently cause many victims and attract greater media attention than other
terrorist attacks. They generate fear, even panic among the victims. They are
relatively easy to plan because no route of escape is needed, and once a suicide
terrorist is on his way, it is difficult to stop him; even if he does not succeed
reaching his target, he will still be able in most cases to inflict some damage on
the enemy while being apprehended.

If terrorism in general has attracted attention out of proportion to its intrinsic
political importance in view of its sudden and mysterious character, the fact that
seemingly everybody anywhere could be a target of suicide terrorism has had an
even greater psychological impact.

The suicide terrorist is only the last link in a chain. There is no spontaneous
suicide terrorism. The candidates are chosen by those in charge in the organiza-
tion. The suicide terrorists are indoctrinated and trained — receiving intelligence
information to guide them — and eventually are given the arms and explosives
to carry out their mission. The people who guide the suicide terrorists have their
political agenda. They organize the missions not as a purposeless manifestation
of despair but to attain a certain political aim. While the suicide terrorist may be
unstoppable, those behind him are certainly not; they can be deterred by inflicting
unacceptable damage on them. Thus the leadership of the Lebanese Hizbullah
after years of suicide terrorism discontinued these operations realizing that they
were no longer very effective. Among Palestinians too, support for suicide ter-
rorism vacillated. During Intifada Two, such support was high, but it declined
following Israeli military counterblows. Enthusiasm for suicide terrorism seems
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to be confined to members of a certain generation. Once it is realized that the
martyrdom of these young people does not bring the desired goal any nearer, the
readiness to sacrifice one’s life is bound to wane.

The motivation of the religious suicide terrorists is in many ways easier to
explain than the secular. The radical Muslim has been promised various rewards
such as life in paradise, his family will be taken care of, he knows he will not
really be dead but continue another and much richer existence in the future.
Support for the families of martyrs is an important consideration, as is the religious
obligation to repay one’s debts prior to the suicide mission — hence the financial
help (amounting to about twenty-five thousand dollars) given to the families of
suicide bombers by Iran and Iraq, as well as other Arab countries and Muslim
foundations. In comparison, the families of those killed in open combat with the
[sraelis were paid merely two thousand dollars. Saudi Arabia provides a trip to
Mecca for the members of the family of the suicide bomber, as well as other fringe
benefits, such as housing. If in Sri Lanka the candidates for suicide had their last
supper with the leader, there has been a thorough ritual in Lebanon and Palestine
for the suicide terrorist to be photographed on the eve of his scheduled mission,
to give his mission a solemn, quasi-religious character.

The secular suicide terrorist cannot have such expectations. But the differences
between religious and secular motivation could be less wide than often assumed,
for the underlying motives might be quite similar. There is the feeling of doing
one’s duty (religious, patriotic, or a mixture of the two) and of hate of the enemy,
the infidel, the occupant. There are social and psychological pressures to engage
in suicide missions. The readiness to sacrifice one's life is generated through a
process of indoctrination — in orthodox religious schools or conspirational circles.
Religious or ideological indoctrination needs some rootedness in an objective
situation; the rage and the hate of the enemy have to be perceived as obvious.
But in some cases the personality of the leader is sufficient to play the decisive role
in committing acts that otherwise are incomprehensible, such as the collective
suicide of groups of sectarians (Jonestown).

An analysis of the cult of suicide terrorism in Sri Lanka, which is not at all
religious in character, shows far-reaching similarities with the Muslim cult. There
is, in the words of a close student of the LTTE, an elaborate symbolism of death
and resurrection and a sacrificial commitment to the nation, a demand for blind
faith, a mysticism of blood, and an intimate communion of brotherhood: “The
LTTE has divided the year into the veneration of martyrs on five fixed recurrent
occasions.”! The leadership of the Tamil Tigers claims to be “beyond religion,”
but in fact the concept of martyrdom is deeply religious even though (as a histo-
rian of the LTTE says) they are not aware of it. It is a political movement with
religious sources and religious aspirations, and the same is true for the radical
Muslim groups in the Middle East. Common to both is the concept of absolute
obedience also mentioned in Muhammad Atta’s last instructions to his comrades;
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as Ignatius of Loyola, the founder of the order of the Jesuits, put it in his “Consti-
tutiones,” the members of the order have to obey God and their superiors perinde
ac si cadaver essent — as if they were corpses.

But there are also certain important differences between the suicide terrorists
of the LTTE and the Muslim bombers. The LTTE assassinated a fair number of
leading enemy political figures, and most of their attacks were directed against
military and police targets. They proudly counted the number of suicide attacks
in order to commemorate them, but the attacks against civilian targets were
not included in their count. The Tigers considered attacks against civilian aims
“terrorist” in character, and even if they committed such acts they wanted to be
remembered as soldiers in a national liberation army. This was much in contrast
to the doctrine of such organizations as Hamas and Islamic Jihad but also al
Qa’ida, which believed that the concept of jihad gave them a priori permission
to use all and any targets in their holy war.

A variety of psychological explanations, analytical and from the field of ortho-
dox psychiatry, have been adduced to explain suicide terrorism, including the
concept of “overvalued ideas” — that is to say, the obsessive belief in an idea, or
ideology or set of values.”> This might account for a fanaticism which includes
the willingness to sacrifice one’s own life but also for those who are sending the
suicide bombers on their mission. But it is doubtful whether complex explana-
tions are apposite; the motives are almost always rooted in the general historical,
cultural, and social context, in the society in which the future suicide bombers
are growing up.

This is a closed society with the emphasis on obeisance; a critical attitude, so
dear to the West in modern times, is wholly absent. Into this society the suicide
terrorist is born — or he opts for it in his search for spiritual certainties; converts
become more easily fanatics than others. It is doubtful whether the content of
the indoctrination is of decisive importance. It could be a firm religious belief, or
extreme nationalism or another ideology appealing to deep-seated urges. Dr. Eyad
Serraj, a Gaza psychiatrist, has argued that in every case of suicide bombing
there has been a personal trauma or tragedy, such as the killing of a friend or
close relation by the Israeli occupants.’® But this explanation does not apply to
the Saudi suicide bombers of September 11, none of whom lived under Israeli
occupation, nor, if true, is it of any relevance to suicide bombers in Lebanon,
Kashmir, or other parts of the world. Algerian psychiatrists have pointed to the
central importance of the appeal to khulud (immortality), shahid (martyr), and
al adhiya (sacrifice), as well as the cult of death in the indoctrination of the
Algerian radical preachers in the indoctrination of youth. But Algeria has been
free for decades. The occupation of the country by foreigners cannot have been
an issue.’*

Arab psychiatrists have pointed out that suicide bombers tend to be intro-
verted, but this like some other observations remains to be investigated. Akio
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Namimura, a member of the Aum sect which carried out the attack on the Tokyo
underground, told an interviewer that when he graduated from school he faced
two alternatives: become a monk or commit suicide. He also said that the pre-
dictions of Nostradamus had a great influence on his generation.*® But it is not
certain that this case was typical for many of his generation in Japan, let alone in
other cultures and civilizations.

How does one account for the fact that, as in the cases of the Manhattan and
Pentagon bombers, the indoctrination survived years of exposure to the tempta-
tions of Western civilization? We are dealing with a relatively small group, and it
is not at all certain that, in the long run, the majority of those exposed to the
temptations are not bound to be corrupted. As for the minority who will remain
impervious, they physically live in Western society but their hearts and minds
are still at home with the gurus of their formative years. In a very few cases,
al Qa'ida members (such as the shoe bomber from London or a young Arab of
Swedish nationality with a Finnish mother) were actually born in Europe; for
them, the excitement of belonging to a conspiracy may have been the single most
powerful motive.

The great majority has, however, come from the Middle East. They lived
together even in London, Paris, and Hamburg; they prayed and spent most of
their free time in a small circle of like-minded people. Far from being absorbed
by the customs and manners of this civilization, they may feel pushed into the
defensive, alienated by what is (or what they consider to be) the sinful way of
life to which they are exposed. When Sayed Qutb, the ideologist of radical Islam,
went to America in the late 1940s, a drunken woman allegedly tried to seduce
him on ship. This incident played an important role in turning him decisively
against the West. We have only Qutb’s word for it, and it is known that he always
had problems with the opposite sex, but as so often is the case, the perception
counts; it is the story of Joseph and Potiphar’s wife, and the temptations of the
flesh to which some Christian martyrs were exposed.

The psychology of the closed mind has not been studied so far very thoroughly.
The fact that the suicide terrorist may have acquired a technical education in
the West does not mean that he has understood (let alone shares) Western val-
ues. The indoctrination begins at a very early age; signs on the walls of Hamas
kindergartens in the occupied territories in Palestine read “the children are the
holy martyrs of tomorrow.” According to.Dr. Huda Zakaria, an Egyptian soci-
ologist who has studied the suicide terrorist phenomenon, the terrorist group is
different from the previous group (such as the family); it does not plant its values
gradually through childhood and youth toward a constructive aim but prepares
him for destruction and death: “The person who plants such ideas in the mind of
a youngster turns him into a loose cannon after his personality has been reshaped
in the interests of the new group. ... It activates rapid indoctrination by the most
sacred means for the soul such as religious belief.” In the words of the Egyptian
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sociologist, the candidate for suicide terrorism is activated by remote control and
can explode at any moment. In at least one case in Palestinian suicide terror-
ism, the detonation was effected not by the bomber but by remote control — a
phone call.

Indoctrination is the central factor, but it is not unique or new. It can be
found throughout history in the psychological preparation of many young people
prepared for military elite units, in various secret societies — the Janissaries in
the Turkish empire, for instance, or the SS in their Ordensburgen — and in other
places. The suicide terrorist no longer thinks; he finds his inspiration and refuge in
prayer, as outlined in Mohammed Atta’s letter to his comrades before the attack
of September 11, 2001.%® There should be a ritual washing and shaving, and the
night is to be spent in prayer trying to forget the world. Then there should be
further prayers, and after this Atta advises the others, “Smile and feel secure. For
God is with the believers and the angels are guarding him without him feeling it.”
We do not know, however, whether all or any of the suicide bombers did indeed
spend the last night praying; some reportedly spent it in a bar or a night club.

Once the terrorist is seated in the plane, there is more prayer. He is to keep
busy with repeated invocations of God and the travel prayer should be recited,
because the terrorist is traveling straight to God. His heart is now purified and
he is entitled to slaughter like cattle anyone resisting him and also hostages who
do not resist. Slaughtering is an offering on behalf of God, as well as his parents;
it is an act of grace conferred on the terrorist by Allah.”

These, in brief outline, are some of the features of the psychology of the suicide
terrorist motivated by religion or quasi-religious creeds. The subject is exceedingly
difficult to investigate. Just as there are various terrorisms, the character and the
motivation of suicide terrorists differ from country to country. Only very few
of those who feel intensely motivated about politics or religion are willing to
sacrifice their lives. In other words, while indoctrination is crucial, a psychological
predisposition ought to exist too. But since the candidates for such missions are
unlikely to submit to tests and discussions about their motives (of which, in any
case, they may not be fully aware), the issue will remain to a large extent the
subject of speculation.

The issue of indoctrination (or brainwashing) has figured prominently in con-
nection with the activities of some of the new religious cults (and sects) in Europe
and America. In several Western European countries, brainwashing has been
made a crime, and much effort has been invested in finding effective ways of
“deprogramming” those affected. The American Psychological Association has
commented on mind control; the cults and sects affected have violently protested
against any attempt to restrict what they consider freedom of religious practice.”®
Some of these sects have induced their members to commit collective suicide. If
it is possible to persuade hundreds of people to commit suicide, it stands to reason
that it is possible with equal ease to make them engage in suicide terrorism.



96 Suicide

Muslim terrorist groups, but also others engaging in suicide terrorism, have
argued that indoctrination is of no importance, that jihad is a religious obligation,
and that more volunteers.apply for action than they can use for such missions.
But the evidence shows that wherever suicide terrorism occurs, preachers (or
nationalist propagandists) play a crucial role in creating a climate conducive to’
such action. As for the psychological disposition, it has emerged from interviews
with suicide bombers who were caught or failed in their missions that, when asked
for their motives, they repeated, usually verbatim, what they had been told by
their spiritual teachers. Obviously, one would look in vain for critical spirits or
independent thinkers among them.

Suicide terrorism has appeared incomprehensible to people living in secular
societies in which, by and large, ideological passion was a spent force and fanati-
cism had become a phenomenon restricted to marginal groups. It seemed not
only mysterious but also invincible, for how could anyone resist enemies willing
to sacrifice their lives? Suicide terrorism can spread panic, at least momentarily,
among the “enemy”; it can cause substantial financial damage to the enemy, as
in the case of Israel.

It is also a useful tool in the battle for public opinion outside the country
directly involved. With all this there has been a tendency to overrate the impor-
tance of suicide terrorism. It has been tried in a dozen countries and it has been
discontinued in most — even by the Lebanese Hizbullah and the Tamil Tigers,
who were the most prominent suicide bombers at the time. The economic dam-
age caused has not been fatal; a handful of dishonest heads of corporations in the
United States have caused more damage to the stock markets and the reputation
of the capitalist system than all terrorists taken together.

As far as the frequency of suicide bombing is concerned, in recent years Israel
has been the exception, partly because of the considerable number of those vol-
unteering for suicide missions but mainly because of the mistakes of the Israeli
governments: political mistakes such as the desire to hold on to all the territo-
ries occupied in 1967, tactical mistakes rooted in ideological obstinacy. Israel has
the most effective and sophisticated technology to combat terrorism, but it has
refused for a long time to apply it because of the unwillingness to give up territo-
ries or to divide Jerusalem. Walls and other physical obstacles are not a panacea;
they cannot, for instance, prevent cross-border artillery duels as in Kashmir. But
they are bound to reduce suicide missions to a large degree.

Suicide terrorism is asymmetric warfare par excellence: It knows no rules. The
martyrs are permitted to use even the most devastating weapons, concentrating
attacks against civilians, for they seem people driven to despair by lack of hope.
The state, in contrast, is not permitted to retaliate effectively; it has to stick to
rules and conventions. It is curious that there has been so much emphasis on
the elements of despair and lack of hope among Western commentators; they
probably played a role in some cases but not in many others. The young Saudis
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who hijacked the planes on September 11, to give but one example, were certainly
not driven by lack of hope, and in any case those motivated by religious belief
are certain to enter paradise upon blowing themselves up. In other words, they
are full of hope, rather than despair.

As for the invincibility of the suicide bombers, we have it on the authority of
Tertullian (a.D. 160—225) that the blood of the martyrs is the seed of the church.”
But a Christian martyr in the early pacifist tradition is not really comparable to a
believer in jihad, and seen in historical perspective, Islam expanded as the result
of its military campaigns, not because of turning the other cheek.

Suicide terrorism is not a sporadic phenomenon. It needs not only people
willing to become martyrs but also organizers and coordinators. This is where
suicide terrorism is most vulnerable, and it is also doubtful whether there is an
unlimited reservoir of candidates for such missions. Suicide terrorism has been
a more effective weapon than other terrorist strategies, but only when those
targeted have adopted the wrong political and military countermeasures.*

Enthusiasm for martyrdom persists as long as there is a reasonable chance that
it will lead to victory. Sacrifice must have a purpose.®’ It can prevent reconciliation
and even trigger a war. But what if, after years of such missions and hundreds of
martyrs, the suicide bombers and their dispatchers feel no nearer to their target?
Or what if the militants prevail in their campaign, as they did in the case of Algeria
fighting France — and if the political system that emerges is the opposite of what
the militants had hoped for? Prabhakaran, the chief guru of the Tamil Tigers,
once remarked that his ethnic group would achieve independence in a hundred
years in any case but that terrorism would shorten the process. With remarkable
persistence and ingenuity, the Tamil Tigers engaged in a terrorist campaign which
lasted almost twenty years and resulted in few achievements and a great deal of
ruin. Among the Palestinians too, intellectuals began to ask questions in the
summer of 2002 not so much about the morality of suicide bombing inside Israel
but about its efficacity. The majority of the Palestinians still believed that it was
their most effective weapon. But how to keep up the momentum in the long run?
This is the dilemma bound to face campaigns of suicide bombing sooner or later.
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Israel and the Palestinians

T HE CONFLICT BETWEEN Israelis and Palestinians, a struggle between two
peoples over one country, has manifested itself over the years in every pos-
sible form of political violence: regular warfare and civil war, guerrilla warfare and
terrorism, civil disobedience, and even warfare by proxy. Our concern is not with
the conflict per se but only with the terrorist element which, as so often, is not
easy to separate, because it frequently appears in combination with other forms
of political violence.

Terrorism did play a major role in the conflict: Some of the leading actors
in the drama, such as King Abdullah of Jordan, Anwar el Sadat, and Prime
Minister Rabin, were killed by terrorists. True, Abdullah’s heirs continued his
policy, and the same is true, grosso modo, for Mubarak, who succeeded Sadat.
Had Rabin lived, he would have faced the same difficulties on the road to peace
which confronted those who came after him. But with all this, terrorism greatly
influenced public opinion, and it certainly made a most difficult political problem
even more impossible to solve.

The Arab riots of 1920 and 1929 were violent attacks in the major cities against
the Jews, who were considered invaders by the Palestinian Arabs. In 1929, it was
believed by many Arabs that the Jews wanted to infringe on the religious rights
of the Muslims in the Old City. But even then the issue at stake was not only
Jerusalem and Zionism; the Jewish community of Hebron, which had been there
for centuries and was anything but Zionist, was virtually wiped out in a massacre.

The riots of 1936 also spread to the countryside; it was at one and the same
time a popular rebellion and a settling of scores (more Arabs were killed by Arabs
than Jews and Englishmen) and it was in part guerrilla warfare. To what extent
was it successful? The riots of 1936 certainly had an impact on British policy
inasmuch as Jewish immigration was drastically cut. But there is much reason to
believe that the British would have engaged on a policy of this kind in any case;
war clouds were on the horizon, and for the British the good will of the Arabs
was far more important than that of the Jews, who were much fewer and whose
support against Hitler could be taken for granted. Furthermore, the restrictions of
immigration were carried out already in 1936 at the very beginning of the Arab
uprising or even before.

98
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The end of World War Il and the postwar years witnessed the emergence of
Jewish terrorism, of Irgun and the Stern gang. They were urban in character and
directed against the British Mandatory government. They and their sympathizers
have argued ever since that their terrorism played a decisive role in getting the
British out of Palestine and the establishment of a Jewish state. But this is far from
certain. Once the British had decided to give up India, there was no strategic
reason to hold on to the Middle East bases — which had always been intended
to serve as a bridge to the British possessions in South and Southeast Asia. In
other words, the British would have given up their League of Nations Mandate
in any case, just as they withdrew from Egypt and other bases. At most it could
be argued that but for the activities of the Zionist terrorists they might have
withdrawn a bit later; in this case the political constellation would have been less
auspicious from a Zionist point of view, for in the meantime the Cold War would
have started and there might not have been a majority in the United Nations in
favor of establishing a Jewish and a Palestinian state. But it is still likely that a
Jewish state would have come into being sooner or later anyway.

The Palestinians rejected the UN resolution of November 1947 and with it
the right to have a state of their own, which, in retrospect, was a major mistake,
however unsatisfactory a solution this was from their point of view. As a result
what should have been a Palestinian state became part of Jordan. The Jewish
state that came into being was not accepted by its Arab neighbors. There was a
considerable amount of violence, mainly crossing of the border by armed Arab
refugees. But there were also acts of terror committed by politically motivated
fidayin, forerunners of the terrorists of the 1970s and 1980s who had the support of
the Egyptian and sometimes also the Jordanian army. This led to Israeli retaliation
and thus began the long spiral of action and reaction. It was not quite a guerrilla
war, but rather cross-border hit-and-run raids of short duration. Israel was a small
country and there was nowhere to hide. Conditions for guerrilla warfare simply
did not exist. But the raids were still a major nuisance. As an Israeli report put
it at the time, “It disturbs the peace, engenders an atmosphere of war and harms
the economy both directly and indirectly and by necessitating extensive security
measures.”"

The Six-Day War (1967) ended in a stunning Israeli victory, with all the
territory that should have been the original Palestinian state now under Israeli
control. It is difficult to argue that the Israelis missed opportunities to make peace
with the Arabs before 1967; the country was too small and its image too feeble,
and it could make no further territorial concessions. In any case, most Arabs
thought that Israel would not survive.

This changed decisively in 1967. True, the Arab governments still declared
that they would never make peace with Israel, but the image of the Jewish state
had been transformed. It was now able to act from a position of strength. But
instead of actively pursuing a policy of defusing the conflict, it waited for Arab
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initiatives that never came.” Instead of giving up voluntarily the territories that
had been occupied, many settlements were established, frequently by national-
religious settlers who believed that the whole of historical Palestine was theirs by
right. Jews settled not only in the outskirts of Jerusalem but also in Hebron and
in outlaying places far away from other Jewish settlements and very near to Arab
towns and villages. These prestige settlements had to be heavily subsidized on a
permanent basis; it should also have been clear that from a security point of view
these settlements constituted a nightmare.
- % w_ It could, of course, be argued that it was not at all certain that surrender would
. kave led to peace with the Arabs. But it is still clear in retrospect that most of
~ ' Mre. territories should have been given up unilaterally, simply because Israel was
not in a position to hold on to them indefinitely as the price was too high. The
Arab population was too large to be incorporated into Israel, and the settlement
policy — far from making the country more secure — created borders that were
difficult or impossible to defend.

A nationalist-religious mythology developed after 1967 which made it diffi-
cult for Israeli governments to conduct a rational policy; the same was true with
regard to Jerusalem. The aim of Zionism prior to 1967 had not been the physical
possession of the whole city and the control of all the holy sites. In fact, the
attitude of Zionist leaders toward Jerusalem had been ambiguous at best; they did
not like the city, which embodied much that was negative in Jewish history and
from which the Zionists wanted to dissociate themselves. The ministers and the
members of the Knesset came to the sessions in Jerusalem, but most continued
to live in Tel Aviv. As the result of the insistence on Israeli rule on an undivided
Jerusalem, the conflict between Israelis and Palestinians turned a territorial con-
flict into a religious confrontation with the whole Muslim world. The failure to
take decisive action after 1967 was a colossal mistake. The longer the occupation
lasted, the more difficult it became to maintain it and the more intractable the
conflict became.

Fatah, which in later years became the main antagonist of Israel, was founded
in the early 1960s by a group of ex-Palestinians studying in Cairo, among them
Yasir Arafat.> At about the same time (1964), the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion (PLO) was founded following a resolution by the major Arab states to set up
a organization uniting the various Palestinian groups existing at the time. Fatah
was the most active of these groups, and within a short time it took over the
PLO and launched terrorist operations inside Israel. These were, in the early days

(1964—86), small scale, such as an attempt to blow up a section of the Israel main
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water carrier.

Terrorism on a massive scale began only after the Six-Day War. The first such
spectacular attack was the hijacking of an El Al flight from Rome, forcing it to
land in Algiers. This was followed in September 1970 by a mass hijacking of three
American and one Swiss airliners, which were later blown up on the ground in
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Dawson’s Field, Jordan. The most spectacular attack was the massacre of eleven
Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympic Games. The hijackings were carried out
by a group called the Popular Front of the Liberation of Palestine.

Fatah had been originally close to the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt, but under
Nasser the Brotherhood was no longer persona grata, and Fatah without difficulty
adapted itself to the then-prevailing ideology of radical pan-Arab nationalism.
The aim was the return to Palestine, and the only means to achieve this was
“armed struggle.” Fatah also invoked in its manifestoes a concept of the Palestinian
revolution leading to a world revolution liberating the world from colonialism and
imperialism. But this concession to the Zeitgeist was not taken too seriously and
later on tacitly dropped.

The strategy of Fatah at the time was to launch a guerrilla war in the West
Bank and Gaza, but this was bound to fail because the West Bank unlike the
countries in which guerrilla war had been successful, had no jungles and desolate
mountain areas; there was nowhere to hide. Thus the activities of Fatah consisted
at the time mainly of attacks across the border, mainly from Jordan and Lebanon.
This involved the organization from an early date in a military confrontation with
the Jordan and Lebanese governments, which had to suffer the consequences in
the form of Israeli counterblows for which they were not prepared. This in turn
led to major fighting in Jordan (“Black September”), as the result of which Fatah
was thrown out of that country. Later on, there was a similar confrontation in
Lebanon, where Fatah clashed with the Christian militias and for a while also
with the Shi'ites in the south of the country.

The Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine was founded only after the
Six-Day War. It was based on a number of political groups which had been
in existence since the late 1940s, and most prominent among its leaders was
a Christian Arab physician, Dr. George Habash. Its ideology at the time was
Marxist-Leninist, which it regarded as a “scientific guide to revolutionary action.”
In the global struggle between communism and imperialism, it saw its place firmly
in the camp of Cuba, Vietnam, North Korea, and the left-wing terrorist forces in
Western Europe with which it cooperated. It also regarded the Arab bourgeoisie
an “objective ally of Zionism” against which war should be waged.’

PFLP carried out some fifteen spectacular attacks between 1968 and 1972,
which attracted worldwide attention, such as the hijacking of airplanes and
attacks on embassies, but there was nothing specifically Marxist-Leninist in its
strategy nor did it enhance in any way its aim to establish a revolutionary party
or to battle the Arab bourgeoisie. Such a political doctrine helped them get assis-
tance from the Soviet Union and other Communist countries, even though there
were doubts in Moscow early on concerning the depth of their ideological com-
mitment, which indeed became weaker and weaker over the time. The PFLP was
weakened furthermore by the secession in 1969 of the Popular Democratic Front
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for the Liberation of Palestine headed by Naif Hawatme, also a Christian Arab,
a native of Jordan, which in turn also split in two.

Like the PFLE the PDFLP belonged in later years to the “rejectionist front,”
those opposing peace negotiations with Israel under any circumstances.®

The followers of Hawatme gradually weakened in their opposition, however,
and began to cooperate with Arafat. They engaged in several cross-border attacks
against Israel, most notably the raid on a school in northern Israel (Ma’alot) in
which twenty-seven schoolchildren were killed, and attacks in Bet Shean and
Jerusalem. But on the whole, the PDFLP put greater stress on political work than
on what it defined as the “romanticism of terrorism” of the PFLP. It was originally
supported by Syria and Libya, but this was later discontinued as the number of
its members shrank and some joined the PLO.

Around 1973 (and partly as the result of the Yom Kippur War that year), the
major Palestinian groups decided to engage no longer in international terrorist
attacks (e.g., hijacking of planes) which had given them diminishing returns;
those that took place thereafter (such as the Mogadishu hijacking, Entebbe, the
Achille Lauro affair, etc.) were undertaken by small renegade factions. The new
Fatah strategy was to gain a firm foothold in southern Lebanon, which was to
be used as a springboard against Israel. But this involved Fatah in the Lebanese
civil war, which led to the Israeli invasion in 1982. Fatah became involved in
internecine struggle with other Arab regimes; one of the original reasons of Syrian
invasion into Lebanon was to reduce the influence of Arafat. Following the siege
of Beirut by the Israelis, Arafat and the PLO leadership had to be evacuated to
Tunis (1982).

The Israeli invasion of Lebanon and the establishment of a security zone in
the south of that country, which was maintained up to the year 2000, provided
security for residents of Northern Palestine against cross-border attacks, but a
price had to be paid. Israeli forces had been welcomed at first by the Shi'ites
in South Lebanon but as the result of the prolonged occupation, the Shi'ites
turned against Israel. Their political military organizations, Amal, and above all
Hizbullah, became stronger and with the support of Iran and Syria constituted a
formidable threat. About eight hundred Israeli soldiers and those of its allies, the
SLA Christian militia, were killed — over a period of fifteen years.’

The irregular Palestinian forces fighting Israel changed their strategy several
times over the years in accordance with the general world situation and the state
of affairs in the Middle East. Originally the emphasis had been on spectacular
attacks in various parts of the world, above all the hijacking of the planes. But
these exploits did Fatah more harm than good; meanwhile the PLO had been
recognized diplomatically by many countries as the representative of the Pales-
tinian people, and the hijackings were considered unbecoming a player on the
international scene.
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In 1988, a state of Palestine was officially declared, and the year after, at the
Madrid conference, the peace process began slowly.

Terrorist attacks did occur in the following years, but they were carried out
mostly not by Fatah but by small “independent” terrorist groups such as Abu Nidal
(a Syrian-sponsored organization) or by the Iranian secret service (in Argentina).
In the measure that Fatah became a “state on the way,” it had to conform to
established rules. It could not give up terrorist activities altogether to boost morale
on the West Bank; at the same time it could no longer devote most of its energies
to this pursuit, nor could it afford to endanger its international standing by attacks
that would bring it negative publicity.

Altogether it is estimated that about 80 percent of the attacks between 1970
and 2000 were directed against Israeli civilians, the rest against various sorts of
military targets. According to Israeli sources, about 45 percent of the attacks
consisted of explosive bombs, 28 percent fire bombs, 14 percent shelling of Israeli
settlements from across the border, and 5 percent other forms of armed assault.
Among the more spectacular forms of terrorist attacks were hostage takings
(about eighteen) and suicide bombing. During the first Intifada, about half of
the attacks were thought to be spontaneous, but since its end the great majority
of attacks were planned and carried out by one of the major terrorist organiza-
tions. Not included in these statistics are attacks against Israeli or Jewish targets
outside Israel.

The outbreak of the Intifada in December 1987 seemed to point a way out
of this dilemma, even though there is no evidence that this campaign had been
planned in detail by the PLO leadership. The immediate occasion was a traffic
accident in the Gaza strip in which Arabs were killed by an Israeli truck, but there
was so much tension that an outbreak could have occurred at any time. A spon-
taneous civil resistance campaign began with strikes and commercial shutdowns
accompanied by violent (though unarmed) demonstrations against the occupying
forces. The stone and occasionally the Molotov cocktail and the knife were the
weapons, not guns and bombs.® Those in the forefront of the struggle were young
boys, and the image of mere children throwing stones at Israeli tanks and heav-
ily armed soldiers did the Palestinian cause a world of good — it was certainly
asymmetric warfare — David against Goliath, anything but terrorism, a popular
uprising.

Fatah had little control over the Intifada in the beginning. Its leadership was
still in faraway Tunis, and the moving spirits on the West Bank and Gaza were
leaders of Hamas (more below) or Islamist sympathizers. This assessment has
been disputed by the PFLE which argued that for the first three months of the
Intifada, the Hamas leadership stood aside. The initial tactics in the Intifada
were those of civil disobedience — nonpayment of taxes, noncooperation with
the Israeli authorities. But almost from the beginning there was an element of
terrorist violence, which grew as time went on. One was the killing of Arab
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“collaborators”; these included some who had indeed acted as informers or had
helped the Israelis in other ways. But there were also killings of people who were
wholly innocent of these:charges but who became victims of a mass hysteria.
Some score-settling between families and clans also took place. It is thought
that between three hundred and four hundred such people were killed by mobs;
sometimes to the embarrassment of the leadership.

The Intifada militants also began more or less systematically to burn fields,
orchards, and forests which were Jewish property; no lives were lost, but con-
siderable damage was caused. Lastly there were clashes in which groups of
schoolchildren hikers were stoned and injured. Then there was the Temple Mount
riot in October 1990, when masses of Arab worshipers attacked the police and
then Jews who were praying nearby. Eighteen Arabs were killed and many Arabs
and Jews were injured. There is no reason to assume that this incident was
planned. It was the rush of many thousands of people congregating in a nar-
row space, of pushing and shoving and stone throwing and the presence of an
insufficient number of policemen.

The (first) Intifada caused Israel considerable economic losses, and some eighty
Israelis were killed. The number of Arabs killed during the first three years was
much higher — between four hundred (Israeli estimates) and seven hundred
(Arab estimates). The Intifada caused political polarization among the Jews of
Israel and affected the morale of the army. On the Arab side the economic dam-
age was enormous, and the radicalization of the younger generation became a
major political factor. The Intifada lasted for six years and was called off at the
time of the first Oslo agreement in 1993. But terrorist operations, though they
took place, were only an incidental element in the course of the Intifada. It was a
popular, and in the beginning mainly spontaneous, uprising.” The typical terror-
ist operations which took place in the latter part of the Intifada, and especially
during the year thereafter, were planned and carried out by a new player: Hamas,
to which we turn next.

Hamas

Hamas (Harakat al muqawamah al Islamiyah, “Islamic resistance movement”) was
originally a branch of the Muslim Brotherhood in Palestine. It had been active as a
religious and cultural organization for many years and, like the Egyptian Brother-
hood, provided social assistance to the needy.'® The Brotherhood (or Islamic
Trend, as it was often referred to) had taken a modest part in the riots of 1936~
38. It had an office in Jerusalem and was active in the organization of Arab
resistance in 1947-48, and it continued to exist under Jordanian rule when it
took part in parliamentary elections.

After the Six-Day War, the Brotherhood was active above all in the Gaza
district, where it even enjoyed a certain amount of patronage on the part of the
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[sraeli authorities, which may have regarded it as a counterweight against Fatah.
Hamas was legally registered in Israel in 1979 (as yet under a different name)
as an organization engaging in religious education, the building of mosques, the
establishment of social clubs, and social work. It was headed by Sheikh Ahmed
Yassin, who had been paralyzed ever since an accident in his younger years.

The politicization and radicalization of Hamas occurred in 1987-88 as the
result of a number of circumstances. It was part of the general trend of radical-
ization that occurred in the Muslim world at the time. The economic conditions
in Gaza, the fortress of Hamas, added fuel, and there was also the competition
with Fatah and PLO, which were much less orthodox Islamic in outlook. In later
years, Hamas engaged in self-criticism, noting that during the earlier phase of
its activities it had been guilty of neglecting jihad, which made it possible for
nationalist and communist organizations to outflank it. These “leftist organiza-
tions” (according to Hamas) had been brainwashing the young generation simply
because Hamas had not played an active role in the national struggle.!

The turn to jihad manifested itself in the Hamas charter published in 1987,
which said that the aim of the Islamic movement was holy war: Since the land
of Palestine had been entrusted to the Muslims until judgment day, no Arab
state and not even all Arab states together were entitled to give up any part of
it."? Jihad against the Christians and Jews was an individual religious duty for
every Muslim. The Palestinian cause was a religious obligation, and the young
generation had to be trained to engage in this struggle. Even Muslim women had
the right to engage in jihad, without the permission of their husbands if need be,
just as slaves had the right to go on jihad without asking their masters.

According to the Hamas charter, there was no room for a peaceful solution
and international conferences to resolve the Palestine conflict. These were merely
games for children, and the people of Palestine were too noble to engage in
such maneuvers. The only purpose of negotiations was to establish the rule of
unbelievers in the land of the Muslims — and as the Koran says, Christians and
Jews will never be pleased unless Muslims accept their religion. In its English
language publications, Hamas claims that the jihad was not directed against Jews
as followers of a religion. But this is difficult to combine with the anti-Semitic
references made at the same time in Hamas propaganda to Nazi “documents”
such as the Protocols of the Elders of Zion."

This uncompromising Jihad doctrine involved Hamas in certain contradictions.
The Muslim Brotherhood and the other radical Islamists had always rejected
nationalism as an alien Western importation. This had been the core of their
struggle against Nasser, Sadat, and the Syrian rulers. Hamas tried to find a way
around this doctrinal problem by declaring that Arab nationalism was not bad,
provided it considered itself part and parcel of the Islamic ideology. In other words,
other nationalisms were materialistic and secular, whereas the Hamas Palestinian
nationalism was Islamic and had a “divine banner.” This provided the ideological
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justification for collaboration with other Palestinian nationalist groups that were
secular, or in any case did not share its radical Islamic orientation.

The Hamas leadership stated that it would be only too happy to collaborate
with nationalist groups that it regarded with respect and appreciation. Only those
of the Marxist left were excluded because they were loyal to the Communist East
(or groups whose loyalty was with the Crusading West). Hamas declared that it
felt closer to the PLO and Fatah than to any other organizations — how could
one turn a cold shoulder to family or close friends? “We have but one homeland,
one affliction, one shared destiny.” The charter went on issuing stern warnings
against the Freemasons, Rotarians, and Lions; these clubs were dens of spies for
the benefit and guidance of the Zionists, who were also behind the alcohol and
drug trade. The charter refers specifically to the Protocols of the Elders of Zion,
the famous nineteenth-century forgery purporting to be the blueprint for Jewish
domination of the world. In brief, in basic respects Hamas followed the doctrine
of the extreme right in Europe and of Nazism; there was no fashionable nonsense
about anti-imperialism or anti-colonialism, let alone postmodernism.

The only doctrinal concession made was a declaration toward the end of this
programmatic document that Hamas was a humanist movement which would
never attack followers of other religions. It was perfectly possible for Christians
and Jews to live in peace and harmony with Muslims — in the shade of Islam and
under its rule. The term used is dhimmi, meaning second-class citizens, paying a
tax to the Muslims for protecting them. There was criticism of Egypt and other
countries who had dropped out of the jihad. Hamas regarded this as high treason.

The charter may have provided a solution for a variety of doctrinal problems
on the theoretical level, but it did not always work out in practice. There were
tensions from the beginning with Fatah and the PLO. Fatah was surprised by the
sudden emergence of Hamas as a strong competitor in the struggle for power.
Hamas had a substantial infrastructure, above all in the Gaza district but also
on the West Bank, through its clubs and other grassroots organizations, stronger
perhaps than Fatah. Fatah was afraid that Hamas would outflank it as the more
radical and militant organization. Hamas also had considerable financial support
from Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states, and Islamist organizations elsewhere. Further-
more, Hamas was undermining the position of the PLO as the future government
of Palestine; how could the PLO engage in negotiations with other countries if it
was not in full control? Fatah did not, of course, oppose terrorism per se, but it
wanted to use it in support of its political initiatives, and the activities of Hamas
made this impossible.

Coexistence between Fatah and Hamas was thus uneasy from the very begin-
ning. Hamas published anti-Fatah leaflets as early as 1987, accusing its leader both
of cowardice and corruption. There were violent clashes between followers of the
two camps, culminating in fighting in Gaza in 1994 when eighteen Palestinians
were killed and more were injured.'!
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This clash was followed by peace negotiations and periods of close collabora-
tion, but quite often the old conflicts would again come out in the open. Hamas
was too strong to be ignored or suppressed by the PLO. According to public
opinion polls carried out by the Palestinian Center for Studies and Research in
Nablus, support for Hamas was about 20 percent in 1993-95, but it was higher
among university students and in Gaza. Thus Fatah had to take measures against
their rivals from time to time if it did not want to lose face altogether. True,
Hamas, with all its extremist slogans, was willing to make tactical concessions. It
would declare a truce from time to time — one lasting almost a year. It would
cooperate with the secular PFLP in the “rejection front” against the PLO. It would
meet American diplomats and engage in political activities and fund raising in
the United States. Sheikh Yasin would remain its spiritual leader, but political
power passed into other hands, most notably Dr. Musa Marzuq, who was born in
a refugee camp, had graduated in engineering in Egypt, and later, for more than
ten years, lived in the United States. He acted as chief negotiator with the PLO
and also with the Iranian government, the main supporters of Hamas.

Terrorist activities of Hamas began in 1988—-89, soon after the outbreak of
the first Intifada. Its military arm was the Izz a Din Kassem squad (or battalion
or brigade), named after a sheikh who had been fighting the British in Palestine
in 1935. The first operations were directed against fellow Arabs, but from 1989
there were several cases of anti-Israeli attacks, two Jews were stabbed to death
in Gaza, two Israeli soldiers were killed, and three workers employed in a Jaffa
factory were stabbed to death. Generally speaking, the knife was the favorite
weapon during the early years of jihad, although in one case (October 1991),
[sraeli civilians were run over at a hitchhiking station near Tel Aviv. In another
case (June 1992), a civilian was attacked by an axe-wielding assailant. Another
favorite approach was to offer a lift to soldiers waiting in a queue and to kill them
once inside a car (the cars had Israeli license plates and the attackers chosen
were fluent in Hebrew). Lastly there were occasional shootings from speeding
cars. Almost all the terrorists came from Gaza and vicinity."> Only rarely was an
attempt made to enlist Israeli Arabs for terrorist operations.

There was not yet great sophistication in the use of explosives, nor had candi-
dates been trained for suicide missions. This began to change in 1993-94 when
Hamas had enlisted experts for bomb making, and the first suicide bombers went
into action. Some of the very early operations aborted. The first successful suicide
bomb attack occurred in the Jordan valley in October 1993. The first bus attack
happened in Afula in northern Israel in April 1994, which was followed by sui-
cide attacks in Tel Aviv in October of that year in which twenty-one people were
killed, in January 1995 (Netanya with nineteen victims), February 1996 (Jerusa-
lem, twenty-six fatalities), March 1996 (another suicide bomber in a Jerusalem
bus, 19 fatalities), to mention only the most deadly operations.
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The timing of the operations was not random; the more promising the peace
negotiations, the greater were Hamas's efforts to sabotage them. The attacks
reached a height after the murder of Prime Minister Rabin. It is generally believed
that the Labor Party lost the elections of 1996 — and Netanyahu, leader of Likud,
came to power — as the result of the bomb attacks in Jerusalem and Tel Aviv."
[t is also surmised that this strategy originated in Teheran, although Hamas may
not have needed much persuasion to accept it; there had been no change in its
opposition to the peace process. Its overall aim remained, as repeated on many
occasions, the expulsion of the Jews from all parts of historical Palestine.

The attacks of 1995—-96 caused strong Israeli reactions as a result of which
many Hamas terrorists were arrested and their chief bomb makers assassinated.
The PA (Palestinian Authority) also adopted measures against Hamas as a result
of which Hamas militants were detained by the Palestinian authorities. There
was a considerable decline in Hamas terrorism in 1997-99, with only one or
two suicide bombings (Mahane Yehuda market in Jerusalem, July 1997, and Ben
Yehuda Street, Jerusalem, September 1997) and a few ambushes. The military
leadership of Hamas was arrested or escaped to other Arab countries (mainly
Syria) and to Iran. Hamas leaders interviewed by Arab newspapers said that while
they welcomed the cover provided by Syria and the “Islamic support” extended
by Iran, resistance in Israel had become very difficult with immense pressures and
challenges. The jails were full with the sons of Hamas, some of whom had made
confessions revealing military secrets. The terrorist struggle waged by Hamas was
the target of distortion, fabrications, and dirty psychological warfare waged by the
proponents of Oslo peace accords.' Part of the blame was put on the CIA, which
was reported to coordinate the exchange of intelligence information between the
Israelis and the Palestinian Authority.

Suicide terrorism has been discussed elsewhere in our study. In Israel prior to
2002, the majority of suicide bombers came from Hamas and had graduated from
Islamist educational centers. Later on, a substantial number of suicide bombers
belonged to the military wing of Fatah and the PFLE and candidates for such
missions would occasionally move from one organization to another. They were
young, unmarried, and had apparently been influenced by the example of the
Lebanese Hizbullah, who had pioneered suicide terrorism in the previous decade.
Some of those arrested before they could carry out their missions said that they
were also motivated by the wish to revenge- the death of relations or friends, but
the predominant motive was religious fanaticism.'

Hamas gradually recovered from the setback suffered earlier in the 1990s and
resumed its activities, mainly suicide bombing, after the second Intifada had bro-
ken out. Its first targets were military installations and settlements in the areas
conquered by Israel. But they soon realized that military bases were too difficult a
target, and in the case of the settlers only a few victims would result since there
were hardly any major concentrations on the West Bank. Therefore, beginning
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in November 2000, places in Israel proper were targeted — in Jerusalem, near Tel
Aviv, Hadera, Netanya, and other places. In most of these incidents, the bombers
were killed; in some cases the explosives did not work, and in a considerable
number of cases the terrorists were intercepted before they could carry out their
operations. However, even in these circumstances it is estimated that Hamas
was responsible in the year 2000 for twice as many attacks as all other terrorist
groups combined.

The military effect of these attacks was negligible, but the psychological impact
was considerable. It created a climate of insecurity among the civilian population
in Israel, and it also helped to radicalize large sections of the population, who
came to believe that far harsher measures had to be taken against the residents
of Gaza and the West Bank — leading, if need be, to the expulsion of the inhab-
itants. In brief the conflict escalated. Some outside observers argued that one
should not overrate the Hamas radicalism, quoting an Arab saying that all fun-
damentalists were opportunists (kul al wusuliyin-usuliyin). Of course true Hamas,
like other such groups, had to make concessions to realities in its activities, in
contrast to its ideological pronouncements, which remained unchanged.'® But
Western observers were more often erring in the opposite direction, underrating
the intensity of hate and fanaticism in the motivation of the radical Islamic groups.

Mention has been made so far only of Hamas, but other terrorist groups were
also operating, such as the Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ — Harakat al Jihad al
Islami al Filastini). This group had been founded in Egypt in 1979 by Dr. Fathi
Shigaqi, Bashir Musa, and Dr. Ramadan Shalah, Palestinian intellectuals who
were expelled from Egypt because of activities considered subversive by the gov-
ernment. Shiqaqi was killed in Malta in 1995, probably by Israeli counterterrorism
agents. Shalah, like other leaders of the extremist groups, had lived for years in
the United States. The group had a following of a few hundred only, but owing to
the material support it received, mainly from Iran, it succeeded in staging several
major terrorist operations. Unlike Hamas, it did not engage in religious and social
activities, but instead concentrated on terrorism. Its ideology was largely identical
to that of Hamas: dissatisfaction with the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt, which
they thought too tame and moderate. Jihad’s overriding aim was the construction
of one great Islamic state reaching from the Atlantic to the Pacific."”

There was, however, one important doctrinal difference: For Hamas, being
devout Sunni Muslims, Khomeini’s revolution in Iran could not possibly be an
ideal pattern to be emulated, because the Shi'ite religion was considered a devi-
ation from true Islam, and to collaborate with it was considered almost as bad
as a Protestant fundamentalist accepting the authority of the pope. However,
the Jihad intellectuals were deeply influenced by the Iranian example and tried
to emulate it. Jihad was particularly impressed by the activities of Hizbullah in
Lebanon, which had played an important role in compelling the Israeli forces
to withdraw. The Iranian government reciprocated by extending financial and
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military help. The Jihad leaders openly advocated a pro-Iranian and pro-Syrian
orientation; Shigaqi wrote a book entitled Khomeini, the Alternative and the Islamic
Solution. y

Jihad had a few protectors within Fatah (“Abu Jihad”), but at the same time
there was bitter competition with Fatah and also with Hamas about positions of
influence in institutions in Gaza and the West Bank. At one time there were
violent clashes, particularly in Gaza, and closer cooperation between the var-
ious groups was established only with the outbreak of the second Intifada in
September 2000.

The military (terrorist) arm of Islamic Jihad consisted of two relatively small
groups. Among the major attacks launched by them were bombings in the Gaza
district in 1993, in Tel Aviv in March 1996 (with twenty persons killed), two
attacks in Jerusalem in 1998, again one in Jerusalem in March 2001, and in
Hadera and Binyamina (in July and August 2001, respectively). It is difficult to
single out responsibility in each case, because on a number of occasions one and
the same operation was claimed by more than one organization, and on some
occasions, when a mishap had occurred, no one claimed it.

The mode of operation in virtually every instance was a car bomb or a sui-
cide bomber blowing himself up in a public place, such as a pizzeria, an outdoor
market, or a bus stop. The Jihad attacks were not particularly innovative; more
interesting was their ideological motivation. They were all practicing Muslims,
and some (such as Sheikh Tamimi of Hebron) were well-known clerics. But they
had constructed their own private interpretation of Islam, in the same way as
some of the Egyptian jihadists had done. They refused to accept the authority
of the Islamic legal authorities of the last thousand years (let alone those of
the present generation) and accepted only the version of the prophet and his
immediate successors. Their close cooperation with the Iranian Shi’ites throws
additional doubts on their Islamic orthodoxy. They were certainly radicals, but
sectarians rather than true fundamentalists.

While Hamas, Jihad, and the PFLP were active, Fatah also strengthened its
military potential as a Palestinian Authority was set up in Ramallah. Tanzim ought
to be mentioned first and foremost in this context. It was established in 1995 by
the Palestinian Authority, partly as a counterweight against the Islamic armed
groups but in the main as the army of the future Palestinian state. It received its
budget and its equipment from the Palestinian Authority. Tanzim was distinct from
the Palestinian police even though it would collaborate with it. Its commander was
Marvan Barghouti, who came from a well-known Ramallah family and had been
a student militant. Most of its officer corps consisted of former Fatah activists
who had been detained in Israeli prisons.”® While under the authority of Yasir
Arafat, Tanzim kept a certain distance from the PA political organizations and
had an image of certain independence, even though it had no ideology of its
own. Tanzim took part in attacks against Israeli forces — shooting attacks against
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Israeli soldiers at border crossings but also the use of roadside bombings after
the outbreak of the second (Al Agsa) Intifada. Tanzim was stronger on the West
Bank than in the Gaza district. While Hamas and Islamic Jihad had carried out
twice as many armed attacks against Israeli targets during the two years prior
to the outbreak of Intifada II, Tanzim’s activity changed after September 2000
when Tanzim and Force 17, the Palestine Authority elite unit, and above all Al
Agsa Martyrs Brigade were responsible for many more attacks than the Islamist
groups.’! The second Intifada broke out following a visit by Ariel Sharon, at the
time leader of the opposition, on the Temple Mount. This visit was considered
unwise, if not an outright provocation, by many; on the other hand, tensions were
such that it seems most likely that a new outbreak of mass violence would have
occurred in any case sooner or later.

The history of Force 17, Arafat’s personal security force, goes back to the
1970s. When the PLO leadership was evacuated to Tunis, Force 17 followed.
It changed its name and organizational structure several times (Special Secu-
rity Force, Presidential Security Unit). It counted several hundred members, and
eventually (in 2001) it numbered three thousand. Its early commanders had been
involved in the attack on the Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympic Games, and
these leaders were systematically hunted down and killed by Israeli counterintelli-
gence. In later years, Force 17 engaged in both terrorist and intelligence activities
from bases in Jordan and also in Europe. Among its victims were Arab critics
and enemies of Fatah and the PLO. After the outbreak of Intifada II, Force 17
was involved in shooting and mortar attacks against Israelis both on the West
Bank and in the Gaza district. Many of these attacks were carried out under
the umbrella of the Fatah Al Agsa Martyrs Brigade, yet another new organization
consisting of Tanzim and Force 17 fighters. Lastly, the Lebanese Shi'ite Hizbullah,
the Party of God, played a notable role in the 1980s and 1990s in the Lebanese
civil war and later in the fight against the [sraelis. Hizbullah was as much a guer-
rilla organization as a terrorist group, and it also engaged in political and social
activities.”> It was wholly supported and equipped by Iran and Syria; this gave it
safe bases and many other advantages, but it also limited its freedom of action.
[ts early activities in Lebanon, which have been frequently described, included
the bombing of foreign embassies and hostage taking. Later on, it concentrated
its operations on guerrilla-style attacks against the Israelis. After the withdrawal
of Israeli forces in 2000, Hizbullah was in virtual control of southern Lebanon
and continued to engage in occasional cross-border attacks, even though the
Lebanese government had some token representation in the area. At the same
time, it established itself as a political party with representatives in the Lebanese
Parliament.

IF we ANALYZE the course of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, it emerges that ter-
rorism did play a significant role from the very beginning, but that the terrorists
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always aimed at greater, more ambitious things. The main Jewish terrorist group
of the 1930s and 1940s was called IZL (National Military Organization), and it
used the Irish rebels as an-example. The Palestinian militants in the late 1960s
wanted to emulate the Algerians and the Vietnamese in a struggle for national
liberation in which individual terrorism did play a role, but a subordinate one. But"
a small country such as Palestine was not suitable for guerrilla warfare Algerian- or
Vietnamese-style. True, much later the first Intifada began, a national insurgency
in which violent demonstrations rather than ambushes and suicide bombing were
at first the most prominent feature. But this changed after a while. The demon-
strations ceased, and the stone throwing was replaced by terrorist attacks; the
same was true with regard to the second Intifada which, in addition, involved
both the Israeli army and the armed forces of the PA as well as the terrorist
organizations of yesteryear such as Hamas. In brief, there was terrorism but also
elements of a civil war. Reality is always more complicated than doctrines and
agreed-upon strategies.

As in other national and ethnic conflicts, the question arises why terrorism
occurred in the first place and whether it could have been prevented. For the [ZL
in the 1930s, it was the only way to fight, and the same is true of the Palestinian
resistance. If in retrospect the cardinal mistake of the Palestinians was to reject
the UN plan of 1947, which would have given them a state of their own, the
basic mistake of Israeli governments was to hold on to the territories conquered
in 1967. If Israel had been a superpower, such an occupation would have been
forgotten if not forgiven. But Israel was merely a small country, and it faced
restraints unlike a superpower. Though opposed in principle to a binational state,
it pursued after 1967 a policy which in fact brought about such a situation, except
that the other nation, the Palestinians, were bitterly opposed to Israeli rule.

Israel did so for two reasons. First, it argued that the borders of 1948 had been
indefensible. But more important yet was another circumstance: the nationalist-
religious mystique about the right of the people of Israel to rule all of historical
Palestine. For the same reason it was argued that Jerusalem must forever remain
undivided in Israeli hands, the capital of the state of Israel and of no other
country.” Israeli occupation was moderate in the early years. Israelis did not
really want to interfere in internal Arab affairs, but even the gentlest occupation
is still rule by foreigners and generates resistance, and resistance leads to harsher
rule; this pattern is what emerged over the years.

The rest of the country of Israel became the hostage of religious nationalist
settlers with messianic visions. Far from defending the rest of the country, the
settlements became a political provocation (such as the presence of settlers in
Hebron), a financial incubus, and a military nightmare. A significant part of the
[sraeli army was tied down defending distant, small settlements and the roads
leading toward them. In these conditions of warfare, the Israelis were always on
the defensive and could never bring into action their technological superiority.
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Cross-border attacks would probably have continued even if Israel had returned
to the old borders. But infiltration could have been made far more difficult through
physical obstacles, and if it would have come to a military conflict, it would have
been one between states and in most respects easier to conduct (and to win)
for Israel. ‘

In the terrorist campaign, the Palestinians had a number of great advantages
over the Israelis, even if the Israelis had all kinds of sophisticated weaponry. They
had, above all, the active support of other Arab states — political, financial, the
supply of weapons, and safe havens. Palestinian terrorism became more sophisti-
cated and more daring as time went by. The wave of Islamism produced scores
of candidates for suicide terrorism. It has often been argued that there was no
defense against suicide terrorism, but this is of course not true. Suicide terrorism
can be thwarted by radical measures such as taking the families of the bombers
hostage and executing them, or by destroying whole villages and expelling the
rebellious population. Fire can be fought by fire, but only at a heavy price which
small countries dependent on the goodwill of at least part of the world community
cannot afford. This was the dilemma facing Israel, and this is why most Pales-
tinians reached the conclusion that at long last they had found a weapon against
which the Zionist enemy had no defense.”* Russia could have solved its Chechen
problems in the way Stalin tackled such problems: by simply ordering a forcible
evacuation and expelling all the people belonging to a certain ethnic group. But
even Putin’s Russia could not take such measures. Israel had no Arctic Circle
or Central Asia where those expelled could have been resettled. One can easily
imagine how world popular opinion which had turned against Israel in any case
would have reacted had Israel adopted even more drastic measures.

There were narrow limits to what Israel could do. The refugee camps had
become virtually no-go zones for the Israeli security forces; these were the places
where terrorists were trained, where the bomb factories were located, and where
terrorists could hide after an operation. But if the Israeli forces would try to enter
a refugee camp in hot pursuit, there would be a storm of indignation, for it meant
Israeli soldiers frightening women and children, breaking into miserable dwellings,
and sometimes destroying them. Terrorists were hiding behind women, children,
and elderly people, but this was a perfectly legitimate tactic in contemporary
terrorist warfare. Terrorists engage in operations that the security forces of a state
are not allowed to use. Israel was bitterly attacked for the systematic assassination
of key figures among the terrorist groups, which became its policy in the second
Intifada.

According to the rules of asymmetric warfare, the terrorist has a legitimate
right to opt for all and any weapons and strategies, whereas a state has not. It is
said that terrorism is the operational mode of the weak, but on the other hand the
weak have privileges which the other side does not have: they are entitled to kill
civilians, women, and children, whereas the security forces of a state according to
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existing norms must not execute anyone without due process. This had not been
the doctrine of nineteenth-century terrorism, which considered it cowardly to
hide behind women and children or, generally speaking, to launch indiscriminate
attacks. But such restraints belonged to another time and another continent and
civilization. '

However, the norms of asymmetric warfare applied only as long as a terrorist
threat was no more than an irritant, even a major one. The moment a terrorist
threat would turn into a danger threatening the very existence of a state, the sit-
uation is bound to change and many former restrictions no longer exist. States do
not commit suicide voluntarily; if faced by a major threat, once its very survival is
endangered, a state is bound to disregard legal and public relations considerations,
however important, and bring into action all the measures and all the weapons
at its disposal.

There was always the danger that terrorist leaders would forget this obvious
lesson. Terrorism according to historical experience can be effective against a state
only up to a point. Even a weak state is stronger than a strong terrorist movement
once the weak state’s core interests are at risk.

Jewish Terrorism

A review of terrorism in Israel would not be complete without at least a brief men-
tioning of the nationalist-religious underground which came into being after the
Six-Day War. These extremist groups appeared on the margins of certain religious
schools (yeshivot) and settlements beyond the Green line, such as Kiryat Arba,
and they were part of the general fundamentalist revival. The ultra-orthodox Jews
had always been anti-Zionist. Some of them did not even recognize the existence
of the state of Israel and as far as they were concerned it did not matter in the
least who was in physical control of historical Palestine and the holy sites. The
national religious on the other hand regarded it as their sacred duty never to give
up a single inch of the country that God had promised them in the Bible and
restored to them as the result of the Six-Day War.

There had been a few attacks and at least one assassination (Dr. Rudolf Kast-
ner) even before 1967; Kastner had been head of the Jewish wartime rescue
committee in Budapest and was accused of negotiating with the Nazis in an
attempt to save a few lives while sacrificing others. But this murder was carried
out by a small group of secular conspirators, whereas the political violence after
1967 was rooted in a certain messianic interpretation of Judaism not less intran-
sigent than the Islamists, but for the fact that its ambitions were limited to one
country — namely, Israel/Palestine. This terrorism consisted of various groups
whose aims and motivation were by no means identical. One group engaged in
sporadic vigilante terrorism, attacks on mayors of Arab cities on the West Bank
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such as Bassam Shaka of Nablus, and killings of individual Arabs from neighbor-
ing villages, mainly in revenge for attacks against Jewish settlers and perhaps also
as an attempt to frighten the Arabs and induce them to leave. Later on, members
of this group and some new adherents, believing that it was their mission to bring
about the kingdom of Israel and its redemption, established new underground
cells. According to their doctrine, the temple had to be rebuilt on the Temple
Mount and the Al Agsa mosque destroyed; four attempts were made to set fire to
the mosque, but they were not well prepared and did not come close to succeed-
ing. However, potentially, this group was extremely dangerous because Al Agsa
was, after the Kaaba in Mecca, one of the holiest places of Islam, and any attempt
to destroy it might have triggered a religious war not just with the Palestinians
but the whole Muslim world — similar to the destruction of the Ayyodya Mosque
in India, which led to major riots and remains a bone of contention to this day.
These terrorists envisaged a final, decisive struggle between the forces of good
and evil and regarded it as their sacred duty to bring about this confrontation as
soon as possible by an act of provocation.

Some of the Jewish terrorist attacks were the actions of individuals who had
persuaded themselves that it was their personal obligation to engage in jihad in
the hope that their action would inspire others or at least put a stop to what they
regarded as the fatal process of surrendering land that belonged by divine right to
the Jews. This was, as far as can be established, the motivation of Baruch Gold-
stein, a American physician and member of a nationalist settlement who went to
a Hebron mosque in February 1994 and shot Arabs praying there, only to be killed
himself eventually. According to a state investigation committee, Goldstein was
haunted by a siege mentality, seeing a danger for the survival of the Jewish people,
and reached the conclusion that only an extreme act would stop the rut. Gold-
stein and his fellow believers were deeply depressed by the Oslo accords which,
as they saw it, were a further major step in the wrong direction.”’ Goldstein’s
grave became a place of pilgrimage for like-minded zealots.’?® A number of Israeli
extremists who had planned to blow up an Arab girls school in Jerusalem were
arrested in April 2002. There was a small but dangerous terrorist underground
among the Jewish community, and given the explosive situation, even a minor
attack could have far-reaching repercussions.?’

The murder of Prime Minister Yizhak Rabin was carried out not by a settler
but a twenty-five-year old student of computer science, Yigal Amir of a Yemenite
lower-middle-class background. It was the action of an individual, but it did not
take place in a spiritual or organizational vacuum. For many months before, the
right-wing parties had denounced Rabin as a traitor willing to give up not only
Hebron but also other places in Jewish hands. Amir had in fact inquired with
leading rabbis whether din mosser and din rodef applied to contemporary traitors.
These were medieval Jewish religious pronouncements concerning the possible
use of violence against enemies who were either informing on Jews or actively
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persecuting them. The rabbis for their part had told Israeli army soldiers to disobey
orders to evacuate Jewish settlements.

About a month before Rabin’s murder on November 4, 1995, a group of
extremists had assembled in front of the prime minister’s home in Jerusalem and
pronounced the Pulsa di Nur, an ancient (mystical rather than Jewish orthodox)
ceremony in which the death curse is pronounced (“Angels of destruction will
hit him, he is damned wherever he goes, his soul will instantly leave his body,”
etc.).” In brief, there was a great deal of incitement to violence in the air, in
small meetings as well as in mass demonstrations, and it was in retrospect only
a question of time until someone from the radical camp would commirt an act
of violence against those whom they considered traitors. Yigal Amir’s action was
in the tradition of the Zealots who had also been proponents of violence two
thousand years earlier, but it is doubtful whether there was anything specifically
Jewish about his motivation. His ideclogy was almost indistinguishable from that
of the killers of Anwar Sadat, who believed — like him — that personal jihad, the
killing of the head of state (or prime minister) was a divine order.

Lastly, mention should be made of Rabbi Meir Kahane and his Jewish Defense
League, which landed itself on the list of terrorist organizations published annually
by the U.S. Department of State. The group certainly committed acts of violence,
but it aimed at the impossible — at one and the same time to operate as a terrorist
group and as a political party in Israel. As a result it did not succeed much in
either capacity. The JDL was founded in 1968 in Brooklyn and has been active,
albeit in a diminished form, to the present day; Meir Kahane went to Israel in
1971, where he had a second career. He came from a family of rabbis, but in his
youth did not live according to the Orthodox canon, and in his later years too,
his nationalism was far more pronounced than his religious orthodoxy. He was
certainly not a religious fundamentalist; his group both in America and Israel
gravitated toward demonstrative violent actions.

In America his group announced that it would protect defenseless Jews in
New York against physical attacks. They also abused and sometimes attacked
Soviet diplomatic representatives in the United States to draw attention to the
plight of Soviet Jewry. He was extreme in his opposition to mixed marriages, and
in Israel he became the leading proponent for the eviction of the Palestinians
from Israel and the occupied territory. He thrived on publicity, and while he was
a gifted rabble-rouser, he knew that only violent speeches and gestures would
get him the publicity he needed. He was arrested, as were other members of
his organization, for illegal possession of arms, ammunition, and explosives. His
followers committed a number of terrorist actions in the United States in the
1970s, such as placing a bomb in the office of Sol Hurok, the theater promoter
who was also active in Soviet-American cultural exchanges.

In Israel his followers burned cars that belonged to Arabs and fired on Arab
buses. When asked for his comments, Kahane said that he wholly supported them:
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“as long as they (the Arabs) are here, we are lost.”* At first Kahane found the
going in Israel difficult because there was much competition on the extreme right,
but in the course of time he developed a small following and was elected to the
Knesset, the Israeli parliament. However, Kahanism became an embarrassment
to the Israeli government and society, and it was outlawed. Kahane was killed in
November 1990 by a member of an Arab terrorist group, who, it later emerged,
belonged to the circle of those involved in the first (1993) attempt to blow up
the World Trade Center. His son, daughter-in-law, and some of his grandchildren
were killed when Arab terrorists attacked their car on a road in the West Bank
territories.

Thus, Kahanism was not much of a success. For the very orthodox, it was too
secular. For left-wing intellectuals who found often extenuating circumstances for
terrorism if it was rooted in left-wing ideology, Kahanism was an abomination.
Even a right-wing ex-terrorist such as Yizhak Shamir, prime minister of Israel
and once a leader of the Stern gang, did not think highly of him: “Kahane a
terrorist!” he said. “He was a second-rate terrorist, all bluster, symbolism and
rthetoric with almost no real action. He had no concept of underground militarism
and camaraderie.”*

Terrorism in most other countries is a domestic problem or at most a con-
flict between two neighboring countries, such as over Kashmir. But the political
repercussions of Arab terrorism in Israel/Palestine were far wider. The cause of
the Palestinian Arabs has always had supporters in the Arab world, and to a lesser
extent in the Muslim world. Even during the riots of 193639, the Egyptian Mus-
lim Brotherhood dispatched some volunteers to fight, and when the Jewish state
was founded in 1948, the Arab and Muslim countries actively opposed it. Sym-
pathy with and support for Palestinian political ambitions and terrorism became
stronger rather than weaker as time went by. Every evening, Arab television
stations featured programs in which brutal Israeli soldiers were shown threaten-
ing and killing Palestinian refugee children and women. The achievements of
Palestinian terrorism didn’t gain the support of the Arab world, but their defeats
and weaknesses did. This created an enormous amount of rage, and as a wave
of Islamism swept the Arab and Muslim world, Israel became one of the main
targets of jihad. Jerusalem (and Palestine) were places holy to every believing
Muslim. The very presence of Jews desecrated them and was an offense before
God: the “Zionist entity” had to be eradicated. As a Moroccan sociologist (Nadira
Barkali) put it, Palestine became for many of them a place for the projection of
those of their dreams which could not be realized in their own countries, with
their repression and lack of hope. Against this psychological background, Pales-
tinian resistance appeared as something magic and sacred: Heroic fighters who
did not bow to superior force. And thus the biggest demonstration in the his-
tory of Morocco with five hundred thousand people participating took place in
September 2000 with the outbreak of the second Intifada.’!
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The policy of Israeli governments concerning Jerusalem and the territories
after 1967 played into the hands of the Islamists. Israelis could argue a thousand
times that Mecca and Medina were far more sacred places for the Muslims than
Jerusalem and that Jerusalem hardly ever appeared in the Koran. From an Islamist
point of view, this argument was wholly irrelevant; what counted was not what
was written in the holy books but what the present generation of Islamists was
feeling. It was the perception that counted, not the facts. They felt that Jerusalem
should be theirs and the Jews killed or forced to leave, and this result was the
only thing that mattered.

Thus Israel became one of the main catalysts of Muslim rage. It was not the
cause, certainly not the main cause, of Muslim rage; the Palestinian issue came
to figure (to give but one example) only late in the day on bin Laden’s agenda.
If Israel had not existed, Muslim frustration and rage would have found another
outlet. But it did exist and found itself at the receiving end of so much hostile
emotion and hatred.

Terrorism in Israel became a factor of international importance. Thus, the
growing conviction in many places that, all other considerations apart, Israel
should be forced to make far-reaching concessions to reduce Arab and Muslim
resentment came as no surprise. Whether these concessions would be sufficient
to pacify Islamist feelings was not certain; whether even the most far-reaching
concessions would affect the roots of Muslim rage was doubtful, given the desire
of the radical Islamists to destroy the Jewish state. Israeli unwillingness to com-
promise with regard to the holy places and its continued occupation of all the
territories seized in the war of 1967 weakened its position in international affairs.
It also made an effective defense against terrorist attacks very difficult. Whether
the conflict could have been prevented is more than doubtful. But it would prob-
ably not have become an issue of such crucial importance for the Muslim world
(and thus in world affairs) if ideology and emotion had not prevailed over com-
mon sense and realism in Israeli thinking. It would have remained a regional
conflict and not become a religious war.
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USLIM RULE IN SPAIN came to an end with the defeat of its army in 1492.

What allegedly happened next is described in a ballad (“Al Puhara”) by the
Polish national poet Adam Mickiewicz.! Almansur, the king of the Muslims, went
to the Spanish camp and asked that his life be spared, declaring his willingness to
serve the Christian God and their prophets. He wanted (in his words) to become
a brother of the victors, and to give further emphasis to his good intentions, he
embraced the leaders of the Spanish army and kissed them on the mouth. Then
suddenly he weakened and became very pale, shouting, “Look at me, oh infidels,
I brought you the plague, I put the poison in your midst. You will suffer the same
way.” With a hellish laughter he died. The Spaniards fell very silent and tried to
escape, but the plague followed them and all the army died.

The affair of Almansur is pure poetic license — that is to say, invention. Nor
should it be read as a denunciation of Muslim perfidy. Treason (on behalf of
a patriotic cause) is the main theme of Konrad Wallenrod, the cycle of which
“Ballada” is a part, and the poet’s attitude is a very complicated one, justifying
treason, at least by implication.

If the story were true, it would raise a number of interesting questions for
students of military intelligence: Why did this surprise attack succeed? Why did
the Spaniards know so little about Almansur’s true intentions? Was it naiveté
or an exaggerated feeling of security or perhaps the failure to understand the
psychology of the enemy? Was it known to them that the plague was raging in
the enemy camp?

The issues of surprise attack and intelligence failure have featured very promi-
nently after September 11, perhaps for the first time in the history of terrorism.
Terrorist groups have virtually never kept their existence and their intentions
secret; that they did not make it known when and where the next blow would fall
was a different question. The British police was well informed about the activities
of the Irish Fenians. The Russian police knew even more about their terrorists;
they had deeply penetrated their ranks with spies and agents provocateurs. All
European police forces were aware of the Anarchist danger. If the terrorists never-
theless succeeded in assassinating a variety of kings, prime ministers, and other
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notables, this was because the most dangerous attempts were made by individuals
or small groups which could not be penetrated by the security forces.

September 11 was believed to be, rightly or wrongly, an intelligence failure
on the scale of Pearl Harbor, Hitler’s attack on the Soviet Union in June 1941,
the breakup of the Soviet Union, or Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait.? But is such a
comparison fair? Is it realistic to compare a terrorist attack with a major military
operation involving massive troop concentrations and other preparations that can
be detected through a variety of channels?

Psychologically the attack of September 2001 came as a shock and enormous
surprise, and the question arises why this should have been the case. Were there
indications of the shape of things to come? Were they ignored, and if so, for
what reason?! These questions will probably be dealt with by a variety of investi-
gation committees in the years to come. However, such examinations should not
be restricted to government intelligence agencies, simply because these agencies
have no monopoly for gathering intelligence and the assessment of the political
situation in foreign parts. The role of the media should also be investigated, as
well as the information and the opinions of the area experts, especially those con-
centrating on the Middle East and South and Central Asia. Nor should one ignore
the views of the academic experts who have studied terrorism over the years.

The media and the specialists create a climate of opinion. What they say
has an impact on the public and indirectly also the intelligence agencies. Then
there is the question of access: Every student of intelligence knows that the fact
that certain information has been obtained means very little per se unless those
in charge of the intelligence agencies can communicate their findings to their
bosses — the president, the secretaries of defense and of state and so on — and
that the bosses trust the findings.” But it is only proper that any investigation
of the intelligence failure should start with the CIA and the other agencies in
charge of national security. The same applies to the security services of the other
countries in which members of al Qa'ida and related groups were active.

The CIA was founded soon after World War II, and its main task was the
defense of the security of the United States during the Cold War. According to a
general consensus, the CIA was effective and innovative as far as the technical
means of observation were concerned — electronic and photographic intelli-
gence — but not as good in the field of Humint, that is to say, human intelligence
received from agents on the ground who could supply reliable and timely intel-
ligence. It is, of course, infinitely easier to conduct espionage in an open society
such as the United States than in a tightly controlled police state. Furthermore
the CIA labored under various handicaps: Following the revelation of a number
of scandals in the 1970s, it was bitterly criticized and frequently termed a “rogue
elephant.” As the result of various purges, the imposition of strict controls, and
reforms that were of doubtful value, the CIA had little freedom of action. Having
been taken to task for exceeding its powers, it became more bureaucratic as the
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first more highly motivated and more experienced generation of CIA officials was
replaced by a second and third generation which had learned the bitter way that
risk taking was not rewarded in their organization.

During the Cold War, terrorism certainly did not figure highly on the CIA
agenda. In the 1960s and 1970s, CIA publications did not betray a great deal
of insight and sophistication; it was not unusual to be told that perceptions of
terrorism varied from country to country and that while violent people were
regarded as terrorists by some, they were seen as fighters for national (or social)
liberation by others.

The state of affairs as far as the FBI was concerned was not different. There
were only a very few cases of terrorism in the United States, and in accordance
with government instructions the FBI considered terrorists criminals.* This clas-
sification was perhaps necessary from an administrative point of view but it did
not help much to understand the motives of the terrorists and their political aims.
The FBI was more preoccupied with bank robberies than counterterrorism; in the
words of a senior FBI official, the general feeling twenty-five years ago was that
the FBI was out of control and had to be tamed down,’ hence the “paralytical fear
of risk taking” in later years both among agents in the field and at headquarters.
In the 1990s when the Sudan government offered specific information about bin
Laden and his followers, the FBI was not interested.

Once the Cold War had ended, many argued that there was no reason to main-
tain intelligence on the same relatively high level of expenditure and manpower
because the main threats to the United States, such as nuclear war, had virtually
disappeared. This estimate was not shared by the CIA. As a former director of
the CIA, James Woolsey, stated in evidence before a congressional committee:
The dragon had been replaced by a jungle full of poisonous snakes.® But this line
of argument was accepted only in part; budget allocations were cut, stations were
closed, and other savings made.

The CIA was not very well prepared for dealing with the snakes. The technical
means were of much less help once the identity of the enemy had changed. It
was no longer a great military machine; monitoring and decoding were not of
great help when dealing with relatively small terrorist groups. If it had not been
easy to train agents with a fluent knowledge of Russian, with a knowledge of
Eastern European countries and mentality, how much more difficult was it to
find “assets” speaking Middle Eastern or Asian languages. If such people were
found, chances were that they had relations living in countries considered hostile
and to get security clearance necessary for their employment would be difficult if
not impossible.

Nor was the general climate of opinion auspicious; the CIA would look for
recruits in colleges and universities where attitudes toward the CIA were often
hostile. Many students had been told by their teachers that it was dishonorable
to serve in the spy service of an imperialist country. Even popular thriller writers
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such as John Le Carré were telling their readers that there was not really much
to choose between one side in the present conflicts and the other; their message
was one of moral equivalehce. Those who joined the intelligence agencies in the
1970s and 1980s were by necessity the product of the Zeitgeist, and the climate on
campus was not very patriotic. The emphasis in higher education was on being
“critical” (which was often a synonym for negative), more on theory than the
realities of world affairs.

All this did not contribute to high morale and high-quality intelligence. The
CIA was aware that dangers to U.S. security were brewing in foreign countries.
The attempt to blow up the World Trade Center in New York in 1993 had been a
warning sign, but it had been a bumbling, amateurish attempt ending in miserable
failure, and the idea that terrorists might learn from their mistakes and that next
time attacks would be far more dangerous seems not to have occurred to many
in the FBI and CIA. Furthermore, according to the division of labor between the
intelligence agencies, the FBI and the Department of Justice were dealing with
the New York events, with the inevitable result that not all the material that
came to light was passed on and closely studied for leads by the CIA.

The CIA was aware of the existence of Osama bin Laden; a short profile was
published in 1996 entitled “Islamic Extremist Financier,” in which he was named
as one of the most significant financial sponsors of Islamic extremist activities,
which was perfectly true.” But it was only the less important part of the truth,
for he was more than mere financier. The word “terrorism” is notably absent in
the 1996 profile (which was also published by the Department of State). And
the statement had nothing to say about the motivation, aims, or activities of al
Qa'ida outside the Middle East. Nor were the bin Laden financial assets included
in official U.S. lists of terrorist resources, with the result that no attempt was
made to seize them.

As time went by, more and more warning signs appeared on the horizon. There
were, to mention but the most important ones, the attacks on the Khobar bar-
racks in Saudi Arabia, the bombing of the embassies in East Africa, and lastly the
attack on an American warship, the USS Cole, in Aden. In addition, information
was received about further plans, probably on U.S. territory, possibly using uncon-
ventional weapons. A congressional investigation in 2002 reached the conclusion
that there was a modest but relatively steady stream of intelligence indicating the
possibility of terrorist attacks inside the United States, including plans to use
aircraft. The director of Central Intelligence announced in December 1998 that
terrorist action seemed inevitable and that its scope could be larger than previ-
ously experienced.® George Tenet, head of the CIA, wrote that “we must now
enter a new phase in our effort against bin Laden. ... We are at war....] want no
resources or people spared in this effort.” But these instructions were either not
followed up (there were only five analysts in CIA dealing with al Qa'ida, only
one in the FBI), or they failed to have an impact on the president and his close
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aides. Above all, U.S. intelligence seems not to have been aware of the worldwide
character of al Qa’ida and allied groups, which might be in part the result of the
negligence of European intelligence services which also failed to pay attention to
the conspiracies afoot in their countries.

Some of the information came from informants who belonged to bin Laden’s
inner circle, but for one reason or another had decided to collaborate with their
interrogators. One of them was Ahmed al Fadl, a “walk-in” in intelligence lan-
guage, who appeared as a witness in August 1998 in the trial concerning the
bombings of the African embassies. He reported that the bin Laden group was
experimenting with chemical weapons in Sudan, where the group had been
located prior to its expulsion. This evidence was by no means kept secret. It
was published at the time in the American media. It should have set the alarm
bells ringing and led to the bombing of a factory (al Shifa) near Khartum. This
was denounced almost immediately as a terrible American intelligence failure,
for the factory in question (it was argued), far from producing poison gas, was
manufacturing medical drugs.

This is not the place to review U.S. counterintelligence efforts over the years,
but merely to establish why warnings were not heeded. But often it is impossible
to discuss the one in isolation from the other, for a counterintelligence failure
would have far-reaching consequences in every respect. This was the case in
the al Shifa incident as in the bombing of what were thought to be bin Laden’s
quarters in Afghanistan when the terrorist had left the place a few hours before.
The fact that the Monica Lewinsky affair reached its climax at the time and that
President Clinton was accused of trying to divert attention from his own personal
predicaments by sensational strikes against putative terrorists did not help.

In retrospect it appears that even if no chemical weapons such as VX nerve
gas were produced at the factory in question, there is every reason to believe
that something dangerous went on in the immediate neighborhood."® And in any
case, by the strange paradoxical logic often prevailing in the history of terrorism
and counterterrorism, even if a wrong target was hit, the long-term results were
beneficial, for the Sudanese government — afraid of further American action
(and suffering badly from the embargo that had been imposed on it) — broke its
ties with the terrorists and even began to collaborate with Western governments.

What were the expectations of the leading figures of U.S. intelligence during
the months and years prior to September 11? The evidence is contradictory.
Chiefs of intelligence know that it does not pay to show too much confidence,
because there is always the danger of unpleasant surprise, big or small. Thus
George Tenet, head of the CIA, in an interview given less than a month before
the disaster, was musing about a major disaster: “Then the country will want
to know why we did not make those investments, why we did not pay the price,
why we did not develop the capability.”!! A briefing paper circulated among senior
government officials in July 2001 announced that Osama bin Laden would launch
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a significant terrorist attack against U.S. facilities or interests within the next few
weeks, that it would be spectacular and scheduled to cause mass casualties, that
preparations for the attack had been made, and that it would occur with little or
no warning.'?

But on other occasions Mr. Tenet and his colleagues were showing optimism;
their feeling was that they kept bin Laden on the run and that the terrorists in
their caves in Afghanistan were worrying where America would strike next. In
fact, the terrorists were not impressed by the ineffective U.S. reactions after their
attacks in Africa and Aden, and this might have helped to persuade them that
the risk of an even greater attack could be accepted.

While all this went on, a number of blue-ribbon official committees were delib-
erating on what to do about future terrorist threats. Among them were military
commissions, such as the one investigating the attack on the USS Cole. Like many
before and after, it reached the conclusion that the Department of Defense did
not allocate sufficient resources to intelligence analysis and collection in support
of combating terrorism. And it asked the secretary of defense to give greater prior-
ity to these issues, mentioning specifically “the development of language skills that
support combating terrorism analysis and collection.””® But this recommendation
was just one of many, and it came by no means on top of the list of priorities.

Most of the work of the committees was defensive in character, consider-
ing various ideas and proposals as to what should be done following an attack
with weapons of mass destruction. This is true, for instance, with regard to the
Gilmore report which was submitted to the vice president.!* Two other com-
missions, Hart-Rudman and the National Commission on Terrorism, were more
directly concerned with issues of intelligence. Hart and Rudman are former sen-
ators, whereas Paul Bremer III, heading the national commission, had been for
years terrorism coordinator in the State Department.

These committees consulted experts inside and outside the government, and
their analysis and recommendations were much to the point. Thus the Bremer
report correctly noted that international terrorism was changing, that it had
become far more dangerous, and that its aim now was to kill as many people
as possible. It specifically singled out al Qa’ida and noted that some of the most
dangerous terrorist groups were also operating inside the United States. [t empha-
sized that good intelligence was the best weapon against international terrorism,
but that there were significant obstacles to the collection and distribution of infor-
mation on terrorism, obstacles that must be removed. The committee noted that
while recruiting clandestine sources (assets) to obtain information was encouraged
in theory, it was discouraged in practice."

The CIA was not aggressive enough, however. If it wanted to recruit new
assets, it had to follow guidelines which virtually excluded contacts with people
who had committed (or were suspected of committing) terrorist acts or related
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crimes or even been involved in human rights violations. However, since infor-
mation about terrorist groups was likely to come only from people who had been
associated in one form or another with such groups, the CIA was virtually reduced
to rely on secondhand information obrtained from other intelligence services facing
fewer bureaucratic obstacles and having fewer scruples.'®

The commission was also critical of the FBI, which was said to “to have suf-
fered from bureaucratic and culture obstacles to obtain terrorism information”;
in other words, it had no people with linguistic skills and knowledge of foreign
countries and mentalities. About the Department of Justice it was said that it
applied electronic surveillance and physical searches of international terrorists
“in a cumbersome and overly cautious manner.”

In addition to proposing a more aggressive policy of intelligence collecting,
there were specific recommendations such as allocating money for state-of-the-
art technology in the electronics and computer fields. Closer attention should
be paid to the more than five hundred thousand foreign students present in
the United States; it was rightly suspected that many thousands were in the
country illegally, having outstayed their visa, and some of them were suspected of
terrorist intentions or activities. This recommendation encountered the resistance
of universities afraid of losing income or infringements upon academic freedom,
or both.

When the commission handed in its weighty reports, having consulted many
experts and visited twenty-five countries (in the case of Hart-Rudman), gratitude
was expressed for its dedicated work. But the recommendations were ignored,
despite massive lobbying during spring 2001 with, among others, Secretary of
State Colin Powell and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld.

The Bush administration had its own agenda with regard to terrorism, which
did not figure highly. The vice president was to be in charge of counterterrorism
(together with many other tasks), and FEMA (the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency) was to take the lead. When ex-Senator Hart watched the news
on television, he felt not only shock and horror but frustration: “I sat tearing my
hairs out.”"?

The reaction of Ambassador Bremer was similar. Several months after Septem-
ber 11 he was asked whether the September attacks could have been avoided.
Perhaps, he said, if “the U.S. government had better and more aggressive intelli-
gence and law enforcement, if we had moved earlier to shut down the terrorist
bases in Afghanistan, if we had established better controls over our borders and if
our leaders had paid more attention to the real dangers of mass casualty terrorism
inside the United States.”'®

The United States is the most open society in the world with some 3.5 million
people and 380,000 cars daily crossing its borders. There is, of course, no certainty
whatsoever that the attacks could have been prevented, even if all these recom-
mendations had been accepted and carried out. It could certainly not have been
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prevented by those in charge of border control. It would have been highly desir-
able if the FBI would have had supercomputers at their disposal, which because
of financial stringencies they did not have. But the best computers are not of
much use if there is no information to feed them.

The task of intelligence begins, of course, well before a terrorist campaign
has been launched, and the question arises why the relevant agencies were not
aware of a conspiracy that involved not a handful of people, but many hundreds,
possibly a few thousand. The answer usually given is that it is very difficult if not
impossible to infiltrate small cells in faraway countries, that foreigners trying to
do so would have immediately attracted unwelcome attention.

But even if the conspiracy was hatched in Afghanistan (which is not certain),
it was not carried out there. The recruits came from a variety of countries; they
had been enlisted, often many years earlier, in Western Europe and probably also
in North America; they had been trained in part in Afghanistan but they had
communicated with the center and with each other in various ways; and they
had received some of their arms in Western Europe. In brief, it had been an
almost open conspiracy involving at least a dozen countries. Even if the place
and the date of the planned attacks were known only to a very few terrorists,
there should have been no secret about their general intentions (to attack in
the United States), and the identity of some of the participants should also have
been known. When the Senate Intelligence Committee had its hearings about the
events leading to September 11, Republican Senator Arlen Specter commented
that the various warning signs amounted to a virtual blueprint for an attack.
There is no doubt that major mistakes were committed.”

Whether it was enough to forestall September 11 is another question, for
there are almost always warning signs and not all of them can be followed up. If
a day before the attack messages were intercepted to the effect that the match
is about to begin and “tomorrow is zero hour,” this could have meant a great
many different things. But it is still true that not enough priority was given to the
designs of the Islamic terrorists, and that, if there had been a feeling of greater
urgency, chances would have been greater that more warning signs would have
been received, greater attention would have been paid, and that this might have
led to effective counteraction.

European police forces were also hamstrung. The militants were recruited and
trained in mosques and Islamic cultural centers, and there was reluctance (and
often explicit bans) about tampering with places of worship or even closely observ-
ing them. In addition, the British and the German security agencies seent not to
have had sufficient personnel with the linguistic and the other skills needed, nor
did they have sources of information inside the terrorist groups. Lastly, the growth
of the militant Islamic groups went largely unnoticed at first also in Russia, in the
Caucasus, and in the Central Asian republics.
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If the various agencies, American and European, were not in a position to
forestall an attack, they at least could have made life much more difficult for
the terrorists. In view of the enormous damage caused by the attacks of 9/11
and the total surprise, almost superhuman sophistication and cunning has been
attributed to those who organized it. But this seems to be a great exaggeration, for
the terrorists had few obstacles to overcome in societies as open as the Western.
If one of them was caught, it was either because of an accident (like the would-be
bomber from Vancouver on his way to cause havoc in Seattle) such as the partic-
ular vigilance of a border guard, or by uncommon stupidity, such as Moussaoui,
who made it known that he wanted to learn flying but pointed out that he was
not interested in either taking off or landing. Robert Baer, a legendary CIA oper-
ative, is quoted as having said with regard to those who carried out the attack of
September 11, “These people are so damned good.”*® But since no one was after
them, since no one was aware what they were up to, since ethnic profiling was
strictly forbidden, there is a reasonable chance that even a group of village idiots
would have succeeded.

To summarize the reasons for the intelligence failure: The so-called “scrub
order” of 1995, according to which a person with a criminal or human rights
record could not be recruited unless a committee or committees had approved
the action, made it next to impossible to penetrate the terrorist groups. But
intelligence initiatives had been deficient even before this order; for decades
there had been no premium on risk taking, and it was taken for granted that it
was always preferable, both as far as the agency was concerned and one’s own
career, to err on the side of caution. This is the way bureaucracies operate, but
for an intelligence agency it is a prescription for failure. But even if there had
been greater readiness to take greater risks, where would the people have come
from who had the necessary qualifications to serve in the field?

It could be argued that such a reservoir of people able and willing to serve
in the field simply did not exist. Some of the leading old-timers had resigned
from the CIA during the year prior to 9/11, and in the circumstances the United
States was dependent on the intelligence services of other countries. This was, of
course, done, and it is apparently true that most of the operational intelligence
that was received in Langley originated in other countries — European, Middle
Eastern, and South Asian. The problem was, of course, that these agencies were
not necessarily willing to share their most valuable secrets with the Americans,
and that some of these agencies (such as Pakistani intelligence) were sympathizing
with the terrorists or even actively supporting them.

The United States still had one weapon that could have been used but was
not used sufficiently: money. When Allen Dulles arrived in Switzerland late in
1942, there was virtually no American espionage network and he had to start
from scratch. Dulles made it known that he had considerable means and was in
the market for purchasing information.?! He did receive a considerable amount of
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information, good, bad, and indifferent, correct and false. Chances are that much
of the intelligence the United States would have received for money would have
been unimportant or false, but among it there would almost certainly have been
some nuggets of considerable, perhaps decisive, importance.

But there was no willingness to invest heavily in the purchase of intelligence,
the easiest and the laziest way to operate because there seemed to be no particular
urgency to do so. The psychological-political climate was not conducive: The
United States had prevailed in the Cold War, and it appeared almost invincible. It
seemed far-fetched, to say the least, that a bunch of fanatic mullahs from deepest
Afghanistan were engaged in a major conspiracy that could inflict great harm on
the United States. True, they had shown both aggressive spirit and competence in
the attacks in East Africa and Yemen. But East Africa and Yemen were far away
and an attack on mainland America still seemed unlikely, except to a few experts
who greatly worried but had no access to the president, the vice president, or
the secretaries of state and defense. (President Clinton preferred to receive his
intelligence briefings in writing; President Bush meets the CIA director most
mornings.) And even if they would have had access, who would have listened?
So many other important issues needed to be discussed, and everyone was in
need of some rest, especially during the summer holidays. And so it came to
pass that during the late spring and summer of 2001, the various working groups
on terrorism and the principal actors in Washington did not meet, even though
there had been more and more information to the effect that al Qa’ida planned
an attack in the United States and that there might have been an attempt to
assassinate the president while at the Genoa summit.?

Following investigations after the event, a variety of warnings came to light
that had not been followed up at the time. On August 6, 2001, a memorandum
had been submitted to President Bush according to which bin Laden and his
followers intended to bring the fight to America. Various possibilities had been
mentioned on this and earlier occasions, including the hijacking of planes and
crashing them into the White House, Pentagon, and CIA headquarters. There
had been a similar report in 1999, and according to a message from an FBI agent
in Phoenix, Arizona, there was suspicious activity at American flying schools
involving militant Muslims. Even earlier in 1996, Abdul Hakim Murad, a Pak-
istani pilot with links to al Qa’ida who had been arrested in the Philippines, had
confessed that his groups intended to crash planes loaded with explosives into
prominent federal buildings on mainland United States. But five years had passed
and no attack had taken place; obviously vigilance had slackened. There had
been warnings from British, Egyptian, French, and Israeli intelligence as well as
from agents in the field, but most of this information had not been specific. There
were no hard facts and dates, and it was not clear whether the attacks would take
place in a week or a month or a year or whether these were just fantasies. True,
some items should have been followed up but were not, whether because these
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were just drops in an ocean of information, or because of bureaucratic difficulties
created by the central administration, or because of the fear of being considered
politically incorrect. “Ethnic profiling” was thought to be a cardinal sin.

The CIA did not have agents inside al Qa’ida except perhaps one operative
who was not very high up in the hierarchy. Given bin Laden’s propensity to play
his cards close to his chest and the fact that the cells in various countries kept
only close links with the center, infiltration was exceedingly difficult. What could
the administration have done facing these reports? It could have allocated far
greater resources to the intelligence agencies and kept watch that these were put
to good use. But it could not have grounded all civilian aircraft for an indefinite
period.??

The Media and the Terrorist Threat

Postmortems on intelligence failure usually focus on agencies such as the CIA.
But intelligence agencies are seldom the only bodies engaged in collecting of
information on current events and their evaluation. While it is unlikely that the
U.S. media would have been able to send investigative reporters to join bin Laden
in Afghanistan, or that an assistant professor of Islamic studies would have spent
his sabbatical with al Qa’ida, journalists and academics both have (or should
have had) an interest in these movements. In fact, several journalists did see and
interview bin Laden in the 1990s, whereas the CIA apparently did not. While
the academics were not in a position to monitor the communications between
bin Laden and his underlings, they should have been at least as well equipped as
the CIA experts to assess radical Islamism.

Any investigation of an intelligence failure which ignores this part of the
story — the information that came in or should have come in by channels other
than intelligence — is therefore incomplete and might be unfair and misleading.

The failure of the American media to realize the importance of terrorism is in
part the story of deficient coverage of the outside world in general. There were in
the 1990s far fewer foreign correspondents than forty or fifty years earlier. It was
estimated that keeping a foreign correspondent abroad cost about three hundred
thousand dollars, and thus it came as no surprise that of the one hundred leading
newspapers in the United States, three-quarters had no foreign correspondents
at all. In the 1960s up to 40 percent of the news time on television was dedicated
to foreign news.’* Thirty years later this percentage had shrunk to 10 percent or
less. Of the correspondents stationed abroad, some 35 percent were in the Middle
East, or to be precise in and around Israel, because the conflict between Israel and
the Palestinians was thought to be of greatest interest to readers. But by and large,
editors believed, rightly or wrongly, that most of their readers had only a limited
interest in foreign affairs, unless these affairs had a direct and visible impact on
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their life. According to the common wisdom, prominently featuring foreign news
stories meant a drop of 25 percent or more in newsstand sales.

There was no systematic coverage in the American media about the outside
world in contrast to, for instance, the leading European newspapers; if a dramatic
event would occur in Sarajevo or Mogadishu, journalists and camera operators:
would be dispatched in great numbers and there would be for days or weeks very
extensive coverage. But then the journalists would depart, and for months or
even years these exotic places would not be mentioned even once.

After September 11, the same editors who had been reluctant to put foreign
stories on the cover were lamenting that they had failed their readers as far as
terrorism is concerned and that it was even possible that this failure had played
a certain part in the lack of national preparedness.

There were other, deeper problems; journalists operating in democratic coun-
tries can move more or less freely and function more or less normally, but most
of the Middle Eastern and Asian countries are not democracies. Journalists ask-
ing questions that are too sensitive or those too critical in their coverage can
find themselves cut off from vital access to sources one way or another or can
be compelled to leave. Foreign journalists were ambushed and kidnapped, and
some of them were killed. Being subject to pressures and blackmail, direct and
indirect, journalists tried to be “objective” or neutral in their coverage, which also
expressed itself in the terms used. Sometimes the word terrorist was put in quo-
tation marks, while very often other terms were used, such as “urban guerrillas,”
“militants,” or “activists.” A spade could be called an agricultural implement in
many ways. It is understandable that journalists in the field unwilling to offend
terrorists used such practices. It was more disturbing when heads of news agencies
and editors in home offices behaved in a similar manner.

The general weakness in reporting and analyzing foreign affairs quite apart,
there was no great eagerness to cover in depth either terrorism or radical Islamism.
True, terrorism on a grand scale is always of interest to the media, but it all
depended on where it happened. A reader would have looked in vain for any
satisfactory treatment of, for instance, the issue of suicide bombing in Sri Lanka,
which happened to be the locus classicus of such operations. He would have found
even less about the activities of radical Muslim organizations in various parts
of the world engaging in violent actions, their traditions, ideological inspiration,
international connections, and ultimate aims. The issue was, of course, not totally
ignored and there was no embargo; there were several television documentaries,
but these were few and far between. They were considered controversial and
probably detrimental to good relations with ethnic or religious minorities.

There were some obvious indications reflecting the general lack of interest in
terrorism prior to September 11, 2001. One is the magnitude of the rewards for
the capture of the terrorists considered most dangerous (they went up from a
few hundred thousand dollars to $5 million over a period of ten years), and this
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even after major terrorist attacks had occurred. The other is the circulation in
Washington of the two journals specializing in the field of terrorism. QOutside the
Library of Congress, those interested would have found it virtually impossible to
find a copy of these publications in a major library. They were considered of little
interest, a luxury at a time when libraries faced (as always) financial stringencies.
Books about terrorism or radical Islam fared a little better but not very much
so. They would sell a few thousand copies. Most of them were published by
university presses, and only rarely would they be reviewed in leading newspapers
in a prominent place.?’ In brief, just as the politicians did not think that terrorism
was a very important issue, publishers and newspaper and TV editors seemed to
agree with them.

Moreover, there was a certain bias against intelligence agencies and, to a cer-
tain degree, also with regard to those writing about terrorism. The aversion to
the CIA goes back to the 1960s and 1970s, to Vietnam and the period when the
intelligence agencies had come in for massive attack on the domestic scene. Iron-
ically, after September 11, 2001, a great many articles appeared in the American
media with titles such as “What went wrong?” or “The trouble with the CIA,”
asking some pertinent questions such as why the CIA and the other agencies
did not have agents on the ground fluent in local languages, why the CIA had
become increasingly unwilling to take risks, why it had reduced its reliance on
overseas human intelligence, and generally speaking, why it had not been up to
the job.?

The irony was that twenty-five and thirty years earlier articles with the same
titles had appeared, sometimes written by the same authors who had argued that
the CIA was taking too many risks and that it had contacts with very unsavory
characters and engaged in dubious activities. There had been an anti-CIA bias in
much of the media; intelligence agents in movies and television plays were usually
depicted as villains. Justified or not, these attacks on the CIA created a negative
climate. They were bound to lead to substantial cuts in intelligence budgets and
induced those employed by these agencies not to engage in any activities that
might expose them to new attacks. In other words, the people who complained
in 2001 about insufficient risk taking by the CIA had made a major contribution
to the development of this mind-set in bygone years.

Terrorism and the Academic Experts

Conflict resolution had appeared on the American academic scene decades ear-
lier, but terrorism as a subject of research and comment virtually did not exist
before September 11. This changed radically with a veritable explosion of com-
ment, particularly on the part of social scientists. The Social Science Research
Council (SSRC) published essays almost daily by sociologists, political scientists,
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and anthropologists, which were subsequently published as books.?” The inten-
tion was to provide in-depth background information in contrast to the clichés
and the superficial writing in the media. However, it soon appeared that most
of the comments had little to contribute to an understanding of terrorism in
general and the events leading to September 11 in particular. One would have
expected some interesting contributions from psychologists, but there were no
psychologists among those invited, and there might have been good reasons for
this apparent oversight. Instead, there was the same inclination as in the media
to parade hobbyhorses, except that in contrast to the media they were not carried
away by emotions of patriotism; in a majority of cases postcolonial studies, Amer-
ican imperialism, the new world order, the liberalism of fear, and antiglobalism
featured far more prominently than terrorism. On the other hand, advice was
liberally offered to the authorities on what to do, and what not to do, about
terrorism.

Two groups of experts remain to be mentioned who had (or should have had)
an important impact on public opinion. There were many hundreds of Middle
Eastern and South Asian specialists in American universities and also many stu-
dents of Islam, ancient and modern. America had greatly benefited from the influx
of leading scholars from Europe after World War I, with Philip Hitti teaching in
Princeton, Josef Schacht at Columbia, H. A. R. Gibbs at Harvard, and Gustav
von Gruenebaum at UCLA. American academe had become second-to-none in
this field. True, most of these experts had only limited interest in contemporary
affairs (except in their capacity as private citizens), but they helped to establish a
solid tradition of scholarship. Their many students were to take leading positions
in the fields in later years.

Inevitably perhaps these fields became much more politicized in the late 1960s
and the 1970s. Edward Said, a well-known professor of comparative literature at
Columbia, of Egyptian-Palestinian origin, published a book entitled Orientalism,
which became the bible of the new critical thinking.”® As he saw it, traditional
Orientalists (many of them of Jewish origin) had adopted a patronizing attitude
toward Islam and the Arab peoples, insufficiently appreciating their contribution
to world culture and firmly believing in the superiority of Western civilization.
According to Said, classic academic Orientalism was inspired by the spirit of
imperialism and colonialism.

The Said thesis generated many critical reactions, and it is probably accurate
to say that it met with a lack of acceptance from any serious scholar. But it still
won much acclaim on the political level, for it coincided with a shift to what was
commonly called the left in this field of studies and also the influx of newcomers —
young lecturers of Arab origin. Furthermore, there was the impact of certain
new intellectual fashions such as postmodernism and postcolonial studies which,
strictly speaking, had little in common with Marxism but served as an up-to-date
manifestation of free-floating radicalism.
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All this had a bearing on mainstream academic attitudes. Also a wider public
existed for the views expressed by representatives of the new orthodoxy that were
echoed in the media. Graduates from these “post-Orientalist” study centers and
departments would later join government agencies, and the academic experts
would be called in for consultation by Washington. A similar process, albeit not
necessarily for the same reasons, took place in other Western countries.

The post-Orientalist mainstream views were perhaps most authoritatively
expressed by Professor John L. Esposito of Georgetown University, not an extreme
exponent of this school. Esposito’s main text is entitled The Islamic Threat: Myth
or Reality? and it voiced his belief that the threat was largely or perhaps entirely
a figment of imagination.”” As he saw it, “Islamic fundamentalism” (a term he
more often than not put in quotation marks) was largely a liberating force, even
though there were some regrettable lapses and excesses. Many millions of Muslims
throughout the Middle East, North Africa, Central Asia, and South Asia were
aspiring to greater political liberalization and democratization, and most Islamic
movements were not anti-Western.

In Esposito’s view, Islam and the Arabs had been unfairly demonized, and
Western policies had too often backed the wrong horse, meaning traditional Arab
regimes rather than the progressive Islamists whose doctrines were in many ways
less important than their (progressive/populist) social roots and motives. Most
Western students of Islam (and politicians) were secular in approach and therefore
incapable of understanding the subject of their study. Islam was regarded by them
as something fixed and seen as reluctant to accept change.

Esposito believed that Islam (and Islamism) was not a threat to the West but
a challenge to the complacency of Western societies. Esposito did not accept the
view that mixing religion and politics necessarily led to fanaticism and extrem-
ism, only a threat to entrenched elites and rulers.”® The West should not see
[slamization programs as a danger, because these would lead sooner or later to
the emergence of civil societies.

Esposito also dealt with bin Laden and his comrades-in-arms. American policy
makers regarded him as a dangerous terrorist, but in fact there was no real hard
evidence that he had committed or sponsored acts of terrorism. Instead, Esposito
claimed, bin Laden was a champion of popular causes. Esposito did not think that
one could give a clear answer to the question of “Who is a terrorist?” given that
the definition of legitimate and illegitimate force is a contentious and subjective
one. In some ways, he echoed Pontius Pilate asking, “What is extremism? What
is terrorism? Often the answer depends upon where one stands.”' True, later
on Esposito had fewer doubts about terrorism and the terrorists, and he admon-
ished mainstream Muslims to address more aggressively the threat to Islam from
religious extremists. But this was well after September 11, 2001.*

If Esposito warned against focusing on Osama bin Laden and catapulting
him to center stage, some of his colleagues went further and considered any
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preoccupation with Islamic terrorism positively unhealthy. As Professor Fawaz
Gerges wrote:

Should not observers and academics keep skeptical about the U.S. Gov-
ernment’s assessment of the terrorist threat? To what extent do terrorist
“experts” indirectly perpetrate the irrational fear of terrorism by focusing
too much on farfetched horrible scenarios? Does the terrorist industry, con-
sciously or unconsciously, exaggerate the nature and degree of the terrorist
threat to American citizens?*’

The post-Orientalist students were genuinely worried about those who were
misleading, deliberately or not, public opinion about the real essence of Islam.
The main culprit was the British historian Bernard Lewis, who had settled in the
United States and whose essay “The Roots of Muslim Rage” was widely read when
it was published a decade earlier.>* It was Lewis’s contention that the struggle
between Islam and the West — having lasted fourteen centuries, after a long
series of jihads and crusades, attacks and counterattacks — was again seized by
an intense and violent resentment of the West. Esposito did not dispute the roots
as discussed by Lewis (of Islamic countries falling behind) but he thought it false
and irresponsible to generalize; after all, no one would dare to talk about Jewish
or Christian rage. Readers of Lewis, as Esposito saw it, would logically conclude
that Muslims have a historical propensity to violence against and hatred for the
West, or else that Muslims are emotional, irrational, and prone to war.

Esposito believed that this was far from the truth because it did not differentiate
between a variety of groups; the majority of fundamentalist organizations were led
by well-educated leaders who may criticize and reject the West but were by no
means violent in character.

If Esposito wrote on the whole in measured, almost statesmanlike terms, this
same assessment cannot be made of Edward Said, the well-known literary scholar.
While of Christian descent and a secularist, he felt it his duty to defend Islam
against its detractors. He had likewise been provoked by Lewis and attacked him
in terms seldom found in academic discourse.”® Lewis was not only strident and
reductionist, his practices were fraudulent, bogus, antihuman, and arrogant, and
his thesis was devoid of historical truth and indeed rational argument. But the
issue was not only Professor Bernard Lewis; he had strongly influenced Samuel
Huntington, the Harvard professor whose book on the clash of civilizations was
very widely read; he had also influenced journalists, and perhaps some people in
government.

According to Said, these perfervid anti-Muslims making extravagant claims
suggested that all or almost all Muslims were fundamentalists and that all fun-
damentalists were terrorists. Most of what the media reported about Islam and
Muslims was simply hostile propaganda sponsored by Jewish, pro-Zionist writers.
Even in Hollywood and in television, where in an earlier period the sheikh had
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been an exotic figure of charm and romance, Muslims had now become uniformly
violent and evil.

In reality, according to Said, Muslims and in particular Arabs were not more
violent than other people, except if they had been provoked beyond endurance
by Western imperialists and Zionists. The prevailing trend in the Muslim world
was not toward the adoption of reactionary medieval attitudes. By and large, in
the contest between the Islamists and the overwhelming majority of the (peace-
ful and reform-minded) Muslims, the former had lost the battle. Political Islam
had failed.”

Paradoxically, Said did not deal in his book with the problem of Islamism; he
must have thought radical Islam of little importance and was greatly surprised and
somewhat dismayed when the Islamists welcomed his book as one of their main
weapons against secularists — such as Said.*” To summarize the views of Esposito
and Said, American public opinion had been misled about the real mood and the
real state of affairs in the Muslim and Arab world.

But was it really true that anti-Islamic views prevailed among the (often Jewish)
experts who had conjured up a nonexisting threat? Martin Kramer, writing just
before September 11, certainly did not think so. In a review of Middle Eastern
studies in America, which caused great annoyance among those whom he had
targeted, he showed on the basis of much factual material that while in the 1960s
and 1970s there had been great enthusiasm among American students of the
Middle East for the liberating, progressive force of Arab nationalism, this had been
replaced by a similar faith in Islamism, which took the place of Arab nationalism
as “the irresistible force for liberation, the motor of reform, the fulcrum of civil
society.”

As time went by, Islamism would reveal itself to be none of these things,
but instead retrograde reading of Islam.*® Nevertheless, those who had been
singing its praises in American universities went from strength to strength. The
post-Orientalists had taken over the Middle East centers in the universities, the
foundation panels which allocated study grants, as well as MESA, the professional
organization of students of the Middle East. And they were, in Kramer’s words,
waiting for the Middle East to catch up with them, but it never did. Nothing
unfolded according to their theory and expectations:

Weaned on the certainty of change from below, the new generation (of post-
colonial, post-Orientalist scholars) had to interpret decade after decade of
immobility and economic stagnation, the empowerment of the state and
the demobilization of society. Even worse, they tried to play their deuces as
if they were aces, destroying their credibility in the process. Over time they
forfeited the trust of government, the public, the foundations, and even
their own departments.*’
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Among the reasons for the intelligence failure of the post-Orientalists, Kramer
mentioned one that had little to do with ideological blinkers, which of course also
played a role — the heavy emphasis on “theoretical relevance” that had been
preached by the leaders in the field and the fact that theories were considered
to be far more important than Middle East realities: In such a climate there is
a strong incentive to put theoretical commitment before empirical observation.
Even though this had been the source of repeated error, breaking out of this
ideological circle was to run the risk of being denounced as a disciplinary naif or
a latent Orientalist.*

Kramer’s report on the state of Middle Eastern studies inevitably caused great
resentment and bitter attacks, and it was suggested that his criticism had been
informed by the fact that he was Jewish and made his home in Israel. It is indeed
likely that his Tel Aviv vantage point had influenced his assessment and sharpened
his senses, but in the final analysis this question did not pertain to the sociology
of knowledge. It was not really decisive whether those criticizing the mainstream
thinkers in the field were Arab, Jewish, or Patagonians. The crucial issue was
who had been right and who had erred in assessing trends in the Middle East
and the Muslim world?*' And it was difficult to deny that the post-Orientalists
had erred, not just by suggestio falsi but also by repressio veri. When Osama bin
Laden had published his famous fatwa of 1998 calling for the indiscriminate
murder of Americans, not one of the members of the post-Orientalist fraternity
had thought it necessary to draw attention to this fact. There was one notable
exception, Bernard Lewis, the symbol of all that was reactionary and hateful in
old Orientalism. Lewis published the text of the fatwa in Foreign Affairs, and he
was virtually the only one to draw attention to this ominous event.*

Kramer was charged by a colleague with exaggeration. Was it not true that a
Georgetown professor had published a book in 1999 which included a long chap-
ter about “Osama bin Laden and the Advice and Reform Committee?” The author
had indeed spent two years in Saudi Arabia and his book contained many inter-
esting details together with the usual genuflections to the age of postmodernism,
Foucault, Baudrillard, and postcolonial studies.* The book, according to its cover,
was a significant contribution to the theoretical debate about domination and
resistance and other postcolonial concepts. There was a great deal about the
launching of the “Advice and Reform Committee,” but not much about terrorism
and the Afghan International Brigade. Bin Laden, he wrote, amounted to little
in the Saudi context; most Saudi princes had more money than he had. The
author overlooked the fact that bin Laden did not seek his political future in the
Saudi context.

When a critic of Kramer wrote that it was not ignorance of bin Laden that
explains the tragedy of September 11, but a failure of imagination on the part
of all concerned regarding the specific forms such an attack might take, this



Intelligence Failure? 137

was only part of the truth. For the search for Osama bin Laden, his sympathiz-
ers and their activities had been thought of little importance and had, in fact,
been discouraged. Another critic of Kramer argued that the academics had not
failed but that the politicians subordinating political to economic reform had
ignored their recommendations; in reality, U.S. policy makers had little influence
promoting either.**

Not all the ideas and suggestions of the mainstream post-Orientalists had been
wrong and unhelpful. They had been right in stressing the need for a construc-
tive dialogue with the reform-minded democratic forces in the Islamic world in an
attempt to reduce the danger of a clash between civilizations which the radicals
had conjured up and indeed tried to provoke. But their cardinal mistakes were
wishful thinking and harboring illusions about prevailing trends in the Muslim
world. And even if they had been right asserting that the radical groups advo-
cating violence against the West were a small and declining minority (which it
certainly was not), the idea should have occurred to them that there was room
for apprehension, because to conduct a terrorist campaign one did not need the
participation of hundreds of millions.

No critic had argued that Islam was an aggressive religion tout court and that
all strands of thought within Islam aimed at permanent jihad. The apologists, on
the other hand, must have been perfectly aware that the jihadists were active and
influential, but they thought that to publicize this was politically unwise. Thus it
was only after September 11 that it was conceded that “one must come to terms
with the fact that supremacist Puritanism in contemporary Islam is dismissive of
all moral norms or ethical values. ... Their prime and nearly singular concern is
power and its symbols.”*

Kramer's argument was open to criticism for other reasons. If, as he argued,
mainstream American Orientalists had lost credibility with the government, how
could they be made responsible, even in part, for the intelligence failure of Sep-
tember 2001? He had probably exaggerated somewhat their loss of credibility,
and furthermore they could always argue that the main reason for Arab rage was
Israel and that they had always warned against American support for the Jewish
state. This was not altogether persuasive, for they had denied the existence of the
rage earlier on, and Israel had hardly ever appeared in bin Laden’s propaganda
prior to 2001. But there were many critics of Israel in Washington and on the
campuses, and such arguments helped at least to limit the damage.*

To summarize — the mainstream of American students of Middle East and
Islam had been wrong as far as their assessment of contemporary trends in the
Arab world had been concerned. True, they had never had a decisive influence
on the making of U.S. foreign policy in that region. But their views, directly
or indirectly, did have a certain impact both on policy makers and on public
opinion, and they were certainly not preparing the non-experts for the shape of
things to come.
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What of the state of Middle Eastern and Islamic studies in countries such
as Britain, Germany, or France? This is only of limited relevance in the present
context because outside experts had traditionally not played any significant role
in the policy making of these countries, and their outreach on public opinion
was limited. (In France, they had been a little more influential.) The majority of
[slamic and Middle Eastern scholars had been critical of the West for not being
more forthcoming toward the Muslims and Islam, and an even greater majority
had regarded Israel as an alien intruder in this part of the world. An earlier
generation of French Orientalists, such as Massignon and Bercque, had been
greatly enamored of all things Islamic, so much so that many Muslims thought
that they had converted to Islam. But the ideological bias of their successors had
been tempered by greater realism; by the 1990s, they had few illusions about the
liberating, democratic mission of radical Islamism. A few, such as Bassam Tibi, a
Syrian scholar teaching at a German university, were warning against the dangers
he saw; others, like the French Gilles Kepel and Olivier Roy, also devoted books
and articles to the violent young men preaching jihad, but they thought that the
wave had crested and that political Islam was in quick decline.*” They did not
foresee the events of September 2001, nor had they claimed that the study of
terrorist groups in the Muslim world was a taboo subject.

Precisely a year after the events of September 11, 2001, the first world Oriental
Congress opened in Mainz, Germany, and was attended by two thousand guests.
The keynote speakers made it clear that the Muslims were wholly misunderstood
by others, that the West had no interest as far as Middle Eastern realities were
concerned, and that U.S. policy was all along radically wrong. Edward Said, who
received the award of the Congress, declared that it was not the task of Islamic
and Middle Eastern experts to issue warnings with regard to terrorists, this was
the job of secret services: “Why do we pay taxes?”* While outside observers com-
menting on the Congress referred to the bankruptcy of the discipline, the majority
expressed satisfaction and confidence as far as their performance was concerned.

Studying Terrorism

The discipline of the study of terrorism is a recent development; it goes back
no further than the early 1970s. It was almost entirely limited to the United
States and Britain; while there was a great deal of terrorism in Western Europe
and Latin America, there was no systematic study in these countries, except,
of course, monographs dealing with local terrorist groups.*’ The history of the
discipline remains to be written; in the present context only certain of its aspects
are of relevance, above all the question to what extent did it help to understand
the coming of the “new terrorism” of 2001 and what impact did it have on policy
makers, the media, and the public at large.
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Among those who made important contributions during the early stage were
David Fromkin, the author of a seminal article in Foreign Affairs in 1975; Martha
Crenshaw, then a young professor who became interested in the field as the result
of her study of the Algerian insurrection against the French; Brian Jenkins at
Rand who had been a captain in the Green Berets in Vietnam earlier on and also
a painter; J. Bowyer Bell, a student of the Ulster conflict; and Paul Wilkinson,
then a lecturer at University College, Cardiff, with his main interest in terrorism
and the liberal state. Walter Reich, a Washington-based psychiatrist, was attracted
to the study of terrorism as the result of his interest in the psychological roots
of violence, and the writer of the present lines came to the field following work
on the history of guerrilla warfare.”® There had been a few earlier writers such
as E. V. Walter, an anthropologist, and Th. P. Thornton, who back in 1964 had
noted that terrorism was above all a symbolic act.’! But Walter and Thornton
had been writing well before the resurgence of terrorism after World War II, and
while they were often quoted by those who came after them, their real impact on
the development of the discipline was limited.

Not all of those present at the creation of the discipline stayed with it. Fromkin,
who had been among the first to emphasize that nationalist-separatist terrorists
had greater support than those belonging to the extreme left or right, turned to
the study of Middle East and Balkan diplomacy; my own work during most of the
1980s and early 1990s was in fields other than terrorism. Thornton worked for
some time in the National Security Council while Alex Schmid, Dutch by origin,
joined the staff of the United Nations.

The assignment considered most urgent in the early days of the study was to
find a definition, for how was it possible to study a topic without agreement as to
what it was? My own feeling was skeptical, not that it was not highly desirable to
agree on a definition but the difficulties in finding an all-comprehensive definition
seemed (and actually were) insurmountable. The character of terrorism tended to
change in time and space. What was true for one terrorism movement in a certain
country during a given period did not necessarily apply to a group in another
country, at another time, heir to different politics and traditions.’* To give but
one example: When Paul Wilkinson wrote his early book (Political Terrorism, New
York, 1974), his preoccupation was solely with revolutionary terrorism, which was
only natural because it was the prevailing mode at the time. Ten years later the
situation had changed, and with it the emphasis on other forms of terrorism. But
in the early days a great deal of time and effort was invested in the endeavor
finding a comprehensive definition; many definitions were produced, some of
them helpful, others less so. The magic, elusive formula has not been found to
this day.”

With all this there was certainly agreement about certain features common
to the terrorism of the 1970s and 1980s, such as the fact that terrorism was
the weapon of the weak, that it killed relatively few people, but that it had a
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considerable propagandistic impact — terrorism as propaganda by deed as the
nineteenth-century anarchists had claimed.>*

Other assertions were only partly true even at the time, such as the thesis that
terrorism was the weapon of the poor and downtrodden or that terrorists were
revolutionaries mostly (or always) of a left-wing persuasion. Poverty was some-
times a contributing factor, and very wealthy people and societies seldom engage
in terrorism, but there have been exceptions even in this respect. This thesis
was factually untrue and it underrated the ideological motivation of the terror-
ists. Those who believed that terrorists were left-wing revolutionaries were greatly
shocked and surprised when they had to face increasingly terrorist campaigns that
were anything but left-wing in inspiration.

There was also the neoanarchist school whose best-known spokesman was
Noam Chomsky, famous student of linguistics, according to which it was wrong
to study substate political violence (i.e., terrorism) in isolation. For was it not
true that states, and especially imperialist states such as the United States, had
been instrumental in the murder of many more people than the relatively small
and uninfluential terrorist groups? The political motives of this approach were
obvious, based on the tacit assumption that most (if not all) violence from below
was justified whereas a state, and in particular a great and powerful state, was a
priori evil since it was based on repression.

This approach would have made the study of terrorism impossible, for it would
have included not only U.S. foreign policy, but also Hitler and Stalin and even-
tually the whole history of mankind which, after all, had been replete with wars,
civil wars, and repression of many kinds. It was a manifestly absurd approach,
and few among the terrorism experts would seriously consider it. But it had a
certain impact on sections of the wider public; Chomsky was a well-known intel-
lectual, and through his many books, articles, interviews, and the Internet he
reached an audience larger than the terrorism experts did with their specialized
publications.”

Once the issue of the definition had been bypassed, the terrorism experts
engaged in a search for a theory, or theories, to explain and if possible to predict
terrorism. Everyone agreed that without a theory terrorism studies were a rudder-
less ship, but where could the compass be found? Some believed that the relative
deprivation model, which took several forms, was most promising. Terrorism was
thought to have been caused by misery and oppression, but the leaders usually
consisted of educated, middle-class people. However, these theories could never
satisfactorily explain why terrorism did not usually occur in the most oppressed
and poorest countries, and after a number of years their influence waned. In later
years, new concepts emerged such as “asymmetric warfare” and “networking”
(with special reference to terrorism), but these were generally new terms for old
and well-known realities.
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Other students of terrorism looked to clinical psychology for guidance: could
one establish perhaps a psychological profile of a terrorist? They were offered a
variety of theories, some helpful, some abstruse. Some experts had discovered
certain personality traits among the terrorists, while others had failed to do so
and a few even claimed that terrorists were perfectly normal people. But this was
not very helpful either, for if they were indeed people “like you and me,” how to
explain that the great majority of mankind did not engage in terrorism?*®

It would be difficult to point to major theoretical breakthroughs in the field of
terrorism studies, but even if new terms appeared such as “asymmetric warfare” or
“networking,” these referred usually to trends and facts that had been known for
a long time; in the case of “networking,” it was the existence of loosely connected
cells of terrorists. One expert complained that statistical analysis was uncommon
in terrorism research; as Galton had advised his contemporaries a long time ago:
Whenever you can, count. But such advice was tempered by the admission that
people were usually extremely complex and their behavior often erratic and con-
fusing, and it was by no means always clear what factors were important and
should be counted and compared.’’

Terrorist studies had taken off in the late 1970s, and while there still was no
intention to establish departments or centers at universities dealing with these
topics, conferences took place and seminars, national and international, and jour-
nals were founded devoted to this specific kind of political violence. A great body
of knowledge was assembled, not as the result of breathtaking theoretical break-
throughs or the Newtonian discovery of a model that would give an answer to the
many remaining questions, but as a consequence of the diligent study of specific
aspects of terrorism and individual movements from Sendero Luminoso in Peru
to the Palestinian Hamas, from the radical Islamic groups in Egypt to the IRA
and the Basque ETA.

There were still many unsolved problems. There was no denying that terrorism
was carried out by people who felt oppressed; contented and happy people seldom
commit acts of violence and even less often acts of indiscriminate violence. But
it was equally obvious, as noted more than once earlier on, that precisely in the
most oppressive regimes in modern times — such as the fascist states or Stalin’s
Russia — there had been no terrorism, and even old-fashioned dictatorships such
as Franco’s Spain or Syria under Hafez el Asad had made short shrift with ter-
rorism. This did suggest that terrorism could operate and flourish only in certain

conditions.

It also became increasingly clear that the terrorism of the 1970s and 1980s
was by no means a monopoly of the extreme left as many had originally believed,
but that it was waged also by the violent fringe of the extreme right in many
countries and that the theories about the “revolutionary” character of terrorism
were one-sided and misleading. At most, it could be argued that terrorism often
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was, or pretended to be, “populist” and that populism could with equal ease turn
left and right. But accepting the obvious did not lead very far.

A second fact became more or less accepted. Terrorism, in contrast to the
guerrilla warfare of World War II and the early postwar period (with Yugoslavia,
China, but also Vietnam and Cuba as the obvious examples), had not been very
successful. While many of the guerrilla movements emerged victorious, few if any
of the terrorist groups did. By the 1960s the era of decolonization had more or
less ended, and what remained were a variety of relatively small terrorist groups,
some left-wing in inspiration, others right-wing, yet others nationalist-separatist.
They caused difficulties, sometimes serious difficulties, to the governments in
power, but they were not remotely as important a political factor as the guerrilla
movements had been.

It seemed therefore only obvious that most terrorism experts should reach the
conclusion that all in all there was no “steady growth” of terrorism, as popular
media sometimes announced, and that the then-existing terrorist groups were
unlikely to attain their goals.”® But leading students of terrorism also stressed
that it seemed quite likely that this perspective was bound to change, and that
as weapons of mass destruction (WMD) would be used by terrorists they would
sooner or later be able to inflict infinitely greater damage on society.

But would the then-existing terrorist groups use weapons of mass destructions?
The Gilmore committee in its report of 1999 recalled some of the early predictions
of terrorism experts. Brian Jenkins had written that terrorists want a lot of people
watching and a lot of people listening but not a lot of people dead: “Scenarios
involving the deliberate dispersal of toxic radioactive material do not appear to
fit the pattern of any terrorist actions carried out so far. It has not been the style
of terrorists to kill hundreds or thousands. To make hundreds or thousands of
people terminally ill would be even more out of character.” However, writing
almost twenty-five years later, Jenkins reconsidered his position and reached the
conclusion that both the change in terrorist mind and the increased accessibility
to nuclear material had made nuclear terrorism more likely.>®

J. Bowyer Bell, the expert on the IRA, wrote in a similar vein that there was
no evidence that terrorists have any interest in killing large numbers of people.®®
My own writings (from 1977) were quoted by the Gilmore committee to the
effect that the terrorist groups existing at present will not use this option, either
as a matter of political principle or because it would defeat their purpose. But I
added, “Some groups might well opt for the weapons of super violence because
their aim is not political change but the total destruction of the enemy.” Writing
ten years later I sounded slightly more cautious — groups such as the German,
Italian, French, Turkish, or Latin American terrorists were unlikely to use nuclear,
chemical, or bacteriological weapons assuming that they have any political sense
at all — an assumption that cannot always be taken for granted: “They claim to
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act on behalf of the people, they aspire to popular support, and clearly the use of
arms of mass destruction would not add to their popularity.”®!

In retrospect, our assessments were correct with regard to the terrorist groups
that existed at the time. But in the 1990s new groups of a very different character
came into being on which the restraints of an earlier period no longer applied.
Not only did access to the means of mass destruction become easier, fanaticism
became far more pronounced than before. This trend, especially the growth of
religiously motivated terrorism, was noticed by students of terrorism early on.®
Bruce Hoffman, to give but one example, noted that religious-motivated terrorism
was unconstrained by the political, moral, and practical constraints that affected
other (secular) terrorists, and he also observed that religious terrorism had a
constituency different from the secular.> Most students of terrorism realized that
the new terrorism differed in essential aspects from the old. Establishing who first
used the term “new terrorism” is difficult now, but by the end of the decade it
was in common usage. My own book entitled The New Terrorism: Fanaticism and
the Arms of Mass Destruction (1999) ended with the following words:

Diderot once noted that the transition from fanaticism to barbarism was
but one step, and if present trends continue there is every reason for grim
forebodings. . .. The consequences of aggressive madness in the age of high
technology and the era of weapons of mass destruction may well be beyond
our imagination. Megaterrorism could well become what Florus, a Roman
historian, wrote about a contemporary fax et turbo sequentis centuri — the
incendiary torch and the devastating storm of the coming century.®

Similar forebodings were often voiced in the media, as presidents and political
leaders frequently referred to terrorism as one of the great dangers facing mankind.
Television networks devoted much of their prime time to news of terrorist opera-
tions. There was even some hyperbole when publicists referred to terrorism as the
cancer of the modern world, growing inexorably until it poisoned and engulfed
the society on which it fed. But there was a curious discrepancy between the
rthetoric and the action that was taken. When the Swedish prime minister was
killed in 1986, the Swedish government offered an award equal to the monthly
salary of a popular entertainer or investment banker for information leading to
the apprehension of the killer. The West German government offered some fifty
thousand dollars for their most dangerous terrorists and the French about the
same. The United States offered at the time up to five hundred thousand dollars,
not an overwhelming sum considering the frequency of the speeches on terrorism
and the intensity of the rhetoric. The U.S. government devoted $20-30 million
annually to the development of technological means to preempt and combat ter-
rorism; this sum greatly increased in the 1990s, and $10 billion was allocated
for the struggle against terrorism in fiscal year 2000. This presented a marked
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change in attitudes vis-a-vis terrorism. But in the 1980s, the sums allocated for
this purpose were still small by any standard.

Senators, congressmen, and the media would question from time to time (espe-
cially when a few months had passed without a major terrorist attack) whether
this expenditure was really necessary.®® Brian Jenkins compared government sup-
port for terrorism research at the time to the electrocardiogram of a healthy
person — spikes followed by flat lines. There would be a sudden overwhelm-
ing focus followed by terrorism research being virtually ignored. Bruce Hoffman
reports that when he left RAND for an academic position, one of the reasons
was that the Cold War had ended and everyone in official Washington was saying
that terrorism was going to disappear. There was no terrorism funding despite the
World Trade Center bombing in 1993, which was viewed as an aberration, not
a harbinger.®® During the Cold War, various working groups dealt with surprise
attack, but after 1990 these dissolved or faded out.

In retrospect, most terrorism experts did not pay sufficient attention to the
bin Laden conspiracy which, after all, had been many years in the making and
affected many countries in all continents. They expected instead a wave of ter-
rorist outbursts at the end of the millennium committed by various Christian
(and pagan) sects, and when the events that had been feared did not happen,
there was a feeling of relief and a lowering of vigilance. As one observer wrote:
“Whatever the historical significance of the millennium idea in some Christian
movements, round numbered dates were apparently not more likely to be tied
to violence than others. While the millennium as an idea remained alive, it was
divorced from action.”®’

Few terrorism experts had been trained in Middle Eastern and Islamic studies
and followed events in the Muslim world with close attention, and they were
certainly not alerted by their post-Orientalist colleagues who derided the few
politically incorrect outsiders pointing to certain acute danger signs. Those who
were trying to alert governments and a wider public of the dangers ahead were
either written off as alarmists or accused of being hopelessly prejudiced against
one of the world’s great religions or having some vested interest in barking up
the wrong tree.

Other circumstances also tended to mislead students of terrorism, such as the
fixation on the impending use of the weapons of mass destruction. Primary here
was the impact of the 1995 Tokyo subway attack by members of Aum, a Japa-
nese sect which had used poison gas. Aum Shinrikyo, with assets of hundreds
of millions of dollars, had purchased helicopters from Russia, had experimented
with all kinds of chemical substances, and tried to purchase weapons from half a
dozen countries. It was not a terrorist organization comparable to those of an ear-
lier age, and the attack, even though comparatively unsuccessful, was considered
by many a turning point in the history of terrorism. It led to certain measures
being adopted by the U.S. government (such as the Defense Against Weapons
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of Mass Destruction Act of 1996 as well as several presidential directives), and
for a while it heightened awareness of the dangers of a new age of terrorism. But
when a number of years passed without any further and more effective attacks,
a widespread feeling existed that the danger had, after all, been exaggerated.®®
Obviously, terrorists had great technical difficulties to overcome launching a suc-
cessful attack using WMD, which they seemingly had not yet mastered. The idea
that terrorists might learn from the Aum failure in Tokyo, just as Muslim radi-
cals might learn from the failure to bring down the World Trade Center in 1993,
found some adherents, but more seem to have believed that the threat was not
at hand. At the same time, the danger of using more sophisticated and deadly
conventional approaches was not given sufficient attention.

A debate began among the experts well before September 11, 2001, concern-
ing the essence of the “new terrorism.”® Simon and Benjamin, who had served
in government, argued that a new period had dawned with the attempted bomb-
ing in 1993 of the World Trade Center, Oklahoma City, the attacks against the
U.S. embassies in Africa, and the Aum attacks in Tokyo. While there was no
disagreement in principle, other experts registered certain reservations. Reuven
Paz pointed out that terrorism sponsored by radical Islamic groups went back
several decades, whereas Olivier Roy believed that Iran had no longer a terrorist
government; he had been among those who had pronounced Islamism dead (or
at any rate dying, ten years earlier). Ehud Sprinzak, an Israeli professor, derided
the “overheated rhetoric” and the “widespread hysteria” over terrorists acquiring
weapons of mass destruction. Benjamin and Simon, on the other hand, having
worked in the 1990s in the National Security Council, were more apprehensive
and warned against belittling the threat. Whether this specific danger was close
or as yet remote, there was almost general agreement that religiously motivated
terrorism was to remain a threat for many years to come and that bin Laden had
marshaled a network of operatives in more than fifty countries.”” The insights
gained by students of terrorism in recent decades had a certain impact on the
thinking of governments, but much less so on academics and the media. It was a
little depressing to be confronted time and again by statements or concepts that
had no foundation in reality.

Mention has been made of the fact that those who downplayed the specific
danger of major terrorist attacks were mostly students of Islam and of the Middle
East. They feared that generalizations about Islam would antagonize the major-
ity of peaceful Muslims. Others among them, subscribing to radical politics and
secular in their outlook, were bound to underrate the religious fervor of radical
Islam. As they saw it, fundamentalism was something like a “false consciousness,”
the ideological superstructure (in Marxist terms) of economic grievances. There
was the belief, at least among some of them, that “militants” of the bin Laden
type were somehow objectively fulfilling a revolutionary mission in their struggle
against imperialist America.
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[f there was an intelligence failure in September 2001, it had many reasons:
Western intelligence services had not succeeded in infiltrating the ranks of the
conspirators, and their doctrine and their determination as well as their growing
technical sophistication were not taken seriously enough. Not enough attention
was paid to the international character of the conspiracy, the fact that it had
spread to many countries. Or, to be precise, there was perhaps a growing real-
ization that somehow a major attack was prepared, but it was no more than a
vague feeling and there was no sense of urgency. In a similar way, the authorities
were aware of the vulnerability of modern Western societies, but there was no
acute apprehension and the feeling that in these circumstances anything could or
should be done about it. In the media, terrorism did not figure prominently, and
the majority of Islamic and Middle Eastern experts (especially the postcolonialists
among them) for ideological reasons thought it wrong to give it much publicity.
Those specializing in the field of terrorism studies were aware that terrorism had
changed and that its potential had greatly increased, but they did not have any
information as to when and where it would strike.

What if any lessons for the future can be drawn from the intelligence failure
of September 20017 The obvious lessons are that intelligence is the key, and that
it is always dangerous to underrate a foe. To obtain intelligence is difficult in the
circumstances, especially when dealing with small groups of people operating in
distant countries or in closed religious or ethnic communities in the West. But
obtaining intelligence even in totalitarian regimes has been possible despite their
effective apparatus of control and repression. Obvious preconditions are the pres-
ence of capable intelligence agents and the availability of sufficient funds; various
reports prior to September 11, 2001, noted that this was not the case. Greater
efforts have been made since then, but only time will tell whether these efforts
are sufficient. When asked why journalists succeeded in obtaining in Afghanistan
intelligence material (video film about Taliban preparations for the use of poi-
sons) which the CIA received, the CIA spokesman answered, “There are more
of them than of us and they are better paid.””" Surprise is even more important
in terrorism than in war: there are no massive troop concentrations, no major
logistic preparations, and surprise attacks can come from unexpected quarters
and through unexpected tactics. Deception plays a role in terrorist planning and
so does innovation.

If counterterrorists learn from mistakes committed in the past, so do terrorists.
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The Far Right

ERRORISM HAS ALWAYS provoked violent and often diametrically opposed reac-
Ttions among a public baffled and shocked by sudden attacks. When the
anarchists appeared on the European scene at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the prevailing attitude was one of panic and consternation. Joseph Conrad
wrote about the banality of evil, and Henry James did not know at all (Princess
Casamassima) what to make of the violent men attacking heads of state but also
innocent bystanders. The reaction of the majority of the public was not different.
But there were also some sympathizers, mainly among the avant-garde artists of
the day, impressed by the aesthetics of terrorism. Even in his Paris prison Carlos
(“the Jackal”) had his admirers — among his correspondents was Hugo Chavez,
the president of Venezuela. Timothy McVeigh, the bomber of Oklahoma City,
counted among his pen pals Gore Vidal, the bestselling American writer.

Quite often the motives of the terrorists were obvious and there was substantial
public support. When Vera Zasulich was acquitted by a Russian court for having
shot a police general who had given orders to torture a member of her revolution-
ary group, students were waiting at the courthouse to honor and celebrate her
action. There was support, moral and financial, in Russian liberal society for the
daring of the social revolutionaries challenging a tyrannical regime. The Fenians,
the Irish militants of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, had consid-
erable sympathies among British liberals and also Irish Protestants; the assassins
of Walther Rathenau, the Jewish foreign minister of the Weimar Republic, had
well-wishers among the extreme right, the precursors of the Nazi Party. When
Stalin sent his emissaries to kill Leon Trotsky, the murder was widely welcomed
by Communist party members who had been told that the victim was an agent
of Nazism and Western imperialism.

The early Latin American terrorists such as the Montoneros had their well-
wishers on the left, and the same is true with regard to the Baader-Meinhof
gang in Germany and the Red Brigades in Italy, as well as the Weathermen on
American campuses. True, these fellow travelers were limited in numbers because
the German and postwar Italian republics, with all the justified criticism that could
be made against them, were the freest that these countries had ever known in
their history, and the assertions by the terrorists that these were fascist, or at least
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potentially fascist, repressive regimes seemed far-fetched to the overwhelming
majority.

The history of terrorist movements shows that those motivated by national-
ism always had a greater reservoir of sympathy than those of the extreme left or
right. The Jewish Irgun and the Stern gang had moral support among sections of
the Jewish community in Palestine and in the United States. The Tamil Tigers
could always count on support, moral and material, on the part of the Sri Lankan
diaspora, the Armenians on assistance by fellow Armenians abroad, and the Pales-
tinians on support by fellow Arabs. While not all their attacks were necessarily
approved by their well-wishers, the feeling was that the heart and the instincts of
the terrorists were in the right place, and that excess of patriotism in the struggle
against the hated oppressor was never a sin. Even the Algerian radical Islamists
slaughtering tens of thousands of their fellow countrymen found some sympathiz-
ers among North Africans in France. But as terrorism became more brutal and
indiscriminate (and quite often self-defeating) in the choice of its targets, the
terrorists quite often maneuvered themselves into isolation. The Japanese Aum
spraying poison gas in the Tokyo underground did not have well-wishers outside
their ranks.

Reactions vis-a-vis the attacks of September 2001 are of interest for a variety
of reasons — because they ranged from total outrage and the burning wish to
punish the evildoers to understanding for their motives and even identification
with them. Surprisingly similar views were expressed on seemingly opposed sides
of the political spectrum — the extreme right and the far left — and the events
presented a field day to believers in conspiracy theories and paranoiacs of every
kind. Lastly, the reactions showed great confusion with regard to the meaning of
what had happened.

Inevitably the media would ask for their opinion virtually every person of
fame or notoriety — philosophers and ballet dancers, pop stars and theologians,
politicians, poets, and occasionally even some of those who had studied terror-
ism in its various manifestations. The media could certainly not be accused of
casting their net too narrowly; on the first anniversary of September 11, the
New York Times invited comments from twelve well-known Americans. They
included three novelists, two law professors, two former politicians, one judge,
one former heavyweight champion boxer, one playwright, one philosophy profes-
sor, and one senator.! The number of terrorism experts had been very small, but
it increased a thousandfold within a few weeks, all of them giving interviews, pro-
viding interpretations, and making predictions. Everyone who had ever been near
Afghanistan became an authority, as did many of those who had only recently
acquired knowledge about the difference between Shi'ia and Sharia, between
jihad and zakat. .

The results were predictable. Karl Heinz Stockhausen, the famous composer,
had to spend weeks and months explaining that he had not really meant what
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he said when he declared that the attacks on Manhattan had been the greatest
work of art of all times. It was not really the fault of the philosophers, pop stars,
and poets who as concerned citizens had felt it only their duty to express their
views on issues of such vital importance. Less obvious was why the media should
feel that soliciting their opinions was essential.

Comments of this kind reflected surprise and emotional shock, but they hardly
shed new light on the deeper reasons for the terrorist actions. There was general
agreement that one should not be satisfied with superficial explanations for what
happened but instead to try to examine the roots. But those who had believed
before that it was the fault of homosexuals and abortionists, or of the Jews, or the
fact that the United States had killed hundreds of thousands of Iraqi children,
or of poverty and oppression in the third world, or of relentless, cruel globalism,
continued to believe that they had been correct all along. Those who had been
convinced that Western societies were rotten (le nous est haissable) naturally were
looking for extenuating circumstances for the terrorists. There was considerable
psychological resistance against accepting new information that came to light
about the origins of the new terrorism, about motives and ideology, about the
identity and the background of its practitioners.

Some took it for granted that the terrorist attacks were the expression of the
accumulated burning hatred of millions, if not billions, of people who had been
exploited, oppressed, and mistreated. True, as time went by it appeared that the
hatred was greater among the literary essayists than among the masses of people
in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East who did not take up arms, who did not even
demonstrate their rage in the streets.

The Extreme Right

Jerry Falwell, well-known American fundamentalist preacher, spoke harshly about
the terrorists in an interview two days after their great attack, but in a discussion
that followed he added that God may have allowed these deeds because of the
moral decay of American society. He listed the ACLU, abortionists, feminists,
gays, and others in the context and said they had much for which to repent.?

However, the following day there was an apology. Falwell said that the ter-
rorists alone were to blame, even though theologically the groups which had
worked to secularize America had helped to remove the nation from its spiritual
foundation. Pat Robertson, who had been present at the interview, added that
he had thought even at the time that Falwell's comment—a political statement
attributing blame — totally inappropriate.’

Falwell and Robertson were spokesmen of the fundamentalist, conservative
right; a spokesman for some the neo-Nazi groups, on the other hand, had no
compunction justifying the terrorist action and even to express envy. Thus Billy
Roper, deputy membership coordinator of the National Alliance, said, “Anyone
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who is willing to drive a plane into a building to kill Jews is all right by me....I
wish our members had half as much testicular fortitude.” Similar statements were
attributed to Tom Metzger of WAR (White Aryan Resistance): September 11 had
been an example of victory of Walhalla; the enemy of our enemy (i.e., bin Laden)
was our friend. He wished that his comrades had at least half as much fortitude
as the suicide pilots.” Rocky Suhaida, chairman of the American Nazi party,
Eastpointe, Michigan, was quoted to the effect that one had to accept the fact
that a handful of very brave people were willing to die for whatever they believed,
and that it was a disgrace that among 150 million white Aryan Americans so few
were willing to do the same.®

Martin Lindstedt, director of political warfare for the 7th Missouri Militia,
Granby, Missouri, declared that he wished that the Arabs had stolen a couple of
hundred jumbo jets full of “Talmudic khazar mamzers,” criminal regimeist whig-
gers, niggers, gooks, beaners, etc., and crashed them into the Supreme Court,
Congress, the FBI building, all fifty state capitols and television stations”; he
would have called it a damned good start.”

Many dozens of similar statements were made and distributed during the weeks
after 9/11, and they showed that a profound change had taken place; whereas in
the era of George Rockwell and the neo-Nazi groups of an earlier period their
orientation had been super-patriotic, more recently they had become antipatriotic
(the enemy of our enemy is our friend), and since Washington was the enemy,
even non-Aryan Arabs became allies. As William Pierce, author of the notorious
Twmner Diaries and head of the National Alliance, put it: Anthrax attacks would
have been inconceivable fifty or sixty years earlier. But the much greater corrup-
tion and irresponsibility of government and the government’s greater intrusion
into the life of law-abiding citizens had caused an enormously greater degree of
alienation and hatred.® Pierce explained that the terrorists who had carried out
the attacks had a sense of pride, not caring about money and being comfortable
but wanting to keep their independence and way of life. He also found a way
around the “Semitic obstacle”: not all the people in Afghanistan were greasy,
black-haired, swarthy, and hook-nosed. Some of these people were of Aryan ori-
gin, following the Aryan conquests and colonization in Central Asia thirty-five
hundred years ago. (He overlooked the fact that the terrorist attacks were not
organized and carried out by Aryan Afghans but by what he called swarthy Middle
Eastern types.)’

There was not total unanimity among the extreme right, and some of the
militias were offering their help to the government. Some of these organiza-
tions published headlines such as “Dirty Rotten Arabs and Muslims” (Council of
Conservative Citizens), claiming that Arab treachery and deviousness have been
a scourge since biblical times. Some groups published advertisements featuring
side-by-side photographs of Osama bin Laden and former U.S. Senator Spencer
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Abraham, a Republican from Michigan (Federation for American Immigration
Reform)."®

The Holocaust deniers, such as Robert Faurisson (France) and David Irving
(England), tried to use the opportunity to plead that they had been right all along.
Irving compared the killing of innocents in New York (“by nineteen intelligent and
virile young Muslims”) to the killing of innocents by the Allies bombing German
cities in World War II. Like Faurisson, he believed that it was all the fault of Israel
with an “imaginary holocaust leading to a real one” (Faurisson). He also praised
the brave “terrorists” engaging in a suicide mission; the real terrorists, he claimed,
was the United States, or to be precise, Judeo-American power.!" Roger Garaudy,
on the other hand, once a member of the Politburo of the French Communist
Party who had moved to the far right, argued that the Jews had been involved, as
shown by the absence of the four thousand on the morning of the event as well
as by the great profits made by Jews through stock market deals on the basis of
foreknowledge.'

The majority of the American neo-Nazis, or at least the great majority of
their spokesmen, took the position that the terrorists had been right, the U.S.
government was the guilty party, and the neo-Nazis welcomed the attacks. This
stance did not come as a great surprise to people who had observed their move
over the years from extreme nationalism to nihilism. The enemy was not just
Washington but the American people, because the majority was too stupid or too
lazy to share the ideas and the program of the National Alliance and similar such
extreme sects. Their primary loyalty was not to their country and certainly not to
places like New York and Washington but to their doctrine. Furthermore, some
of the extreme fringe groups had dabbled in terrorism, and there was a good deal
of envy that the Arabs had done something of which they had only dreamed. As
Tom Metzger and William Pierce were saying, they did not love Arabs but opposed
the campaign against terrorism because it was only complicating the struggle of
the American neo-Nazis. The war was good for the Jews, but it was not good for
the neo-Nazis because the government would use the September 11 tragedy to
stamp out freedom altogether."

Pierce believed that the danger of terrorism had become real only because gov-
ernment policy had made it real through its foreign policy. Other militia leaders,
such as Paul Mullet in Minnesota, a local leader of the Aryan Nation in St. Paul,
thought on the contrary that events in New York City had caused him to activate
his unit and that they were preparing to strike in Minnesota.'* Only time will tell
whether the attack by the Islamists gave encouragement to the latent terrorism
of the American neo-Nazis and spurred them into action.

Some of this camp refused to take the terrorists as a model. Pastor Dave Barley
said that he sympathized neither with Zionists nor Muslims, but that allowing
Muslims to remain in the United States was some kind of warped, self-imposed
national death threat. The Vanguard News Network in Missouri argued that
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while Muslims were not quite as bad as Jews, they were not American by race or
mentality and therefore had to leave.

Many of the neo-Nazis'were believers in conspiracy theories, hence their con-
viction that there was overwhelming evidence that the 9/11 events were a mere
smokescreen for the true intentions of the globalists to impose the New World
Order: the main bugbear of the extreme right."” The Aryan Loyalist magazine
hailed the New York attacks as a splendid demonstration of Nazi-style Blitzkrieg,
mentioning Otto Skorzeny. (Otto Skorzeny had been commander of Hitler’s Leib-
standarte and led a variety of raids, such as the liberation of Mussolini from
captivity.) Those among the neo-Nazis who condemned the war in Afghanistan
as a war of invasion were in the majority.

Some spokesmen of this camp realized that they had much in common with
the extreme left in their rejection of the war against terrorism and propagated
a policy that they claimed was neither left nor right but represented an “Inter-
national Third Position.” They doubted that the attacks had been carried out
by bin Laden and his group in the first place. The overlapping between left
and right took strange forms: An American novelist writing in the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung reported that many of her friends got up in the morning
one hour earlier than usual to read European newspapers because the patriotic
American press could not be trusted. The same argument was found among the
writers of the extreme right: the media were deliberately misleading the Amer-
ican people. Expert observers of the extreme right-wing scene in the United
States noted that one had often to dig deeply to establish whether a certain
piece of anti-antiterrorism comment had emanated from the far left or from the
extreme right.

The line taken by the neo-Nazi and extreme right-wing groups in the United
States and their European comrades was similar in many respects. They had
always been anti-American and, of course, anti-Semitic. A study of the German
National Zeitung and similar publications in other European countries showed
that they thought that the terrorist attacks had been America’s fault. True, they
had also for years attacked immigration into Western Europe, in particular from
Africa and Muslim countries, and they had no wish to appear as advocates of the
bin Laden cause. They evaded this dilemma by adopting a neutralist position —
let America and the fanatical Muslims fight it out somewhere, but let Western
Europe stay out of this conflict, showing for once a courageous independent line.

However, far more radical pro-terrorist proclamations of German neo-Nazis
justified the attacks of September 2001 as legitimate national resistance. The Pen-
tagon was, after all, the center of worldwide mass murder, and the World Trade
Center was the symbol of international exploitation and globalization. In brief,
the United States had to swallow for the first time a bit of its own medicine. Who-
ever supported America supported multiculturalism, international capitalism, and
globalism.'®
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The basic attitude toward America was deeply hostile on the far right; this
emerged perhaps most clearly from the doctrinal writings of Horst Mahler, a
lawyer who had been one of the pillars of the Baader-Meinhof group and had been
sentenced to a long prison term for terrorist activities. Out of prison he veered to
a new radical right-wing ideology and became one of the gurus of neo-fascism in
Germany. From a manifesto published after September 11, Mahler apparently still
believed in an anticapitalist world revolution and regarded the New York attack
as the long overdue attack against Judeo-American barbarism. The Jews had no
right to have a state of their own, nor had the Americans. There was no such
thing as an American people, only a crude, immoral, violent mass which had
produced nothing but corruption, pseudo-democracy, the bloodiest imperialism
in history, censorship, robbery, bigotry, the dumbing down of the population, and
the export of smut to the rest of the world. Mahler's register of American and
Jewish sins is actually longer, but those we listed should be sufficient to give a
general idea of his views. For these reasons all and any blows against America
and its collaborators are perfectly legal under international military law."?

The similarity between anti-Americanism of the extreme left and the pro-
fascist right is striking. In his earlier years Mahler would not have put such an
emphasis on anti-Semitism, nor would he have been singing the praise of the
values of the “Christian Occident.” But otherwise the opposition to America (and
the justification of terrorism) had not undergone a basic change. Nor was Mahler
a lonely figure in his long march from the extreme left to the far right. He was
in the company of some leaders of the revolt of 1968 such as Rabehl and Roehl,
which leads to the question whether it was right (as Rabehl argued) that the
origins of that rebellion (as of the Baader-Meinhof terrorism) had been in patriotic
anti-Westernism and anti-Americanism rather than in Marxism-Leninism.

Of considerable interest was the position taken by the radical right in Russia.
There was, on one hand, the secret (and often not so secret) joy that America had
been humiliated and defeated (just as Russia had been humiliated and defeated),
but there was also the fear that if America would retaliate, it might become a
serious rival for influence in Central Asia. Above all, Russia was fighting a war
against radical Islam in the Caucasus (the Wahabis) which constituted a real
threat in Central Asia and even inside Russia.

What was the correct line to be adopted by a Russian patriot in these
complicated circumstances?

The voice most often and most loudly heard was that of Alexander Dugin.
Dugin had appeared first on the Moscow scene in the early years of perestroika as
a proponent of a strange ideological mixture — Russian patriotism, Soviet power,
doctrines of the French and Italian neo-fascist thinkers, and German geopolitics
of the 1920s. In the general ideological confusion prevailing in Russia after 1989,
many people were quite willing to listen to a farrago of nonsense of this kind;
since Dugin was very critical of the West and Western democracy, sections of the
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new establishment — above all, the army general staff — welcomed his ideas and
supported him. Dugin also advocated a new kind of Eurasianism, a Russian policy
orientated in the future not toward the West but toward Asia.'® This school of
thought did have adherents among Russian émigrés in the 1920s, but at that
time it was mainly philosophical in character whereas Dugin and some of his co-
thinkers, such as Fyodor Girenok and Alexander Panarin, professors at Moscow
University, were thinking both in spiritual terms and of Realpolitik. They never
made it quite clear what Asians they had in mind as Russia’s prospective allies —
it could not be China or Japan, or Afghanistan or even radical Islam.

But it was obvious, as Girenok said at a meeting in October 2001, that when
they watched the planes smashing the World Trade Center towers, emotionally
they were not on America’s side.'” They recalled that America had dismembered
the Soviet Union (and was now doing the same to China), that it had bombed
Belgrade, that it had tried to intervene in Chechnya. As they saw it, it was not
at all clear whether the radical Islamists under bin Laden had really been the
attackers or whether the American establishment and the intelligence services
had instigated and carried it out. America was systematically destroying Russia
from a spiritual point of view, thus preparing a new world war. American calls
for freedom and democracy were hypocritical and misleading and should not
be believed for a moment. The terrorist attacks had given Russia a wonderful
opportunity to resist the aggressor (America) and to line up Germany and the
rest of Europe to prevent a new world war. But this unique opportunity had
been squandered by the Russian leaders, who were little better than lackeys of
Washington. American policy as they saw it was made by Russophobes such as
Zbigniew Brzezinski, and this situation would not change in the foreseeable future.

There was, in brief, a great deal of hostility and resentment mainly among the
Russian right, but there were doubts even among former liberals about whether
the country should join the war against terrorism. Konstantin Zatulin, a leader of
the Otechestvo party, argued that while he was not in principle anti-American,
the attack in 2001 had been a blow to America and therefore in the Russian
interest because it would weaken America’s position as the only remaining super-
power. For the same reason it would be against the Russian interest if America
would win the war against terrorism. Mikhail Delyagin, head of the Institute on
the Problems of Globalism, went further: America was a terrorist state just as
NATO was a terrorist organization, and Russian cooperation in the war against
terrorism was therefore ruled out.

However, given the realities facing Russia in its foreign policy, the anti-
Americanism and the sneaking sympathies with the terrorists could not amount to
very much in practice. The real enemy at the gate was not Brzezinski and Amer-
ican materialism but Chechnya, the Jihadis in Central Asia, and even Muslim
separatist trends inside Russia. It could be argued that precisely for this reason, to
neutralize the Islamist opposition at home, Russia should try to be on good terms
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with some leading Muslim countries such as Iran and Iraq. Perhaps their goodwill
and support for Russian policy in Chechnya and elsewhere could be bought by
Russian support against Washington. However, this policy had been tried before
and had not been very successful.

Conspiracy Theories

Terrorism has always given rise to conspiracy theories, and September 11, 2001,
generated a wave of such theories almost unprecedented in history. They came
from the extreme left and the far right, but also from the very big army of lovers
of conspiracy theories. Some invoked the quatrains of Nostradamus, whose astro-
logical predictions have been a bestseller ever since they were first made public
in the sixteenth century. Admirers of Nostradamus claim that he wrote that “In
the city of God there will be great thunder” or that two metal bits would “crash
into two tall statues in the new city and the world will end soon after” or “two
sleek birds will fall from the sky on the metropolis. The sky will burn at forty-five
degrees latitude,” and so on in a similar vein. According to another quotation,
“The year 1999, seventh month, from the sky will come a great King of Terror.”

Most of these quotations were made up. They refer to texts that do not exist.
At best they are embellished and improved versions of quatrains which are so
general in character that they can be made to fit, with small changes, every
possible situation that will ever arise in human history.

Others invoked the Bible: Ezekiel 38 was often quoted by aficionados of this
genre after September 11. This is the prophecy about Gog and Magog with plague
and bloodshed and torrents of rain, hailstone and burning sulfur and so on.

Others preferred the book of Revelation, which specializes in the description
of disasters.

The belief in conspiracy theory is much more widespread than generally
assumed. It is usually present in paranoia — the assumption that there is a pattern
(usually negative or hostile) in random events. Nothing in the world happens by
chance; obvious motives of other persons are rejected, and in severe cases this
mental attitude leads to vengeful attitudes and violent confrontation. There is a
close connection between terrorism (and the interpretation of terrorism) and con-
spiracy theory. There were and are terrorist groups in history that were more or
less free of such symptoms. But they were certainly present in terrorist movements
of the extreme right; the murderers of Rathenau (the German foreign minister)
believed that he was one of the Elders of Zion; the doctrines of the American
far right are constituted almost entirely of conspiracies against patriots — by the
United Nations, by Freemasons, the I[lluminati, and of course, Zionists as well as
a hundred other evil forces. The same is true with regard to the ideology of the
lunatic fringe of the Russian right.
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Conspiracy theories appear among groups of the extreme left, but these prefer
their conspiracies in a pseudo-rational or even pseudo-scientific guise. For them
Hitler was a creature of Wall Street and particularly the house of Morgan. Or, to
give a more recent example, the American campaign in Afghanistan was described
not as part of the war against terrorism, but as an imperialist cabal to control
Central Asian oil. No major oil fields exist in Afghanistan, but any reference to
oil imperialism sounds plausible to a certain public, and one could always bring
in pipelines in the absence of oil fields.”> Why was it that Bush launched his
campaign against terrorism just at the time that the United States was moving
into recession? No doubt, to save the American economy which otherwise might
have collapsed.

Extreme right-wing German conspiracy experts published many explanations
for the true meaning of the events of September 11 which, as they claimed, could
be understood only on the basis of a knowledge of Masonic-kabbalistic symbols.
To give but one example: Why was the war in Afghanistan started on October 8,
2001? Because on October 8, 1571, the naval battle of Lepanto took place which,
the authors claim, was of decisive importance in the relations between Christianity
and Islam. The authors then argue that the Vatican aims to relocate in Jerusalem
with Israeli permission and note that the number 8 in kabbalistic tests means ritual
slaughter, and they then proceed to present various figures such as 08101571 (the
date of Lepanto), 7811638 (5+7=12=3), 692792, and so on.’!

Such ravings can be found in every possible variation, and they are mentioned
here mainly to show that while paranoia and the belief in conspiracy theories
are particularly strong in religiously motivated terrorism, no political or religious
trend has a monopoly in this respect. A bestselling book published in France
proved that no airplane had ever crashed into the Pentagon, that this had been a
mere figment of imagination, or to be precise a deliberate piece of misinformation.
Such fantasies emanated neither from Islamists nor the extreme right, but from
Thierry Meyssan, an author of the left who argued that it had been an inside job,
an attempted coup by the military-industrial complex.??

Another bestseller entitled Ben Laden; la verité interdite by Jean-Charles Brisard
and Guillaume Dasquie did not deny that an attack had taken place but argued
that bin Laden and al Qa'ida were creatures of the American government and
U.S. oil interests. This book appeared in the United States under auspices of
The Nation books; according to Lyndon LaRouche, a grand master in the field
of conspiracy theory, bin Laden was a British agent, whereas for others on the
extreme right he was a Jewish or Zionist agent acting on behalf of Wall Street.
A study of certain medieval Christian texts, about witches, the devil, and related
subjects could be as good an introduction as any for the understanding of such
contemporary conspiracy theorists. :

In the Muslim world the belief in giant conspiracies can be found in the basic
writings of the jihadists such as Sayed Qutb: Jews and Christians have everywhere



The Far Right 157

and at all times been fighting Islam with the wish to destroy it. They are afraid
of Islam and the Muslim’s zeal for their religion, and while there have been
domestic disputes between capitalism, communism, Zionism, etc., they always
have a common cause against Islam. Thus all Christians and Jews are deceivers
and treacherous, and their diabolical intrigues will be defeated only when Islam
prevails all over the world.”

The same belief in the utter corruption of the West and all non-Muslim soci-
eties can be found in Mawdoodi, the other precursor of modern radical Islamism,
as well as Khomeini and his foliowers among the Shi'ites. It appears in the pub-
lications of the Egyptian jihadists, al Qa'ida, and virtually every interview given
by Osama bin Laden.

The paranoid element in religiously motivated terrorism (Jewish extremist
sects not being an exception) is blatantly obvious, but it has not yet been system-
atically investigated. It can be found in virtually every society and at every time,
but in some civilizations it is far more pronounced than in others, in fact, it has
been the prevailing mode of thought. The world map of political paranoia shows
that in the West it is now the belief system of a lunatic fringe, whereas elsewhere
it remains frequently part of the mainstream consensus. This is true in particular
for Arab societies, and it came to the fore after the events of September 11.

Arab Reactions

Most Arab media and many Arab officials argued after September 11 that Arabs
could not possibly have been involved because they lacked the sophistication to
carry out such a highly complex attack. They recalled that in the first hours after
the bombing at Oklahoma City, Arabs had been suspected even though they
had not been involved at all. Who were the most likely culprits? The American
secret services or Mossad, Israeli Intelligence? Was it by mere accident that four
thousand Israelis normally working at the World Trade Center had not appeared
at work that morning? Zionists had engaged in terrorism before; why should they
not have been responsible this time too? They were the ones to benefit most from
the attack.

But how would they profit? On this point there were conflicting versions.
Most commentators argued that only Mossad was capable of breaking into the
American security apparatus. Others maintained that it was a matter of profit
and greed: Jews were huge stockholders in the airlines and insurance companies,
they had sold their shares at the highest possible prices in Europe ten days earlier.
When the stock market began to function again on September 17 they competed
among themselves to buy the shares back at the lowest possible price.”* Many
commentators invoked the granddaddy of all modern conspiracy theories: the
Protocols of the Elders of Zion: The Jews had been bitterly disappointed that their
candidates, the Democrats Gore and Lieberman, had been defeated, and they
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used therefore the attacks on Manhattan to regain their influence to Judaize the
White House. Many newspapers published these versions with absolute certainty,
others were more cautious: We are not placing blame without clear-cut proof,
they said. But it is at the very least a possibility which must be considered by the
Americans, who should not accuse the Arabs and bin Laden without clear-cut
proof.”” But another well-known columnist claimed that, on the contrary, the
attacks had been launched not by the Democrats but by President Bush who
was elected by the smallest majority ever in American history (“not enough to
head a village council position in Southern Egypt”). Some writers conjured up
apocalyptic scenarios: Why not assume that Zionist organizations perpetrated this
dastardly act so that Israel could destroy the Al Agsa Mosque while the world
was preoccupied with what happened in America?*®

The allegation that there was no proof was repeated time and again. The
papers that had been found and published by the American authorities, such
as Muhammad Atta’s last instructions to his comrades, were obviously forged.
Others borrowed their scenario from science fiction: The planes had not been
hijacked at all but redirected by remote control. (This theme was also taken up
by the largest Iranian paper, Keyhan.)

However, the Jews were by no means the only suspects as far as the Arab media
were concerned. Among other possibilities considered or stated as certainties were
the following: It was the revenge of the Japanese for Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
It had been carried out by the enemies of globalism. It was instigated by those
opposed to the missile defense system. It was carried out by the CIA and FBI.
Those behind it were American dissidents from the right, such as the militias. The
attack was carried out by an extremist religious sect believing that the coming is
near of the Messiah who aspired to purify America of its crimes.?’

The list could be prolonged. Among the players participating in the game were
not just journalists but public figures such as Syrian minister of defense Mustafa
Tlas, Saudi princes, heads of centers of strategic studies, ambassadors, a former
head of the Pakistani intelligence service writing in Al Ahram, leading religious
figures, prominent professors, and other important personalities.”®

Was all this domestic propaganda or was it scheduled for foreign consumption?
This question is impossible to answer with any certainty. For foreign consumption
these stories were quite unsuitable because Western believers in conspiracy theo-
ries did not need Arab help for the construction of their versions of contemporary
history, and the rest of the Western public would only doubt the sanity of those
spreading disinformation of this kind.

Given the propensity of the Arab and Muslim world for believing conspiracy
theories, it would be wrong to rule out that the writings were not genuine, mean-
ing that the writers did not believe in what they wrote. Nor was it a case of what
is known among the Shi'ites as Taqiyyah, denying obvious facts in a dangerous
situation to defend the interests of Islam. The main problem was, of course, how
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to combine two sets of belief that were mutually exclusive — that the Jews had
carried out the attacks and that the Muslim world was proud that America had
been humiliated and defeated?

As time went by it became clear that the attacks had indeed been launched
by members of al Qa’ida or an allied group; some of its spokesmen such as Obed
al Qurashi said s0.?’

Even early on some Arab journalists in Kuwait, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia
had been critical of people in their countries spreading the conspiracy theories —
mainly Islamists from Egypt — pointing out that Arabs, after all, had tried to blow
up the World Trade Center in 1993, that Arabs knew how to fly, and that they
had hijacked planes more than once. Nor was it logical to argue at one and the
same time that the attacks had served America right, that it had been attacked
because of its pro-Israeli policy, and that the Mossad had been the prime culprit.*
One Saudi journalist pointed out that no serious person believed any longer in
the authenticity of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion.

Such criticism became more frequent, and even some Islamist writers suggested
that inanities of this kind were only spreading confusion in the Arab street. They
were certainly detrimental as far as the prestige of al Qa’ida was concerned —
its achievement could certainly not be fully appreciated if the martyrs who had
committed the heroic acts had been Mossad agents. However, some of these
versions continued to be believed not only among the less educated sections of
society but also among intellectuals. At the very least, it was believed that the
whole truth was not known.

But even a year after the event, many Arab public opinion makers continued
to argue that al Qa’ida was not responsible for the attacks, despite the fact that
al Qa'ida leaders had in the meantime given interviews in which they related
in some detail how they had prepared the attacks of September 11.*' When the
American ambassador in Egypt drew the attention of the local journalists to this
fact, the result was a demand that he should be declared persona non grata.>

Anti-Semitism

There was an upsurge of anti-Semitic incidents after September 2001, which
manifested itself, for instance, in attacks against synagogues such as in Djerba,
Tunisia (in which nineteen foreign tourists were killed), and in France. It was
correctly pointed out that criticism of the policy of Israeli governments was not
a synonym for anti-Semitism, but the new anti-Semitic wave had not just to
do with Middle East politics. It was propagated by groups, mainly from the far
left, that had previously shown only limited interest in the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict.”” Open anti-Semitic propaganda made its appearance among students
on American and European campuses, under the auspices of the antiglobalist
movement — among them Trotskyites, Anarchists, and other sects.’** A Nobel






EIGHT

Anti-Americanism

“ HY DO THEY HATE Us sO MUCH!” This was one of the main questions asked

following the events of September 2001, but was it the right question? Or
was America perhaps attacked because it had not retaliated forcefully for many
years against earlier terrorist attacks, because it was considered weak, indecisive
and therefore a not very risky target?' Nations are seldom loved, great powers
even less so. Neither Russia nor China, neither Great Britain nor the Spanish
nor the Ottoman empires, neither India nor Germany nor France at the height
of their power were loved; at most they were respected, very often feared. The
reasons were obvious: a big power often tends to disregard the legitimate interests
of its smaller neighbors and other countries or to impose its will, be it intentionally
or unthinkingly. Its culture and its economy have an enormous impact on smaller
countries; a Mexican proverb expressed these fears: “so far from God, so near to
the United States.”

To be hated is a consequence of being great and powerful. It can be remedied
not by becoming gentler, only by becoming weaker. Smaller countries may be
pitied or despised but are seldom hated. Is the United States more an object of
hate than other superpowers in history? There is no evidence other than anecdotal
to this effect. The many reports on global public attitudes toward the United
States presented by USIA in the 1990s on the basis of countless public opinion
polls assert that increased political and economic ties have not caused negative
reactions to American culture where the question was asked.” According to the
same report, the United States is valued as provider of economic assistance, and
majorities endorse a U.S. role in safeguarding regional security.

Perhaps these reports have painted too rosy a picture. Undoubtedly groups in
many countries bitterly opposed America, and its overwhelming military strength
after the end of the Cold War, when it emerged as the only superpower. Some
were angry with America because its survival as a superpower had been contrary
to their predictions of America’s inevitable decline. Others resented the egoistic
pursuance of America’s economic interests, the disregard of ecological concerns,
the pervasive influence of its cultural exports. It is certainly true that Washing-
ton should have shown more consideration to the desires and feelings of other
countries during the months after September 11, but is it really true that, as one
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American commentator put it, “with a few small adjustments in tone and policy
much more good will and popularity could have been bought.” If America had
joined wholeheartedly the campaign against global warming and the international
criminal court and accepted similar undertakings, would there have been more
international support for the pursuit of the terrorists? :

Up to the middle 1990s there were few terrorist attacks against American
interests by foreign terrorists, and but for the attacks in Beirut in 1983 there had
been hardly any at atl. If so, had there been a sudden and dramatic deterioration
in the situation during the late 1990s under the Clinton administration which had
certainly been more moderate and more popular outside the United States than
its predecessors? Or was it perhaps that there was no dramatic change in attitudes
but that the anti-American militants had become more aggressive because they
had realized that America could be provoked with impunity? Osama bin Laden,
the leaders of Hamas, and other spokesmen for the terrorists had declared on
many occasions that America and the West in general were paper tigers; there
was no reason to be afraid of them. Their young people above all wanted to live,
whereas the young jihadists were longing to sacrifice their lives. There is much
evidence to the effect that contempt for America played a greater role in the
large-scale attacks than any other motive; however much they may hate them,
terrorists seldom attack enemies whom they fear.

These questions will be debated by politicians and by students of international
affairs for many years to come, but these are not the central issues pertaining to
our subject. The reactions by politicians, the media, and the general public after
September 11 in the United States and abroad are of relevance only inasmuch
as they reflect the understanding of and attitudes toward the new terrorism that
suddenly confronted America and other countries. Reactions inside America and
outside it have to be considered separately because motives and circumstances
were different.

America after September 11

The instinctive reaction of the American public and its political class was one
of showing spontaneous solidarity and to rally behind the administration. The
administration was new and the president inexperienced in foreign affairs; he had
yet to prove whether he was capable of coping with a crisis of such magnitude.
But there were few dissenting voices for many months. This was not considered
the time for protest; with parts of Manhattan in ruins, the political climate was
not conducive to the spread of anti-antiterrorism. The attitude of the media was
similar; there were legitimate discussions about questions such as whether the
army was the agency best prepared to take the leading part in the war against
terrorism. One could argue that “war” was perhaps not the most appropriate
term to use for fighting terrorism. One could claim that Afghanistan, all things
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considered, was not the decisive battlefield in the campaign against terrorism. But
these were tactical questions, not issues of principle. With regard to the urgent
necessity to take countermeasures against terrorism and to prevent a recurrence
there was virtual unanimity.*

But there were, as usual, some exceptions. Individuals and small groups were
rejoicing; reference has been made to the neo-Nazi groups. Bobby Fischer, at
the time in the Philippines, was reported as having said that this was wonderful
news. It was high time to finish off the United States once and for all.> However,
the ex-chess champion of the world had not been in the best of mental health
for a long time and no one thought it necessary to comment and react. There
were other voices condemning the attacks against innocents but at the same time
finding a variety of reasons to justify them. They came from university campuses
and from artists and writers. Frequently, they were not as a matter of surprise.
Noam Chomsky, the distinguished theorist of linguistics, had consistently opposed
American foreign policy, which had always been wrong and evil. It was therefore
not surprising that he should predict that America was about to kill between
3 million and 4 million Afghans.®

Oliver Stone, the movie director and one of the giants in the field of conspir-
atology, called the attacks a rebellion against globalization and Hollywood. Susan
Sontag attributed most of the blame to American policy, such as the murder of
Iragi children (she later modified her views). Norman Mailer declared that the
World Trade Center was a monstrosity that had to be destroyed. Eric Foner, a
New York professor, wrote that he did not know whether to be more frightened
by the horror that had engulfed New York or the apocalyptic rhetoric emanating
daily from the White House.” Another professor at Rutgers University said that
the ultimate cause of the attack was the fascism of U.S. foreign policy. One of his
colleagues at the University of New Mexico announced that anyone who could
blow up the Pentagon would get his vote. Louis Farrakhan commented on the
events as did Professor Edward Said. Kathe Pollitt wrote in The Nation that the
American flag stood for jingoism and vengeance.® At Amherst, two American
flags were burned during a teach-in (or a demonstration).

On the various Internet sites providing antiwar information, propaganda for
Rudolf Hess, the late deputy of Adolf Hitler, appeared side-by-side with the views
expressed by left-wing anti-Americans.

Some reactions were not according to past form. Christopher Hitchens, a
stalwart of the extreme left who had called Mother Teresa a fascist and demanded
the prosecution of Henry Kissinger as a war criminal, wrote in The Nation that
he was apprehensive from the first moment about the sort of masochistic e-mail
traffic that might start circulating from the Chomsky-Zinn-Finkelstein quarter.
He was not to be disappointed. For him the bombers of Manhattan represented
fascism with an Islamic face; what they abominated about the West was not
what Western liberals don’t like but what they do like and must defend.’ Michael
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Walzer, a guru of the mainstream left, wrote that those who were expressing
schadenfreude (secret joy) were not simply making excuses for the terrorists; they
had joined the ranks of the terrorist supporters. “The only political response to
ideological fanatics and suicidal holy warriors was implacable opposition.”°

When some of the more provocative utterances of the opponents of the war
against terrorism were given wider publicity by their critics, there was a pained
outcry that the anti-American quotations had been taken out of context. A new
wave of McCarthyism was engulfing the country; freedom of speech and academic
freedom were in danger. But since it was technically impossible to reproduce
whole speeches, all quotations were by definition taken out of context. On the
other hand, people in favor of what they considered a just war complained that
American campuses had been indoctrinated for years by the enemies of American
values and democracy, that only politically correct candidates had been hired, that
the outbursts after September 11 were merely a reflection of these trends.!!

The impression was certainly gained that the hard-core left and radical chic
were convinced even after the terrorist attacks that patriotism was bad since
it served American imperialism and even fascism. This, in turn, generated a
lot of anger on the part of the defenders of traditional American values. The
“patriots” were accused by the antipatriots for taking advantage of the national
crisis to reverse the trend the latter had presided over and make patriotism again
fashionable.'

These debates, however intrinsically interesting, are not the central subject
of our study. While great publicity was given by the media to these declarations
and manifestations, they doubtful had much political impact. It is true that some
of the leading academic associations were dominated by people deeply inimical
to what the majority considered American values. But it is doubtful whether in
the stormy meetings on campus reported from Stanford to City College in New
York even 1 percent of the student body participated, and in most instances
there were considerably less.” Teach-ins of this kind were always frequented and
dominated by spokespersons and militants of extremist political groups. Their
outreach was limited to a very small section of students from departments such
as English literature or sociology and in some cases theology. As Professor Eric
Foner of Harvard, of whom mention has already been made, put it, polls at his
university had shown that there was firm support for the war against terrorism
on the campuses: “If our aim is to indoctrinate students with unpatriotic beliefs,
we’re obviously doing a very poor job of it.”!*

It may not have been for want of trying but the happenings on the campuses
were quite unrepresentative of the feelings and the opinions of the great majority
of Americans. Once the anger about American patriotism and the rapid victory
in Afghanistan had somewhat abated, Israel became the butt of attack on some
campuses. Since the new culprits were, however, more often than not sympathiz-
ers with the Israeli peace party rather than with Prime Minister Sharon, more
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than a few observers of the radical scene on the campuses maintained that the
underlying cause was anti-Semitism rather than anti-Zionism.

It was, however, quite unlikely that those who had expressed sympathy for the
terrorists, such as Bobby Fischer or the professors from New Mexico and Rutgers,
would join them in their struggle as the left had supported the Republicans in
the Spanish Civil War. If they were truly serious, they ought to have given them
not just rhetorical support but also more concrete assistance. But somehow they
lacked the courage of their convictions. There was always the chance that one
individual or another would join al Qa'ida, but they were unlikely to come from
the groves of academe. Support from these quarters was purely platonic; the most
al Qa'ida could hope for was “critical support.”

If these debates (or shouting matches) are of some relevance in the present
context, it is mainly because they revealed a substantial deficit of knowledge as far
as terrorism was concerned and also an unwillingness to learn. True, some sensible
proposals were made to offer more courses in the universities about issues such as
political violence, but there were even more suggestions that seemed far-fetched,
to put it cautiously.

In the age of anarchist terrorism, those eager to learn more about the motives of
the terrorists would have studied the doctrine of anarchism. Those who wanted to
know more about the Russian Social Revolutionaries or the Irish militants would
have studied recent Russian and Irish history. The attacks of September 2001 were
carried out by members of al Qa’ida and related groups, and universities promised
to enlighten their students about the background of these attacks. But one would
have looked in vain for many courses on the nature of jihad or fanaticism or similar
aspects of terrorism. These continued to be “controversial” subjects. Scholars
of Islam in American universities did speak out against terrorism and published
manifestoes in which they stressed that the grief and the rage against the attackers
were completely understandable and shared by all, but that the anger must not
be directed against individuals utterly innocent of these terrible crimes.”” They
pointed out that Islam was a peaceful and tolerant religion, and that verbal and
physical attacks against Muslims (and people who were thought to be Muslims)
were particularly distressing because many American Muslims had fled to the
United States seeking refuge from intolerant regimes.'® Universities recommended
the study of selected passages from the Koran, and some made such lectures
mandatory. Such declarations showed a sense of decency and humanity, and
they were also wise from a political point of view: If the terrorists had aimed
to widen the distance and the misunderstandings between the civilizations (for
which Samuel Huntington was made responsible), it was the duty of those in favor
of peaceful coexistence between the communities to build bridges and to prevent
a further increase in tension — hence the decision to publicize the statements of
leading American Muslim organizations denouncing the terrorist attacks, ignoring
other groups that had done so only reluctantly or not at all. At times of crisis,
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a case can be made for not making the whole truth known because it could be
considered inflammatory.

But with all the calls for a peaceful solution of the present conflicts, there
should have been the readiness to have a new and harder look at the beliefs
and aims of those who had prepared and carried out the attacks, and, for all
one knew, were only too eager to continue their activities. Was it just a matter
of a few radical outsiders who had hijacked a great religion? How much support
was there for their doctrine? What were their demands and how could they be
satisfied? There was little enthusiasm to confront these issues.

In brief, while the great majority of Americans reacted more or less instinc-
tively — having been attacked, one was obliged to defend oneself and hit back —
there was on the campuses and among the literary intelligentsia a school of
thought, not perhaps large in numbers but loud and aggressive, that if there had
been such an attack, America had had it coming and it must have been its own
fault. As the focus shifted in 2002 from war against terrorism to war against Iraq,
the opposition movement received a great uplift; there had been a certain oppo-
sition to the campaign to remove the Taliban from Afghanistan, but the idea to
depose Saddam Hussein generated far greater resistance.'” One of the arguments
most frequently heard was that the connection between Osama bin Laden—type
terrorism and the dictatorship in Baghdad had not been proven. It could well
be that the danger emanating from Iraq — weapons of mass destruction in the
hands of an aggressive “rogue state” — was a greater danger than the actions of
small groups of jihadists, but there had been a sudden change in the transition
from one target to another without sufficient explanation at home and abroad,
and this shift caused confusion and resistance.

Terrorism and Anti-Americanism in Europe

European attitudes toward America have been ambivalent for a long time. There
was sympathy for America and even enthusiasm — Goethe’s Amerika, du hast
es besser als unser Kontinent. But there had also been a tradition of cultural
anti-Americanism going back at least two hundred years. Mr. Trollope’s mother,
Frances, poked fun in a famous book about the bad manners of the uncouth
Americans spitting chewing gum on the floor on every possible occasion.'® Amer-
ican literature was mostly trash, its newspapers unreliable, the children dull, the
women looked like hedgehogs, and they disliked the British. The American people
had no refinement and no loyalty. Charles Dickens ridiculed what the Americans
had made of the English language — the famous department of circumlocution.

To look down on Americans was de rigueur in English literature and politics
throughout the nineteenth century. America was too egalitarian, too plebeian,
and too nouveau riche at the same time. While for many, America was too demo-
cratic, for some it was not democratic enough. In Germany, there was a whole



Anti-Americanism 167

literature about the unfortunate emigrants who had gone to America with so many
expectations and illusions only to end in bitter despair. The best known was a
novel by Ferdinand Kuernberger, Der Amerikamuede (1855).!° This anti-Utopia
is the story of Dr. Moorfeld, a young and idealistic German émigré who hopes
to find in the new continent the realization of his dreams. But all he encounters
are crass materialism, fraud, greed, brutishness, lack of culture, and in the end
even anti-German pogroms. He returns to Europe a wiser and much sadder man.
Whereas Mrs. Trollope’s book was a caricature based on personal experience and
elements of truth, Kuernberger’s work belonged to a different genre. He had been
no more to America than Dante had been to hell. A French wit noted that it
would have been preferable if America had never been discovered, for it was
the only country that had proceeded from infantilism to senility without passing
through the stage of maturity.

Anti-Americanism in the nineteenth century was cultural; politically America
did not count prior to World War I. This began to change, but not for the bet-
ter, in the 1920s and 1930s. The Nazis were anti-American because of America’s
inferior culture and dismal racial mixture; Hitler said that any one of Beethoven’s
symphonies had been a greater contribution to world culture than anything Brit-
ain had ever produced, and his contempt for America was even greater. For the
Communists and their fellow travelers, America was the main obstacle to revolu-
tion and a better world. They knew from Maxim Gorky, who had visited America
in 1906, that dirt and boredom impregnated everything in the city of the Yellow
Devil (New York), that the American mob was a horrifying beast, and that chil-
dren there were scavenging the dustbins for a piece of moldy bread. Wall Street
was threatening the world with nuclear war. In Paris in the late 1940s, there were
great demonstrations against America’s role in the Korean War (“Ridgeway la
peste”), later on, at the time of the Vietnam War and the students’ revolt, there
were even greater protest demonstrations against cold-warish America in Ger-
many. The correct position of large sections of the European intelligentsia during
the Cold War was neutralism and equidistance. America was dangerous and too
aggressive. American mass culture was demeaning and a threat to all that had
been created in Europe over centuries.

But there was a curious dichotomy between attitudes of the intelligentsia on
the one hand and the political class as well as the majority of the population on
the other. With rare exceptions, the politicians, while not necessarily admiring
America, favored an alliance, and those who did not, such as de Gaulle, were
motivated by power politics, and he disliked the British even more.

But the great majority was barely influenced by the anti-Americanism of the
intelligentsia. Despite all the books and speeches uttering dire warnings, many
millions of Germans emigrated to the New World during the nineteenth century,
and many more millions from other European countries. Despite all the attacks
(often justified) against American kitsch, inferior movies, and pop music — not to
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mention Coca-Cola, McDonald’s and other such imported abominations — this
had no great impact on the taste of the majority of Europeans. This, in briefest
outline, was the background to European reactions after September 11. Whereas
the political leadership and the majority of the population were broadly speaking
supporting Washington, albeit with caution, large sections of the media and the
intelligentsia were critical or hostile. This was intriguing because many of the
political leaders of France, Britain, and West Germany had, after all, come from
the same stable; they had been revolutionary socialists or even Trotskyites thirty
years earlier. The reasons were not difficult to fathom: The politicians had to deal
with problems confronting them in the real world, while the media and sections
of the intelligentsia faced no such unpleasant constraints. They could ignore the
dangers, they could be negative and freely criticize — it was, after all, not their
job to come up with solutions.

There were, of course, differences from country to country. This trend was
most marked in Germany and Sweden, and it was also palpably felt in Britain,
France, and Italy but to a lesser degree; to be precise, the countervailing forces
were stronger there.

Within a day or two after September 11, as most of the victims were still buried
under the ruins of the World Trade Center, prominent German intellectuals came
on record saying that the main danger was not terrorism but American overreac-
tion; to quote the title of a famous novel by Franz Werfel, not the murderer, the
victim was guilty. Giinter Grass announced that Afghanistan would be America’s
second Vietnam, the answer to terrorism was economic justice, and he was very
critical of Chancellor Schroeder declaring solidarity with Washington. Adrienne
Goehler, Berlin’s senator for cultural affairs, compared the World Trade Center
towers with two giant phalluses, and since Ms. Goehler belonged to the Green
party and was a feminist, this comment was not meant to be a compliment. The
writer Botho Strauss, who belonged to the right, talked about the war of evil
against evil. Sloterdijk, a philosopher, went further and called the United States
a rogue state.”’

German television commentators and professors of comparative literature
claimed that the West had not understood the deeper reasons of the terrorist
attacks and maintained that the mental structures (Denkstrukturen) of Osama bin
Laden and President Bush were the same.?' The majority of prominent German
writers, whether left-wing or nationalist in inspiration, were critical or hostile of
America and found at most a few words of regret about the victims. Their expla-
nations for the root causes of terrorism were always the same: It was the protest
of the poor and exploited against the rich countries, which did not care about
their misery.

The comments in Germany by the far left on the terrorist attacks changed with
time. At first, immediately after the bombing of the World Trade Center, the ex-
Communist Neues Deutschland wrote that nothing could justify this mass murder,
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and even the ultra-left Autonome called the attacks “fascistoid” (para-fascist)
and anti-Semitic, which had nothing to do with left-wing militancy — there was
nothing in common with the terrorists. But as time passed and measures were
taken to combat terrorism, these were condemned as manifestations of militarism,
imperialism, and NATO hysteria.2

Western experts on radical Islamism — admittedly there were not many of
them, as this specialization was not favored by the profession — had repeated
a thousand times that fundamentalism was not a protest against being poor. As
a leading specialist in the field put it: “To think so is simply unsophisticated.
Nevertheless, the tenacity of the unsophisticated approach does great honor to
the intellectual influence of Marxism, but people do not turn fundamentalists
because they are destitute. Poverty cannot cause fundamentalism, property cannot
cure it."”® The reference to Marxism was probably exaggerated; the syndrome was
mainly a manifestation of intellectual laziness and of the unwillingness to accept
unwelcome facts. For not only had Western specialists expressed doubts about the
poverty argument, the radical fundamentalists themselves had denied it countless
times, not to mention Western sympathizers with their cause such as the British
journalist Robert Fisk. It was not primarily a matter of poverty, but refuting these
deeply engrained ideas seemed a hopeless cause.

One hundred German experts on Islamic and Arab affairs also published a
manifesto sharply critical of the United States. They claimed that European
countries had nothing to fear, since for the radical Islamists America — more
specifically American policy in the Middle East — was the enemy, not Western
civilization.?*

This was true to the extent that the terrorists would be careful not to endan-
ger their bases in countries such as Germany, Britain, or France as long as they
could use them for staging operations against the United States. (The argument
was not quite correct because the terrorists had also planned to attack targets in
Europe, particularly in France, but these plans never materialized.) But the Ger-
man experts’ reasoning was still faulty; it amounted to claiming that they knew
better than the Islamists what the Islamists themselves wanted. They refused to
take seriously the Islamist doctrine which had always stressed that while America
was the Great Satan, Western civilization being secular and therefore anti-Islamic
was also a perennial enemy. They also ignored the fact that among the many mil-
lions of Muslims in Europe were groups wanting to establish Islamic rule (Khilafah)
wherever Muslims lived.

In Britain, the London Review of Books was the first to ask a score of intellectuals
for their comments, and almost without exception they were anti-American to
a larger or lesser degree; a symposium by the periodical Granta showed similar
results, except that in the case of Granta many of the comments came from
Muslim writers. As Mary Beard, an expert on ancient Roman religions, put it:
however tactfully you dress it up, the United States had it coming.”” Similar views
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were expressed in the Guardian, which together with the Independent became the
main pillars of anti-Americanism. As Seamus Milne, a Guardian editor, wrote,
Americans were simply’ too obtuse to understand the situation. There was no
glimmer of recognition that they were once again reaping a dragon’s teeth harvest
that they themselves had sowed.?® BBC television collected an audience of young
Muslims in the radical mosques of London to shout down in a talk show a former
U.S. ambassador, but this kind of program did not go down very well with a
fair-minded British public.?’

Tempers were running high. It was suggested that the Guardian should be
renamed the “Daily Terrorist,” whereas the Guardian and the Independent claimed
that people who did not agree with their brand of anti-Americanism were blood-
thirsty boneheads. The Guardian quoted a Ms. Tricker to the effect that “now
they felt how the Iragis feel,” and a Mr. Pritchard who thought that if the attacks
resulted in defeating America’s overweening ego as the world’s sole remaining
superpower, this will have been a highly productive achievement.?®

There was, as a leading commentator in the London Times put it, a surprising
amount of defeatist misinformation, morally dubious self-flagellation, and exag-
gerations of the enemy’s invincibility on the part of what was once known as
the left-wing intelligentsia, advocating a spineless policy that could prove almost
as dangerous and destructive to humanitarian values as the appeasement of the
1930s.% The line taken by the anti-Americans was at first to warn against imme-
diate, indiscriminate attack on the part of Washington eager to engage in a new
war. When this did not happen, the emphasis was put on the enormous dangers
looming: Afghanistan had been the graveyard of all invaders and America would
face the same fate. The Taliban fighters were utterly fearless, and the Ameri-
can ground forces were no match for them. The war against terrorism was too
expensive, America simply could not afford it, it would be ruined by it. Similar
arguments emerged concerning World War II and the Cold War.

This, as subsequent events showed, was not quite true either, and the stress
shifted again. The Taliban and al Qa’ida became victims; they were said to be
slaughtered by the millions. At the end of two months, anti-American attitudes
in these circles had not basically changed, but the confidence with which they
were uttered was no longer the same, and some daring spirits even suggested they
might have been mistaken.

Brian Appleyard wrote that anti-Americanism had never been right and that
he was sick of his generation’s whining ingratitude, its willful, infantile loathing
of the nation that “has so often saved us from ourselves.”*® But was it really the
story of a whole generation or perhaps only of some of the most vociferous and
loudest among them? Their influence in the media was infinitely stronger than
in the country at large. In the streets of London and even of Bradford, there
were no mass demonstrations; no one was willing to go on the barricades except
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a handful of young al Qa'ida sympathizers shouting and waving in front of the
television cameras.

How to explain these differences in outlook? Were the critics of America the
only ones farsighted and caring? Or was it perhaps another manifestation of a
syndrome that had frequently appeared in Europe after World War II: the copying
of American intellectual, sartorial, and culinary fashions, usually with some delay,
ranging from jeans and T-shirts to hamburgers, pop, and postcolonial studies? In
other words, was European anti-Americanism merely a rehash of the American
anti-Americanism fashionable in some circles in the United States?

France has been for many decades the country spearheading anti-Americanism
in Europe, but on this occasion there was less of it among the intellectuals than
in either Germany or Britain. Le Monde had never been known for its warm
feelings toward America, but it did announce immediately after the attacks “nous
sommes tous Americains.” The spirit of solidarity did not persist for very long.
Soon after, a hundred or so intellectuals published a manifesto putting most of the
blame on America, but there was hardly anyone of rank among them. The French
Orientalists who had announced for a long time the impending demise of radical
Islam continued to maintain that they had been right all along. But they were
reminded that their third-world sympathies had affected their judgment — the
idea that the West had always been more culpable than the Orient, Israel more
than the Palestinians, the Algerian colonels more than the Algerian terrorists.”'

Maitre Isabelle Coutant-Peyre, who defended Zaharia Moussaoui — arrested
in the United States as the suspected twentieth suicide bomber — made it known
that she was to marry Carlos the Jackal, whom she had also defended and who
was spending a life sentence in a French prison for a series of murders. Once a
communist, he had over the years moved toward fascism.’? But these were the
actions of eccentrics that can be found at any time and in almost any place, and
are in no way typical of French public opinion.

Among the many long and passionate comments published during the weeks
after September 11, a few should be singled out because they stood in different
ways for the opinions of segments of the intelligentsia. One was by an Indian
woman writer, Arundhati Roy, who had gained greater attention in Britain, Ger-
many, and France than in her native country.”> Ms. Roy, daughter of an Arab
mother and a Bengali father, originally an actor and subsequently the winner of
the prestigious Booker Prize, had taken an active part in Indian domestic politics,
participating in demonstrations against the construction of dams. Her articles
were written with great anger and reminded one of similar polemics, before and
after World War II, by writers such as Louis Ferdinand Celine and Jean Paul
Sartre. For her, President Bush was no more than a sinister doppelganger (alter
ego) of Osama bin Laden; America was responsible for the attacks; terrorism was
merely a manifestation of a much deeper malaise; Bush just wanted to use these
events to fire workers and suppress freedom; there was no proof that al Qa'ida
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had committed the attacks, and in any case the coalition against terror was pay-
ing homage to a cult of violence, much worse than anything the Taliban had
ever done.**

Ms. Roy was introduced in the European press as the authentic voice of India,
an assessment that was not shared by many of her fellow countrymen and women;
“Ms. Roy is a stupendously vain, preening egotistical self-publicist seeking the
limelight,” was one comment; “sanctimonious tone,” “lack of intellectual pro-
bity and judgment,” and “champagne socialist” were some other epithets used by
her Indian critics. Ms. Roy’s essay was interesting in the present context mainly
because of the fact that so many leading newspapers in the West published it
and misrepresented the public standing of its author.”” In India, preoccupied with
Kashmir, it passed almost unnoticed. Indians worried mainly about Pakistan, and
if there was criticism of Washington, it had mainly to do with the fact that the
Americans were too soft vis-a-vis Pakistan and radical Islamic terrorism.

A less strident Indian voice was that of Salman Rushdie, not an expert on how
to make friends and influence people in the Muslim world, warning Americans of
the depth of the anti-American feelings in Europe (meaning Britain). He focused
on what he heard in Europe on American patriotism, American obesity, emotional
centeredness, and so on. Rushdie said he did not share these petulant attacks but
advised the Americans to take them seriously. Nor was it entirely clear where
he had heard all this criticism, what was meant by “public conversation” and
“segments of the population” — certain literary salons — or political parties, the
working class, the middle class, or the House of Lords.*® V. S. Naipaul, the Nobel
Prize winner, was the least compromising of the Indian authors; his comment was
that “I had no idea that madness in the Islamic world had gone so far.”*’

A French philosophical contribution to the debate came in the form of a long
article by Jean Baudrillard, a postmodernist quite well known in France but taken
more seriously and even admired on American campuses. For him the spirit of
terrorism was a product of globalization. He knew what bothered bin Laden and
was certainly more adept at putting it in more obscure language than the Saudi
entrepreneur and terrorist. The West had put itself in God’s position of divine
omnipotence, become suicidal, and declared war on itself. Baudrillard’s style is not
of crystal clarity, but the following sentences give a general idea of his sentiments:
“When the situation is thus monopolized by the world power, when one deals with
this formidable condensation of all functions by technocratic machinery and one
way of thinking, what other way is there other than a terrorist transfer of the
situation? It was the system itself which created the objective conditions for this
brutal retaliation. By picking up all the cards, it forces the other to change the
rules.”*® It is doubtful whether bin Laden and al Qa’ida would have recognized
themselves in this picture. :

French intellectuals were not awestruck by Baudrillard’s arguments (as some
Germans were by Ms. Roy). Alain Minc noted that Baudrillard’s attack reminded
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one of communist antihumanism which had disguised itself as anti-Americanism
and which one had thought had disappeared with the Cold War. Jacques Juillard
went several steps further and recalled that there had been in France a long
tradition of intellectuals who, opposed to freedom and democracy, had made
common cause first with fascism and later with Stalinism.*’

A more enlightening contribution to this discussion came from an unexpected
quarter: Julia Kristeva, a psychoanalyst and specialist in semiotics and also a
leading figure on the Paris intellectual scene. She made the sensible point that
time had come to show less naiveté, “to reconsider our simple belief in progress.”
Out of fear of adding fuel to religious wars, commentators were refraining from
mentioning negative features of religion, singling out only the positive ones as if
there was no connection between a religion and the fundamentalism it produced:
“Religions which exorcised evil and mentioned hell had been less naive than
some of our contemporaries.” Ms. Kristeva reached the sad conclusion that much
educational work still lay ahead.*

These then were a few of the countless comments made in Europe after Sep-
tember 11, but the one which had the greatest immediate impact was written in
a very different spirit. It was the longest and the most violent in language (even
more so than Ms. Roy). It was written by Oriana Fallaci, a leading Italian journal-
ist (but well known all over Europe) who had retired about ten years earlier and
had lived in virtual seclusion in New York. It was highly emotional and in parts
quite vulgar, replete with the Italian equivalent of four-letter words, not befitting
a lady of a certain age belonging to the upper strata of Italian society. But if in the
case of Ms. Roy and Baudrillard one could not be entirely certain how much of it
was genuine and how much was posturing and the desire to provoke and to reach
a big audience, there could be no doubt in the case of Fallaci. For her the terror-
ists and the radical Islamists backing them were barbarians to be defeated at all
cost, and the Westerners refusing their own culture and values were masochists.
She praised American patriotism — there was a world of difference between a
country in which the flag is waved only by hooligans in a football field and a
country where it is raised by the entire population: She was not speaking to the
“laughing hyenas” enjoying seeing images of wreckage and snickering — it serves
the Americans right.

I am speaking to those who neither stupid nor evil are wallowing in pru-
dence and doubt. And to them I say — wake up people, wake up. ... You
don’t understand or don’t want to understand that a reverse crusade is in
progress. Accustomed as you are to the double cross, blinded as you are
by myopia you don’t understand or don’t want to understand that a war
of religion is in progress. Desired and declared by a fringe of that religion
perhaps, but a war of religion nonetheless. A war which they call Jihad, a
holy war.
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Oriana Fallaci’s essay “La rabbia e 'Orgoglio” (“Anger and pride”)*' was widely
commented upon in measured terms by Umberto Eco, and violently by other
intellectuals such as Dacia Maraini and Eugenio Scalfari, of La Repubblica.** Eco
noted the general bewilderment: The defense of Western values had become
the banner for the right, whereas the left was usually pro-Islamic.”* Some critics
of Fallaci asked how a self-respecting newspaper could have published such an
aggressive and vulgar article. But as far as popular acclaim was concerned, Fallaci
carried the day. Published as a little book, La rabbia e l'orgoglio became number
one on lrtaly’s bestseller list, selling a million copies in a few weeks. There was
a movement afoot to ban the publication of the Fallaci book in France, but it
did not succeed; it became number two on the French list of bestsellers in the
summer of 2002 and also reached the top of the bestseller list in Germany.

So much then about the reaction of some of the sections of the European intel-
ligentsia toward America and the new wave of terrorism. Following President
Bush's “axis of evil” speech and his call to destroy Saddam Hussein’s weapons
of mass destruction, attacks against U.S. policy became far more frequent and
intense. Anti-American criticism was frequently accompanied by anti-Israeli com-
ments. After the major raids in April 2002 of the Sharon government culminating
in the temporary occupation of major Palestinian cities and refugee camps, anti-
Israelism replaced at least temporarily anti-Americanism. As far as these circles
were concerned Washington—Tel Aviv was the “axis of evil.” This was not sur-
prising because even though the Palestinian issue was not the central one in
radical fundamentalist doctrine and propaganda, it certainly did play an impor-
tant part — hence the frequent appeal to America to restore peace by desisting
from its one-sided approach in the Middle East conflict, always assuming that the
West European attitude was not one-sided. At the same time, the more realistic
of the critics admitted that such a change in U.S. policy would by no means bring
an end to terrorism, for even the liquidation of the Jewish state was only one of
the aims of the radical Islamists and their supporters. Criticism of the policy of
the Sharon government was certainly legitimate, coming from inside Israel as well
as from outside. But was it just criticism of Israeli policy or were other elements
involved?*

Perhaps it was mere accident that the same individuals and media in Germany
and England, who were most prominent in the anti-American campaign and its
condemnation of Israel had also been sympathetic vis-a-vis left-wing Holocaust
revisionism (such as the Norman Finkelstein affair) and had taken a hostile stand
on other issues involving Jews. There was the feeling that the Jews had talked
too long and too loudly about their sufferings during the Holocaust (as if only
they had suffered...) and that the time had come to hear less about Auschwitz.
This was also the line taken by Martin Walser and others in Germany a few years
earlier. There was more to the anti-Israeli line taken by sections of the European
left than just the revulsion generated by Israeli occupation of the West Bank.*
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It is only fair to reiterate that while most of the anti-Americanism in the
media came from the left, the contribution of the extreme right and the European
neo-Nazis, as mentioned earlier on, was considerable. True, some sections of the
extreme right in Europe were even more Islamophobic than anti-Semitic, and
since the political problem facing them was immigration by Muslims rather than
Jews, their ire was directed against the former. But the majority of the neo-Nazis
and other such groups still came out against America. Thus, to give but a few
examples, the Danish neo-Nazi movement (DMSB) sharply opposed “dancing to
the American tune”; the Hungarian leader of the far right, Istvan Csurka, called
the attacks “a not-unexpected reaction from the oppressed people of the world
against globalization and the deliberate genocide taking place in Palestine.” In
Germany Horst Mahler, once one of the leading figures of the Baader-Meinhof
gang, declared that the attacks were justified and eminently effective, and blamed
them on the Jews and their “Yahweh cult.” Also in Germany (in Stralsund) an
American flag was burned by members of the far-right NPD, and in Frankfurt
(Oder) young neo-Nazis marched under the slogan “USA — international center
of genocide.” In France, the Unité Radicale declared that “this war was not our
war” and hailed the end of the American empire. The National Socialist Front
(NSF) in Sweden announced that the terrorist attacks were an attack on the
New World Order — “democracy kills and one must not be surprised if its victims
hit back.”* The publications in the media overwhelmingly came from the left,
while the protests in the street were almost all sponsored by radical Muslims and
the neo-Nazis.

The evidence showed that a significant part of the European intelligentsia
was critical of America, but this was hardly a new phenomenon, even though
it tended to emerge more strongly at a time of crisis. But it was difficult to dis-
cover the universal, burning, all-pervasive hatred of America which had allegedly
penetrated every corner of the globe. It certainly could not be found in China
or Russia, not in Japan or India, not in Africa, not even in Indochina, where
one might have expected it. There was resentment and envy but not really much
deep hatred. The media and the individuals who were so negative about the war
against terrorism were tirelessly stressing that they were not anti-American and
that there was much about America they admired, from Jefferson and Lincoln to
the leading contemporary American critics of America. This was much in con-
trast to the anti-Americanism of the extreme right which did not make such fine
differences.

The picture was not even that clear in the Middle East. While a Palestinian
poet stressed that he hated America as the Jews had hated the Nazis, such voices
were not very frequent in other Arab countries, except if they were commanded
by the government. On the contrary, Arab writers took great pains to stress that
despite U.S. policy in the Middle East, which they detested, they did like Amer-

icans and American culture. Ms. Roy, the outspoken Indian critic of America,
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made it known that there were certain American writers whom she admired and
also the landscape and to call her and those sharing her views “anti-American”
was therefore wicked and misleading. An Arab intellectual wrote: “We continue
to be fascinated by them, we eat their food, we wear their clothes. When we
travel abroad we go West not East.”*” Even if this is painting too rosy a pic-
ture of Arab attitudes, it seems still true that the universal hatred of America,
if examined more closely, was limited to part of the population of countries in
the Middle East. Forty years earlier, Frantz Fanon had genuinely believed that his
writings expressed the views and feelings of the poor and oppressed in the third
world, whereas in fact his appeal had been limited to some left-wing intellectuals
in the West. The anti-American articles published after September 11 were in
many ways a replay of Fanon and Sartre. When the anti-Americans complained
about globalism, they did not really mean globalism and for the friends of Osama
bin Laden the “crusaders” were the great enemy. Globalism was the least of their
worries. :

But the central subject of our investigation, to repeat once again, is not pri-
marily the prevalence and the causes of anti-Americanism. It is this question: to
what extent did reactions to September 11 contribute to a deeper, more realistic
understanding of the nature and the roots of contemporary terrorism? And in this
respect, anti-Americanism has not been very helpful. The new terrorism has not
been about poverty and not primarily about Israel.* What it was about can be
read in the writings of Sayed Qutb and the interviews of Osama bin Laden, the
autobiography of al Zawahiri and the manifestoes, legal and illegal, of the various
radical Islamic groups.

But these explanations might have been too simplistic for the advocates of anti-
Americanism, from right and left who have a different political agenda. In some
cases it might be the deep-seated political naiveté about which Mrs. Kristeva has
been writing. Or, as Andre Glucksman believed, the blindness vis-a-vis terrorism
was conscious, not involuntary, and it reached its peak with the belief that it was
a manifestation of higher morality: One does not want to dirty one’s hands but
in reality it is only the cowardice to confront evil.*

Whatever the reasons, conscious or unconscious, there was strong resistance
against taking effective action against terrorism. The belief that American belli-
cosity was more to fear than Islamic terrorism was not shared by Western European
governments, at least not until the issue of Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass
destruction came up and opposition to American policies became more wide-
spread and pronounced. This despite the well-known fact that the German,
French, and British governments at the time largely consisted of ministers who
had originally come from the same ideological stable as the anti-American critics
of the far left. Was it just the fact that those in official positions had access to
information which the other side lacked, or was it because those in official posi-
tions were subject to constraints and responsibilities which the critics, deriding
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Battlefields of the Future 1:
India and Central Asia

Political violence has been endemic on the Indian subcontinent for a long time but
it attracted little outside attention largely because it was considered a normal part
of the tensions between different communities. Ethnic tensions quite apart, terror-
ism has been endemic for a long time in parts on the subcontinent such as Bengal
and Assam. In some ways such benign neglect was justified; while three major
and many minor Indian leaders were killed by terrorists (Mahatma Gandhi, Indira
and Rajiv Gandhi, the latter two prime ministers at the time), these actions did
not seriously destabilize the government and society. Furthermore, old-fashioned
dacoity (banditry) has also been endemic in India and Pakistan, and it was not
always easy to differentiate between political terrorism, robbery, and kidnapping
for material gain.

Over the last decade, the situation has become more dangerous; both India
and Pakistan have become nuclear powers. There is the danger that terrorism
may trigger off a nuclear war and that, furthermore, as a result of a deliberate
policy or of political chaos, weapons of mass destruction may fall into the hands
of terrorists."

Furthermore, there has been a transformation of the conflict between India
and Pakistan, and also within these two countries, as a result of the rise of reli-
gious fundamentalism (Islamism and Hindutva). To a territorial conflict a religious
dimension has been added, and the spillover of events in Afghanistan added fuel
to a situation which had become explosive even before.

Both India and Pakistan were founded as secular states, but in the 1970s, par-
ticularly under General Mohammed Zia ul Haq, a great boost was given to the
Islamization of Pakistan as a counterweight against political parties and also to
provide a new sense of unity after disastrous military defeats and the loss of East
Pakistan. The country was swamped with weapons of every kind, and a verita-
ble culture of jihad developed. Thousands of medresset (or madressas — religious
schools) were set up in which youngsters between the age of six and sixteen were
taught the Koran by heart and a few other essentials about Islam. They were
indoctrinated in the spirit of jihad and were trained in the use of weapons. These
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training grounds were usually located in a mosque and were sponsored by religious
political parties and Middle Eastern governments, mainly Saudi Arabia, but also
by local businessmen. The pupils came from the poorer sections of the popula-
tion, and it was from among these people that the Taliban movement arose and
that the terrorist groups drew their footfolk. As a commentator put it: They were
less centers of spiritual development than mainly breeding grounds for sectarian
intolerance and hatred, leading to terrorism.? Altogether about 1 million pupils
were or are trained in perhaps ten thousand medresset. One, named Dar al Ulum
al Haqgganiah, located south of Peshawar, is the biggest of these training centers,
and it also played a central role in the history of the Taliban movement.

They belonged to a variety of schools, the most influential of them the Deo-
bandi movement, which originated in a town in India in the middle of the
nineteenth century. It was meant to educate young men in a spirit of Islamic
orthodoxy, largely to stem the tide of Islamic modernism. The Indian madrassa
still exists; during the last decade its position has been politically delicate. It has
supported the Taliban, but stressing that this support was purely spiritual and
that its Indian patriotism was second to none. It has made slight concessions to
the modern world; radio and newspapers are permitted but television is banned,
the computer is accepted, but not the Internet. Women are not given access
but outside the campus a school for women has been established. The Pakistani
government, belatedly realizing the political danger inherent in these institutions,
has tried to supervise the teaching, but it is not clear whether it will be able to
impose its authority.’

The spirit of jihad manifested itself in the fighting in Afghanistan as well as
greater militancy in the struggle against India but also on the domestic front.
Among the victims were the Shi'ite minority in Pakistan, about 15 percent of the
population, which in turn caused the growth of militant groups among the Shi’ites
which, inspired by the Khomeini revolution in neighboring Iran, also wanted to
bring about the imposition of Islamic law — but not of the Sunni variety.

A second target of the madrassa graduates were the militants of rival religious
schools; the Sunnis were divided into various factions such as the Deobandi, the
Barlevi, and others. Finally, there was a general movement afoot to destabilize the
country by systematically killing (as in Algeria) members of the free professions
and intelligentsia such as physicians, teachers, and journalists.

There was a great deal of urban violence, mainly in Karachi, to a lesser extent
in Hyderabad, and other cities. Karachi, a medium-sized city of about four hun-
dred thousand when Pakistan came into being, houses today more than ten
million, largely in slums, squatting quarters, and other temporary abodes. The
population was swelled first by millions of refugees from India (Mohajirs) who
soon outnumbered the natives, later by Biharis from Eastern Bengal, refugees
form Afghanistan, and so on. It was a struggle of all against all in which ideology
hardly played a role, but crime and a turf war a great deal.
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In a bad year hundreds of people were killed in shootouts between rival groups
every month. The hitmen usually appeared in groups of two, three, or four; many
were college dropouts or even graduates who had chosen this kind of life because
there were few chances to find other jobs. Kidnapping was a favorite mode of
operations; it is estimated that in the struggle for power over the control of
Karachi in 1990 there were some two hundred kidnappings. According to reports
many victims were inhumanely tortured.*

Another favorite mode of operation by the terrorist groups was to attack
mosques of other parties, usually at prayer time, which guaranteed a maximum of
victims. Churches, needless to say, were also attacked. The Pakistani army played
a double role. On one hand Pakistan Army Intelligence was the patron of the
Taliban fighting in Afghanistan which was given all possible help. At the same
time the army was used by the government to restore law and order if and when
fighting between various armed groups inside Pakistan such as Sind province got
out of hand.

Two major and many minor terrorist groups are active at the present time
in Pakistan. The leading ones are Lashkar-e-Taiba (the Army of the Pure) and
Jaish-e-Mohammad (the Army of Mohammad). ‘

The former resembles the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt and Hamas in Pales-
tine inasmuch as its political wing (named Markaz Dawa al Irshad) engaged in
social and political activities, and is running schools as well as publishing houses.’
Bin Laden, who was the main source of financial support, addressed in years
past the annual meetings of the Markaz over the telephone from Sudan and
Afghanistan.

The ideology of Markaz and Lashkar was originally Wahhabi, but gradually it
distanced itself from Saudi Arabia, arguing that there was not as yet one truly
Islamic state in the world. The one closest to it was the Taliban in Afghanistan,
hence their support. It opposed any concession in Kashmir and saw its aim in
the liberation of all Muslims in India and eventually the establishment of Islamic
rule all over the world. At the same time they have not been averse to entering
tactical alliances with anti-Indian groups in South India and, according to Indian
reports, they have been flirting with the Tamil Tigers even though the Tigers
have pursued a consistent anti-Muslim policy in Sri Lanka, engaging in ethnic
cleansing of all non-Tamils.

The main mode of operation of the Lashkar in Kashmir (about which more
below) has been hit-and-run operations against the Indian army and Indian
civilians, but it has also increasingly engaged in terrorist operations.®

The other main terrorist group, Jaish-e-Mohammad, is the successor organi-
zation of Harakat ul Mujahideen, later Harakat ul Ansar; its origin was in the
multitude of the humanitarian relief and military organizations mushrooming in
Lahore and Peshawar during the war in Afghanistan. These groups under their
leader, Maulana Masood Azhar, were also part of the bin Laden conglomerate.
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Aczhar had established contact with bin Laden early on, fought in Yemen and
Somalia, but was arrested by the Indians and released only in December 1999 fol-
lowing an exchange of prisoners after his organization had hijacked an Air India
plane. The traditional main targets of Jaish-e-Mohammad are India, the Shi'ites in
Pakistan, and the United States. However, more recently attacks against Chris-
tian churches as well as hospitals and churches run by missionaries have also
figured prominently.” They were responsible for the attack on the local Kashmir
parliament in October 2001 and subsequently the attack against the Indian par-
liament in New Delhi. The ideological differences between them and the Lashkar
are difficult to discover with the naked eye but there is rivalry between them over
funding and political influence.

Sunni terrorism against Shi'ites in Pakistan provoked counteractions on the
part of the Shi'ites carried out by terrorist groups like the TJP, the SMP, and various
offshoots. Some of their leaders were Iranian-trained clerics, and their ranks were
swelled by thousands of Hazaras; a major Afghan Shi'ite tribe which had been
defeated by the Taliban escaped to Pakistan and had sworn revenge. The scene
in Pakistan resembled a jungle in which everyone was fighting at times everyone
else. The terrorists were making money by drug trafficking and gun running, so
they were heavily armed. Their operations endangered the very existence of the
state, and no one could estimate even remotely how many people had been killed
in this permanent fighting.

India

The murder of Mahatma Gandhi in 1948 shocked not only India but the world at
large: Gandhi had been the apostle of nonviolence, and India had been thought
to be the most tolerant of nations. Insufficient attention had been paid to the
fact that when nationalism arose in India in the nineteenth century it was not
only directed against the colonial power but drew its inspiration from a Hindu
ideology (Hindutva) based on the belief of Hindu and Aryan supremacy. Their
gurus believed that Hindus were a nation by themselves, representing a civilization
all of their own.® What room was there for non-Hindus or for the Untouchables
in an India in which blood and religion were to play a central role? True, many
leaders of the Indian national movement tried from the beginning to reach an
understanding with the leadership of the Muslim community, but there was also a
more aggressive (and militarist) trend which saw its main task in defending Hindu
rather than Indian interests. They were influenced to a certain extent by European
fascism, opposed the “Gandhi-Muslim conspiracy,” and emphasized that a Muslim
could not really be a true national of India and a loyal citizen. From among these
circles, Nathuram Godse, Gandhi’s murderer, emerged. But the very fact that
these extremists had assassinated a beloved leader caused a major backlash from
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which they did not truly recover for many years. The organization was banned
and thousands of its members arrested.

But the seeds for 4 nationalist, even racialist revival existed, and its main
instrument was the RSS (Rashtriya Swayamsewak Sangh), which had been
founded in the 1920s. In some ways it resembled the Muslim Brotherhood, for
initially it saw education and religious work as its main assignment. It undertook
social work, mainly among the Hindu refugees from Pakistan in 1948—49. But it
also had a military wing with its uniforms (saffron or khaki shirts) and its training
in martial arts and weapons. Its commitment to democracy and above all to sec-
ularism was somewhat dubious from the very beginning, but its political role was
limited for many years to local politics in certain areas of Northern India. The BJP
(Bharatiya Janata Party) also stood initially for the reunification of India, but later
on more realistic counsel prevailed. The presence of a sizeable Muslim minority
in India presented major problems in any case, without adding to it a hundred or
more million unwilling Pakistani citizens. However, from the 1970s the BJP the
political party which served as the cover organization for these circles, got a major
uplift as the result of two separate developments — one was the decline of Con-
gress, which had ruled India from independence. The BJP (again like the Muslim
Brotherhood) appeared as the apostle of honesty and unselfishness vis-a-vis the
corruption of Congress. At the same time, a wave of religious fundamentalism
swept India as well as other countries. Congress had become outwardly at least
more respectful of the Hindu religion, whereas, ironically, the BJP declared in its
manifesto that Hindus and Muslims were really blood brothers because racially
the Muslims of India had also been Aryans.

However, the old tensions between the communities persisted, and the con-
tinuing conflict with Pakistan, with which India had been fighting several wars,
was bound to have ideological repercussions. Sometimes a conflagration would
be the result of a deliberate provocation, such as the destruction in December
1992 of a sixteenth-century mosque in Ayodya by a big mob of Hindu militants
and the attempt to build a Hindu temple there.” A few thousand people all over
India were killed in the riots that ensued. But on other occasions a mere acci-
dent or an isolated random attack would trigger off a major massacre, such as
when in December 1990 in Hyderabad in south India, an auto rickshaw driver
was stabbed by two young Hindus. Muslims retaliated and in the riots that fol-
lowed, which lasted ten weeks, more than three hundred were killed and more
than one thousand injured.'® In the riots in Bombay in 1992-93, some seven
hundred people were killed, most of them Muslims, following the simultaneous
bombing of seven major buildings by Muslim terrorists and the incitement of
an extreme right-wing group, the Shiv Sena, led by a political cartoonist named
Bal Thackeray. In this outbreak the Bombay underworld (the Dawood gang)
seems to have been prominently involved; peace was restored following elabo-
rate negotiations. The masterminds behind the bombing, Dawood Ibrahim and



Battlefields of the Future 1: India and Central Asia 183

Ibrahim Abdul Razaq, escaped to Pakistan and later to Dubai when their pres-
ence became too embarrassing for the Pakistani government. But Bombay was by
no means an exception. In some northern states such as Assam, terrorism was
more or less endemic. Christian churches were systematically attacked, and tribal
people chose terrorist operations in their fight for greater independence.

There has been a great deal of research into the roots of this communal vio-
lence. About the basic causes there is little dispute: the fear of the minority
Muslims to be swamped and the suspicions of the Hindus of their alien neigh-
bors.!! But the communal violence is usually carried out by a small minority of
fighters, and the question has arisen whether they are motivated more by aggres-
sion and even bloodlust or by a sense of competition like in a cricket match. As
one militant put it: “You have to score at least one more run than the opposing
team. The whole honor of your nation is at stake on not scoring less than the
other team.”"?

The communal riots, often recurring annually, greatly contributed to the rise of
Hindu fundamentalism and explains in great part its rise to power in 1999. Many
of the leaders of the BJP had belonged earlier to the RSS, the military wing of the
movement. Once in power they had to moderate their politics, if only because
the Muslims constituted an electoral factor that could not be ignored. But the
BJP still pursued their agenda, for instance in the field of education, introducing
school curricula that put great emphasis on Hindutva. Not only the writing of
history was affected, mathematics was to be based on the Veda and departments
of astrology established at universities.

While Muslims in the Arab East have traditionally regarded Zionism and the
West as invaders, the situation in India was different, for the main historical
complaint of the Hindus was the Muslim invasion of India and Mogul rule for
many centuries and the destruction of Hindu civilization. The great contribution
of Muslims to Indian culture symbolized by the Taj Mahal made little impression
on radical Hindus. There were other, topical irritations, such as the conversion
of the Dalits (the Untouchables) to Islam as a way out from their inferior status
in Hindu society; this was considered an unpardonable sin by radical Hindus. But
the most evident bone of contention was, of course, Kashmir.

Kashmir in the far north of India is one of the most beautiful and fertile parts
of the subcontinent, but it has also been for more than fifty years the most embat-
tled. When India was partitioned in 1948, the ruling maharaja decided after long
hesitation to join India, even though the great majority of his people were Mus-
lim; in adjacent Jammu, also under his rule, about two-thirds of the population
was Hindu.”? About one-third of Kashmir came under Pakistani rule; the situ-
ation was further complicated as a result of the fact that probably the majority
of the population would have preferred independence rather than belonging to
either India or Kashmir. (But neither India nor Pakistan wanted an independent
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Kashmir.) There have been many rounds of negotiations and United Nations res-
olutions, but much of the time there has been fighting of every kind ranging from
full-scale war (in 1965 and 1971 as well as in 1999), to cross-border raids of small
and not-so-small units, as well as almost constant terrorist acts.'*

Indian rule in Kashmir has been brutal, and there have been many human
rights violations, as are bound to happen in any occupation facing a hostile popu-
lation. Indian sources claimed that four hundred thousand Kashmiri Pandits had
been forcibly pushed out of the Valley by the terrorists. Muslim sources talked
about tens of thousands of their coreligionists who had been killed, not to men-
tion an even greater number of arrests, rapes, etc. The Islamists supported by
Pakistan on the other hand have declared a jihad and tried to turn a national
liberation insurgence into a religious campaign.'” Thus the struggle against the
Indian occupation in Kashmir turned into a call to destroy India altogether. As
the head of the Markaz (the political arm of the Lashkar-e-Taiba) declared in
November 1999, “Today I announce the break-up of India, Inshallah. We will not
rest until the whole of India is dissolved into Pakistan.” Another leader called
on the same occasion for “wiping out India altogether.”'® This kind of inflam-
matory talk at a time when both India and Pakistan had acquired nuclear power
status created a very dangerous situation, and ever since 1989 there has been the
threat of an explosion. Pakistani governments encouraging terrorist groups were
no longer in full control.

The confrontation came to a head with the attack by five members (probably
of Jaish-e-Mohammad) on the Indian parliament in New Delhi on December 13,
2001. Thirteen people were killed in the shootout, which lasted almost an hour.
The intention had been to kill or to take hostage the prime minister of India and
other leaders.!” This led to a major outcry in India to teach Pakistan a lesson,
and only owing to the intervention of the United States and other countries was
a major conflagration prevented. But the incident showed how dangerous the
situation had become and how easily a major terrorist attack could have led to
war with incalculable consequences.'®

Kashmir was not the only territorial conflict facing the Indian government.
For years there had been terrorism in Punjab among radical Sikhs fighting for an
independent state — Khalistan. But the Sikhs were a relatively small minority,
they were not Muslims, and they did not have the full support of a foreign power.
As a result, terrorism in the Punjab sharply declined in the late 1990s.

The declaration of jihad against India had a limited appeal in the Muslim
world. While in the case of Israel there was an enormous outcry from Indonesia
to Morocco, mass demonstrations, and offers of help, and in the case of Afghani-
stan many thousands had volunteered to fight for the liberation of their Muslim
brethren from infidel yoke, there was virtually no response in the case of the
Pakistan-Indian conflict, even though the number of Muslims killed was infinitely
larger. Was it because the fate of Muslims on the subcontinent was of marginal
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interest only to the rest of the Muslim world? Or was it perhaps the fact that
India (like China, also having to deal with a Muslim minority) had a population
in excess of a billion and no Muslim group outside Pakistan, however radical,
wanted to tackle a state of this size? On the contrary, following the riots of 2002
and the aggravation of the situation in Kashmir, Arab governments turned to
India with the request to play a more active role in Middle Eastern politics.

The same was true with regard to China: The Uighurs, a Muslim minority
in the westernmost province of China, had bitterly complained for years that
the Chinese authorities had systematically persecuted them to the extent of
even banning the observation of Ramadan. According to these sources, some
sixty thousand Uighurs had been arrested and some six hundred had died while
detained. These figures were almost certainly greatly exaggerated, but there was
lictle doubt that the Chinese were in no mood to make concessions to the sepa-
ratists. But no one in the Muslim world even dreamed of declaring a jihad against

China. On the contrary, the Beijing government was requested to intervene in
Middle East politics.

Terrorism in the Caucasus

The Russian-Chechen conflict has attracted international attention for a decade.
It has taken a variety of forms, from full-scale war to guerrilla warfare and ter-
rorism, and only this specific aspect is of relevance in the present context. But
it is difficult, often impossible, to differentiate between terrorism and other man-
ifestations of violence, just as it is next to impossible to differentiate between
the various components in the motivation of the highlanders of the Caucasus
resisting the Russians. There have been in history very few instances of urban
guerrilla warfare, but the fighting in Grozny in 1995 and again in 2000 have cer-
tainly been among them, with small groups of three to five fighters launching
attacks against the Russian forces. Even after the fall of Grozny, there was urban
fighting in towns such as Komsomolskoye, which had been believed “cleaned” of
Chechnyans. Sporadic terrorist attacks took place even after the defeat of the
Chechens, and it is impossible to draw a clear line in these conditions between
guerrilla warfare and terrorist operations.

The Caucasus contains an enormous variety of peoples, ethnic groups, lan-
guages, and religions, and there is a very long history of conflict between them,
not necessarily always along religious lines. Russian attempts to subdue the Cauca-
sus beginning in the 1770s took almost a century. The legendary Imam Shamyl, an
Avar from Dagestan, was the leader and became the symbol of native resistance.
Eventually the Russians prevailed. The Chechen, one group of many among the
native Caucasians and by no means the largest, were among the resistants and
suffered badly; many were killed, others expelled. During the Soviet period they
fared neither better nor worse than other minorities. During World War II, they
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were deported to Central Asia as elements that could not be trusted, together
with the Ingush, their neighbors with whom they did not, however, politically
have much in common. (Together they counted at the time about half a million.)

When the Soviet Union broke up, an independence movement developed
in Chechnya pressing a variety of demands — religious and cultural as well as
environmental. A national congress was formed, headed by Jokhar Dudayev, a
former Soviet air force general. Dudayev declared Chechnya’s independence from
Russia in June 1990; the Ingush on the other hand seceded from Chechnya and
declared themselves an autonomous republic within the framework of the Russian
Federation. Chechnya’s declaration of independence was, in retrospect, an unwise
step, but it was made in a period in which everything seemed possible in view
of the general chaos then prevailing in Moscow. A wholly independent state of
Chechnya was not really viable; furthermore, the vital Russian economic interests
should have been taken into account, such as the oil pipe leading from the Caspian
Sea to the west.

Russia’s decision to invade Chechnya in 1994 was equally unwise. Russia could
have granted many Chechen demands while preserving its own vital stakes. The
decisive consideration in Moscow for going to war was in all probability emo-
tional rather than rational; having lost so much of their empire, those in power
may have thought that a line had to be drawn somewhere, and the Northern
Caucasus seemed an obvious place to do so. But all other considerations apart,
the Russian army was very much weakened and had hardly any experience coping
with guerrilla warfare since the Basmatchi rising in Central Asia in the early 1920s.

The first Chechen war lasted two years. Russian superiority especially in the air
was total. Grozny was heavily bombed and partly destroyed. In May 1996 Yeltsin
visited the Chechen capital and declared that the war had been won and all the
bandit gangs destroyed. But during the months that followed, insurgent Chechen
units gradually forced the Russians to leave Grozny. The Russian forces suffered
heavily and in late August a cease fire was arranged. The truce amounted to a
Russian defeat but it left the Chechen too weak to assert their independence.'’

In December 1999, Russia invaded Chechnya a second time and during the
next few months occupied Grozny as well as all other cities without, however,
being able to impose their authority entirely.?® Small-scale Chechen attacks con-
tinued. Armed Chechen gangs retreated first to the south, to the Argun valley
and when defeated there, they retreated into the Panisi valley in Georgia.

Russia has argued all along that the Chechen rising was part of a general
radical Islamic conspiracy promoting terrorism. This is true in part but does not
provide the whole picture. Islam was a latecomer to the Caucasus, and inasmuch
as there was an Islamic underground in the Caucasus during the Soviet period it
was mainly Suf in character. (The Sufi are one of the more quiet, mystical trends
in Islam.) After the breakup of the Soviet Union there was an invasion of what
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the Russians call Wahhabism, meaning the radical fundamentalist trend; those
belonging to this camp prefer to be called Salafists.

Saudi Arabia gave a great deal of money for the building of mosques and cul-
tural centers which often, but not always, became training centers for militant
cadres. Young Muslims went to Saudi Arabia to receive religious training, but
more went to the Asian republics where underground madrassas had existed even
during the late Soviet period, in addition to the two legal Islamic religious semi-
naries. But the Islamic tradition in the Caucasus had not been on the whole one
of Muslim fanaticism. Islam was part of the national tradition and it was greatly
influenced and modified by local customs that were in no way consonant with
orthodox Islam. Most people would declare themselves religious persons, but this
did not mean that they would carry out most religious duties. Their religion was a
mixture of Islamic, national, and folkloristic elements. If they were fighting against
the Russians or other foreigners, this had more to do with general xenophobia or
distrust of anyone who did not belong to their group than with a firm theological
belief in jihad.

A few military commanders were Arabs, such as Omar ibn Khattab, a native
of Jordan who had come to join the Chechen in their struggle against the infi-
dels, but these foreigners were not an essential part. The Chechen wars would
have taken place even without them. It is also true that after the first Chechen
war, all kinds of ideological elements made their appearance, which had been
hitherto unknown such as anti-Semitism. This kind of propaganda was all the
more grotesque because there were no Jews in Chechnya or among the forces
opposing them. But it did not prevent some of the Chechen media from engaging
in propaganda along the lines of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Arbi Barayev,
one of the main gang leaders and kidnapers, declared that he and his men would
kill every Jew they would meet, a statement of academic significance only but
it strengthened suspicion that at least some of the Chechen militants had fallen
under the influence of the bin Ladin—type jihadists.*'

Chechen fighters engaged in a variety of terrorist operations ranging from
attacks on Russian army units to the kidnapping of foreigners and locals to the
murder of collaborators with the Russians as well as Muslim religious dignitaries
who were not sufficiently radical to their taste.

Some of these activities belong to the realm of crime rather than terrorism as
commonly understood. This refers for instance to the frequent kidnappings. An
ear or a finger would be cut from the body of the victim; the action would be
videotaped and sent to his family with a demand of ransom. The ransom asked
was sometimes $1.5 million, but the kidnappers are known to have accepted a
mere fifty thousand. In the case of five Stavropol building workers who were
kidnapped, one was beheaded, the scene was filmed, and the cassette sent to the
families of the other four.?
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Many of these activities took place between the two Chechen wars; the power
of the then-Chechen government headed by President Maskhadov was exceed-
ingly limited. When Maskhadov proclaimed the closure of three terrorist training
camps installed by Khattab, this order was simply ignored.?’

The Chechen militants carried out some of their terrorist attacks outside their
own region. This refers to the raids into Dagestan and the attacks in the resorts of
Northern Caucausus such as Pyatigorsk and Mineralnye Vody. It has not become
clear to this day whether the bombing of housing estates in Moscow, Volgodonsk,
and Buinaksk in which more than three hundred people were killed were carried
out by Chechens or others. By and large the strong (and very patriotic) Chechen
mafia in Moscow has been careful not to mix business and politics. They have
made a notable financial contribution to Chechen independence but steered clear
of carrying the war into the Russian capital. According to court investigations, the
attack in Moscow was carried out by three jihadists from Northern Caucasus (but
not Chechnya), and natives of Dagestan are suspected of the Buinaksk bombing.
All of them were said to be emissaries of Khatib, the Jordanian alleged to be
bin Laden’s man in the Caucasus. Later on in 2002, there were allegations that
some of the defeated fighters from Afghanistan had fled to the Caucasus and were
hiding there.

Chechnya was by no means the only region in the Caucasus in which terror-
ism appeared in the post-Soviet period. Some of the most spectacular terrorist
operations occurred between rivaling parties in one and the same country such
as in Georgia and Armenia. This refers, for instance, to the attempt on the life of
Eduard Shevardnadze, president of Georgia and the attack inside the Armenian
parliament. More often, attacks were sponsored by radical Islamic groups. One of
their main targets was Dagestan, to the north of Chechnya. Khatab and Basaev,
one of the main guerrilla and terrorist leaders, wanted to establish a Caucasian
jihad legion, and in August 1999 they invaded Dagestan, seizing several regions.
But far from strengthening the local Dagestan Islamists, this raid compromised
and weakened them, and the invaders were defeated.?® Political leaders in Dages-
tan were opposed to Wahhabism, and religious leaders gave it only lukewarm
support. They argued, like president R. Aushev of Ingushetia, that Wahhabism
was a harmful, unacceptable trend, distorting Islamic teaching and dividing the
Muslim community. The general council of Russian muftis announced in 2000
that Wahhabism should be combated because it was a deviation from the true
teachings of the Islam. It meant, among other things, a denial of folk customs
deeply rooted in Russian Islam.”> The Russian muftis were less happy about the
American (and indirectly the Russian) intervention in Afghanistan, but this did
not affect their aversion to the radicals in their midst.

Western Caucasian regions were on the whole more moderate than those in the
East. In the Kabardino Balkar region, some three to four hundred radicals planned
at one stage to overthrow the local government, but the religious establishment
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opposed them. A fair number of these insurgents had been trained in Khatab’s
Chechen camps, others were mere brigands.

With all this, it is less than certain whether the authorities are in full control
as the jihadist propaganda mainly directed toward the young generation con-
tinues. While the elders of the communities argued that jihad in the Caucasus
was a foreign importation, the mood of the younger generation is said to be
more militant.*

In Azerbaijan jihadism was certainly considered a foreign importation. This
emerged from the trial against members of the Hizb ul Tahrir in Baku in early
2002. An Uzbek militant named Abdulrasul Abdulrahimov had been dispatched
to Azerbaijan and found a number of like-minded radicals, not all Azerbaijanis.
They decided to stage a coup and to establish a radical Islamic regime based on
the Sharia. They called their group Hizb ul Tahrir (Liberation Party) and regarded
it the successor organization to one of the same name which had been founded
in Jerusalem (then part of Jordan) in the 1950s. They engaged both in political
propaganda and the preparation of explosives and drew up lists of people to be
removed. But as their organization spread, the state security organs became aware
of their activities. It ended up in the court of serious crimes in Baku, where all
the leading figures were among the accused except the Uzbek who had absconded
in time.”’

Hizb ul Tahrir was founded by a Palestinian teacher named Tagi ad Din al
Nabhani in the 1950s in Jerusalem. Its ideology was close to the Muslim Brother-
hood and the ideas of Sayed Qutb, but it stressed more than the Brotherhood the
specific Arab character of Islam and also established close relations with the pan-
Arab Ba’ath party, which was secular in character. A very aggressive anti-Western
and anti-Jewish party, it preached the use of violence but, with one exception,
Jordan, never attained much influence in the Middle East. On the other hand,
having undergone various organizational and ideological adjustments, it did take
root in Central Asia and also in Britain.

The prospects of radical Islamic terrorism in the Caucasus remain uncertain;
the urban regions are probably too secular and too socially developed to provide
good prospects for the jihadists, but their long-term chances in the more backward
rural regions could be better. Much depends, of course, on general political, social,
and economic developments in the region.

Islamic Terrorism in Central Asia

The progress of radical Islamism in former Soviet Central Asia largely escaped
the attention of the rest of the world when it took place after the breakup of
the Soviet Union; this began to change only when Taliban rule in Afghanistan
became a major issue on the international agenda. There were several reasons for
this lack of attention; the radicals appeared without much fanfare, first in rural
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regions such as the Ferghana valley where there had always been an Islamist
presence, underground in the Soviet period. The warnings of the Russians and
the local authorities were dismissed as exaggerations at best, because they were
believed to have a vested interest in playing up this danger to justify the presence
of Russian military forces. This was perfectly correct, and it was also true that the
danger served to perpetuate the rule of the old elites to run their countries with
(to put it cautiously) less than democratic methods.

However, with all this the danger of jihadism was not wholly imaginary but
a very real and growing threat. A civil war in which fifty thousand people were
killed raged in Tajikistan between 1992 and 1996, and in later years terrorist
gangs were active in virtually all Central Asian republics. Their most spectacular
exploit was the bombing at one and the same time of five buildings in Tashkent in
February 1999, including the ministry of finance, the National Bank, the Ministry
of Interior, and the National Security Service. About 250 people were said to have
been involved in the preparation of these attacks, of whom 128 were jailed and
19 executed.”®

Radical Islamism appeared in Central Asia during the last years of the Soviet
period, but it was only during the perestroika interregnum that it could act more
or less freely when thousands of “unofficial” mosques were built. The rulers in the
five republics such as Karimov and Akayev followed a policy of carrot and stick
vis-a-vis Islam; they accepted it as part of the national tradition and identity,
but they bitterly opposed political Islam as a rival to their rule. They wanted to
establish secular regimes on the pattern of Kemalist Turkey.

Islam had historically not played a central role in Turkmenistan, Kirgizia, and
Kazakhstan, the north of which was more Russian than Kazakh. But it was a major
factor in Uzbekistan and predominantly Shi'ite and Persian-speaking Tajikistan,
and it was in these two countries that most of the confrontations occurred.

True, the readiness of the population to accept radical Islam was subject to
great regional variations even in these two republics. It was stronger, paradox-
ically, in urban areas than in the countryside (except the golden valley) — in
Ferghana, especially the Andijan and Namangan districts. The valley in which
about one-third of the population of Uzbekistan lived was the most fertile but
also the most embattled region of Central Asia. During the Soviet period, it had
been subject to various economic experiments which had failed, leaving behind
a legacy of poverty and ruin in a potentially rich area.

The valley became the main base of Islamism in Central Asia. Many of the
leaders and rank-and-file of the terrorist movement which developed are natives
of the Ferghana valley. Other strong points were the mountainous regions of
Tajikistan. Militant Islamism was paradoxically weak in traditional religious cen-
ters such as Bukhara, perhaps because Sufism, a nonviolent trend of Islam, was
deeply rooted there, which made the terrorists less than welcome.”’
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Radical Islam and the terrorist movement received their main impetus from
the war in Afghanistan, in which many soldiers from Soviet Central Asia took
part but hardly with great enthusiasm. The Khomeini revolution in Iran had
had a certain impact on Tajikistan even earlier on, and Teheran wanted to gain
influence there.”® But Iran was still far away, whereas Afghanistan was very near
and many Tadzhiks lived there across the border. Later on with the victory of the
Taliban, the main terrorist organization, the IMU, received an enormous uplift.
Afghanistan, and in particular al Qa'ida, became their main supplier of arms, their
combatants were trained there, and if they were pursued they could always find
a safe haven across the border. They could launch annual incursions from there
into Uzbekistan and Kirgizia, and for a while it appeared that these raids were on
a larger scale every year.”!

IMU (Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan) was the strongest by far of the armed
groups; originally there had been others, such as Tauba (Repentance) and Adolat
(Justice). IMU was the armed wing of Hizb ul Tahrir but they enjoyed a great
deal of independence. Mention has already been made of this party, which was
founded sixty years earlier in the Middle East — never attaining great importance
there — but which somehow found its way to Central Asia, where it became
a considerable political force.”? Together with the Islamic Renaissance party in
Tajikistan, it threatened the hold of the political regimes.’” But whereas the latter,
which was somewhat more moderate, came to share power after the Tadzhik civil
war, the Hizb ul Tahrir was banned in Uzbekistan.

Was this ban inevitable? In the doctrine of Hizb ul Tahrir as stated in its books
and pamphlets, there is little room for compromise. It calls for coercion and force
to establish a radical Islamic political and social system, and that all physical
obstacles should be removed to spread Islam across the world.** The Caliphate
should be restored; their appeal is, in the words of an Uzbek political scientist to
young academics and students, of “highly emotional people, socially and politically
inactive but with uncontrolled destructive instincts, with an absence of faith and
rational thinking.”*

The founders of the IMU (Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan) were two young
men from the Ferghana valley, Tohir Yuldeshev, the chief ideologist, and Juma
Khoyaev, better known as “Namangani,” who became its military leader. The
story of the IMU and its leaders has been told elsewhere.”® All that need be
mentioned in the present context are the essential facts — that they established
links with like-minded groups in the Caucasus, throughout the Middle East, and,
above all, Afghanistan. They received financial support from Islamic international
organizations, but some of it was procured locally; it was reported that they and
allied groups controlled some 70 percent of the drug traffic.’” They seem to have
followed the practice of Maoist guerrillas in the 1930s of paying the locals for
food and other services so as not to antagonize the population. It grew from a
few dozen militants to about two to three thousand fighters whose families were
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evacuated to Afghanistan. Discipline was strictly enforced; once having joined
the organization, there was no way of leaving it. In 1999, nineteen young men
who had tried to break-ranks were found decapitated.”® The incident happened
near the village of Chikhaza. The men were part of a group of thirty-six fighters
who wanted to lay down arms to be pardoned under an amnesty. Their equipment
was superior to that of the government forces, and their fighting spirit was high;
they had the reputation of fighting to the end if there was no escape.’® In the
Ferghana valley, to give but one example, they would not just behead a police
captain serving the Karimov regime, but display his head in front of his station.
The government, needless to say, would react equally harshly and in good measure
would lump all the opposition together, so that many oppositionists who had little
if anything to do with the radical Islamists would still be branded as such.

The IMU annual raids, usually by relatively small groups in various directions
from across the border, threatened the Central Asian governments, and there
seemed a reasonable chance that they would wear the governments down. But
they were too dependent on the Taliban, and once they had lost their base in
Afghanistan (and their leader Namangani, who was killed in fighting there) they
were seriously weakened. They appealed not only to the middle-class intelligentsia
but to the poor and suffering in Uzbekistan. Given the record of the governments
there — which was negative, by and large — they should have had more success.
Many of the allegations made against these governments of autocratic practices,
corruption, mass arrests, and so on were correct. Karimov’s policy was heavy-
handed, to say the least; he made no attempt to integrate the moderate Islamists.
Whether such an attempt would have succeeded is not certain, but it was not
even tried.

If so, what inhibited the Islamists from reaping greater successes! The reasons
were to a large part the same that made it so difficult to establish stable, prosperous
and reasonably free societies in the Caucasus and Central Asia. There was a great
reservoir of enmity and aggression, but it was not necessarily along religious lines
such as in the conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan, and even in this case it
was as much a national as a religious conflict.

The conflicts were as often as not between ethnic groups that were Muslim —
between Lesghians and Azeris, between Avars and Azeris, between Persian and
Turkish Azeris in the Caucasus, to mention only a few; between Uzbek and Kirgiz,
between Uzbek and Meskhet Turks; between various Tadzik Tribes, north and
south, to mention but a few. Tribal loyalties, language (or dialect), and the place
where a person was born were often more important than religious solidarity. If the
IMU identified itself too closely with one ethnic group it more or less automatically
antagonize another. Hizb ul Tahrir and IMU would try to overcome these obstacles
by emphasizing the universal appeal of radical Islam. But they did not succeed
more than the Taliban in Afghanistan, for their kind of Islam was too splenetic
to have a universal appeal, and while it might appeal to young intellectuals it was
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Battlefields of the Future 2:
The International Brigade

The danger zones in the years to come in world politics and the world economy
are not shrouded in secrecy, but there is no similar certainty with regard to
global terrorism. Those who engage in terrorism are counted not in millions but
in thousands. Given the easier access to very effective weapons, traditional and
weapons of mass destruction, it is perfectly possible that the terrorism of the future
will be carried out by even fewer, a mere handful of people. The appearance of
political mass movements in history is thought to be related to “objective trends,”
to tensions, trends, and ideologies. In contrast, the appearance of small fringe
groups at the margins of politics and society is unpredictable. They can appear at
any time and in any place. The decisive factor is not the objective situation, the
reality, but the individual perception. Terrorists could be motivated by feelings of
rage or frustration or hate, the reasons of which might be a matter of or no little
concern to the overwhelming majority of their fellow citizens. These militants
might be religious sectarians or antiglobalists or animal rights activists or strongly
believe in a cause of which most of mankind is not even aware. They also could
have private grievances. In the past, acts of violence carried out by such small
groups were not very important because their destructive potential was limited.
But this will no longer be true in the future.

With all these reservations, there still is the probability that terrorism is more
likely to occur in certain parts of the world than in others, and at the margins of
certain radical political or social movements. We deal with these movements in
this chapter.

Terror from the Extreme Right

Among the consistently underrated and ignored sources of terrorism in the past
and also in the present has been the violence emanating from the extreme
right and neofascist groups. This situation exists for a number of reasons. Some
observers have persuaded themselves that true terrorism is always, or almost
always, left-wing (“progressive” or “revolutionary”) in inspiration — a revolt
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against an intolerable and unjust political and social order. This belief is diffi-
cult to eradicate; when faced with realities which contradict these notions, it will
be argued that these are exceptions, deviations from the norm. There is deep psy-
chological resistance against accepting the fact that terrorism is not an ideology,
and not a manifestation of a certain ideology but a mode of operation, a strategy
that can be adopted by almost any group within the political spectrum and a few
outside it.

There are yet other reasons for this neglect. The voices of the extreme right and
the neofascists are not loudly heard in the mainstream media. Their spokesmen
are not intellectuals; they do not participate in the public discourse on politics or
culture or social questions, and it is only too easy to forget about their existence.
They have their own journals and assemblies, their own Internet lists, their own
videos, and even their own pop music. In brief, there is a neofascist subculture
hidden from view but nonetheless very real. Part of this subculture is the use of
terrorism.

Terrorism from below played a subordinate role in historical fascism, not
because the Fascist and Nazi Parties had any compunction to use it, but because
they believed in another strategy. They were confident that they would conquer
the street with their paramilitary formations, and they also thought that they
would gain power through political action — that is to say, mass parties. They did
in the early phase of their history kill individual political opponents — the murder
of Giacomo Matteotti by the Italian fascists in 1924 was an obvious example, but
in later years the violence they used was state terror, terror from above — mainly
through the political police, arrests, concentration camps, and executions.

The neofascists, on the other hand, have no conceivable hope of gaining polit-
ical power through either elections or a show of open force as the Nazis and the
Italian fascists did, and it is exactly this feeling of weakness which makes ter-
rorism an attractive alternative. They feel politically isolated and racially in a
minority, swamped by aliens and other enemies. The masses, far from listening to
their message, are too indifferent and stupid even to understand their message,
and in these circumstances the only way to make themselves heard is by shock
therapy, destabilizing state and society by way of terrorism. Those familiar with
the doctrine and literature of neo-Nazism in the United States know that this
strategy, as outlined for instance in William Pierce’s The Timer Diaries, envisages
a battle against the American people in which tens of millions of people will be
killed by means of weapons of mass destruction.! As these strategists envisage
it, attacks against the “system” are bound to produce general lawlessness, a dis-
ruption of public services, and a breakdown in public order, as well as a major
economic crisis. In this situation, the masses will be confused and lose confidence
in the authorities, and there will be a political awakening of broad sections of the
population who will join those aiming at establishing a new Nazi order.
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During the last two decades, there have been assassinations of individual citi-
zens by terrorists from the far right, but on the whole there have not been many
such attacks. Oklahoma City has remained an isolated incident. But this could
change within a very short time, and there have been reports over the years
that militants of the extreme right have been trying to obtain weapons of mass
destruction, or, to be precise, the raw materials from which such weapons can be
produced. The extreme right is a house divided. There is not one party, let alone
one leader. Some factions are single-issue hate groups, such as antiabortionists,
Holocaust deniers, neo-Confederates, or believers in alternative Christianity who
have little in common with the proponents of neo-Nazism or such pagan cults
as Odinism. Not all neo-Nazis believe in terrorism by means of weapons of mass
destruction.?

These splits are by no means a source of weakness, since the extreme right
does not, in any case, believe in political action, in democracy, or in change of
the system by peaceful, reformist means. On the contrary, part of the strategy of
the militants is “leaderless resistance,” a principle quite similar to the organiza-
tional structure of the bin Laden conglomerate. Small groups of activists operate
independently from each other in such a way that even if members of one cell are
arrested, they are not in a position to know about other groups whose survival will
not be jeopardized. In the past, this form of loose organization had its limitations,
but in the age of weapons of mass destruction, small groups of people could be
sufficient to create havoc and panic.

There has been a certain amount of national and international cooperation
between these groups of militants, but not very much; essentially, they remain
confined to one region or one state. Their status has been one of semilegality, but
if they were to engage in terrorism in earnest they would have to opt for going
into deep illegality, which so far they have hesitated to do. The great danger
facing them has been infiltration on all levels from the leadership down to the
rank-and-file; the smaller the terrorist group, the more difficult it is to infilcrate.
Small may well be beautiful and certainly less risky as far as the terrorism of the
future is concerned. :

In view of recent history, more attention has been paid to neofascist and neo-
Nazi terrorism in Germany and Italy than in other countries. Following the decline
of the left in Italy, a government came to power which included the successor
party of the Fascists. The party and especially its leader, Fini, very much moder-
ated their stance in order to acquire respectability, much to the dismay of their
more radical supporters. But on the other hand they may have found it difficult
to attack a government (Berlusconi) which, all things considered, was closer to
them than the previous ones. Italian right-wing terrorists had been responsible
for some of the bloodiest attacks in Europe (at the Piazza della Loggia in Brescia,
at the Bologna railway station, and the Piazza Fontana in Milano), and they had
also developed the most elaborate strategy of the systematic destabilization of the
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government. But by and large they have shown less activity than their German
comrades.

The extreme right and the neo-Nazis in Germany have been split into more
than a hundred groups, among them some who have given their members sys-
tematic military training. Every year since 1998, German police discovered caches
of weapons containing not only automatic weapons, but also shells and mortars,
machine guns and hand grenades.’ According to police estimates, the number of
“violence prone” members of the extreme right is estimated at nine to ten thou-
sand. Their main target at the present time is immigrants (asylum seekers) from
Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, of which Germany has more than any other
European country. But the neo-Nazis have also become more active on the mar-
gins of the antiglobalism movement: they protested against German participation
in the war against Serbia and the support of the American war against terrorism.

A potential of neo-Nazi terrorist attacks existed also in Britain and Sweden.
In Britain the movement was very much influenced by their comrades in the
United States — they read the same books, such as The Tumer Diaries, and used
the same names for their cells (such as “Commando 18”). However, by and large
these attacks (almost always against new immigrants) were the work of individuals
who were not core members of any group.*

Neo-Nazi terrorism in Sweden is largely homegrown; among its victims were
policemen, an investigative journalist, and a trade union organizer. Little is known
about the social background of the members of these groups. The generally pre-
vailing idea of unemployed young workers being the main recruiting ground of
extreme right-wing militants seems not be borne out by the known facts, according
to which the offspring of middle-class families was at least equally involved.

In recent years, relations between the extreme, neo-Nazi right in Europe and
Islamist and Arab terrorist groups which existed for a long time have become
more intensive, especially in the field of business transactions. These shadowy
deals, which on occasion also involved the Mafia, have seldom been reported in
the media.’

Ultra-Left Terrorism

Those on the political left demanded strong government action against the ter-
rorists from the right, but such appeals involved them in contradictions; they
feared that an antiterrorist legislation would be used also against the violent mil-
itants of the left. Some of the most sensational assassinations in Europe, such as
in Nanterre and the Netherlands, had, after all, not been carried out by neo-
fascists but sympathizers with the left. Terrorism from the far left has been down
in Europe but by no means out. The obvious example is the 17th of November
organization in Greece, which has over the years targeted American and British
diplomats and NATO officials, but seldom if ever Greek citizens. In its statements
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it professed Marxism-Leninism and a revolutionary strategy, but at the same time
it has advocated a fanatical, uncompromising nationalism. It is putting far more
stress on Greek national interests than on social revolutionary change.®

Since no member of this organization has been apprehended by the police
in twenty-five years, Greek governments have been accused of either abysmal
inefficiency or of the presence of sympathizers in its ranks. In July 2002, a member
of the group fell into the hands of the police since he was injured while trying to
place a bomb in Athens harbor. As a result the leading members of this small group
were arrested. It appeared that its origins had been in one of the Trotskyite sects
of the 1960s. When the colonels established a dictatorship in Greece in 1968, the
Trotskyites split into a political and a terrorist wing. But while the dictatorship
lasted, these “activists” were hardly in appearance. They began their actions only
in 1975 when democracy had been restored in Greece. There is a striking similarly
with the Basque ETA, which had also been Marxist-Leninist in the beginning but
later veered toward integral nationalism. As in Greece, terrorism began in earnest
only after the overthrow of the dictatorship; terrorist groups need a minimum of
freedom to prosper. ETA was far more active than the Greek comrades because
its basis was ethnic and it could rest on a broader base. (ETA killed some eight
hundred, while the Greek terrorists murdered only twenty-two over roughly the
same period.)

But the Greeks were by no means the last left-wing revolutionary terrorists in
Western Europe, as claimed by some authors. This was shown by the murder of
two academics advising the Italian ministry of labor, Massimo D’Antona in Rome
and Marco Biagi in Bologna.” On the occasion of the murder of Biagi, the Red
Brigades, believed to have been dormant if not dead, published a long manifesto
explaining their action. The one innovation in addition to the usual key words
used in the past (revolutionary struggle, strategy of the armed struggle, imperialist
counterrevolution, working-class militancy), was the attempt to connect their
terrorism with that of bin Laden; the attacks in New York and Washington had
shown the vulnerability of world capitalism. The ultra-communist Italian terrorists
saw themselves in a common front with radical Islamism.®

Such collaboration with religious obscurantist forces under the banner of anti-
imperialism may seem grotesque. But cooperation, direct or indirect, between
Islamic terrorism and the ultra-left was by no means limited to Italy. The case of
Algeria is significant. The Communists were sharply critical of the terrorists, be it
only because the declared aim of the latter was “to kill ten thousand Communists”
even though there weren't ten thousand Communists in the whole of Algeria, but
the Trotskyites had less compunction in this respect. They declared their support
from the very beginning for the Islamist insurrection (the strike of June 1991)
and continued their “critical support” in the following years.. They were not very
influential inside Algeria but they had sympathizers among British journalists and
French Orientalists and were active among those suggesting that most of the
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terrorism was carried out and sponsored not by the Islamic terrorists but by the
military government.’

As a sympathizer of Louisa Hanoune, the leader of the Trotskyites (also called
the Algerian La Pasionaria), put it, “Here was a woman beautiful like a princess
out of Arabian Nights who talked perfect Arabic and who said things on television
which only the Islamists in their mosques dared to say.”'° How to explain that a
spokesmen of the ultra-left was proud to say the same things the Islamists were
saying in their mosques? An Algerian commentator noted that the Trotskyites
were wedded to the old anarchist theories of the nineteenth century that the
world could be rebuilt only if it had been reduced to chaos earlier on.'

At this point the hopes and expectations of the neofascists and the ultra-left
met, but for the fact that their ideas of the world to be rebuilt after the coming
revolution were different. However, for the time being, Islamic terrorism had
to be considered an ally because “objectively” it was taking a politically correct
position. This was also the line taken by various French groups and groupuscules
of the far left.

Algeria became in the 1990s the bloodiest battlefield of terrorism, and for
its well-wishers the most embarrassing. The victims — their number is esti-
mated between 100,000 and 150,000 — were not colonial oppressors or wealthy
exploiters but for the majority simple poor people, more often than not killed at
random. True, certain groups were singled out — women and professional people
such as teachers, students, and journalists. More than seven hundred schools
were destroyed, the underlying assumption being that these schools corrupted
the youth. A few hundred Islamic preachers deemed undesirable by the extremists
were killed, not to mention Christian clerics, monks, and nuns.

Algeria

Algeria became independent following a bloody and protracted fight against
France, the colonial power, and the tradition of violence had of course much to
do with the giant massacres of the 1990s. In addition, Algeria produced an ide-
ology which not only justified violence but declared it absolutely essential. This
refers to Frantz Fanon and his cult of “cleansing violence” as a means of self-
affirmation.'? Violence seen by Fanon was a liberating force, binding the rebels
together. True, toward the end of his life, Fanon began to realize the corrupting
influence of the barbarism that ensued; this should have occurred to a trained
psychoanalyst earlier on, but ideology proved stronger than clinical knowledge
and experience.

But Fanon was not the sorcerer’s apprentice who let the genie out of the
bottle. He was not a native Algerian; his fame was greater among European
and American intellectuals, and it is doubtful whether more than a handful of
Algerian rebels ever read him. The breakdown in the 1990s had to do with the
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abysmal performance of postliberation Algerian governments. First Ahmed Ben
Bella managed within a few years through harebrained state socialist schemes
to ruin the economy 6f a country which as a major oil producer should have
been relatively well off. He was followed by General Abdelaziz Bouteflika, whose
economic policy was equally disastrous and who encouraged in every possible
way the Islamists to combat the influence of the leftist elements in the country.
The situation was aggravated by a very high birth rate and very high youth
unemployment. Lastly, there was the return to Algeria of several hundreds of
militants from Afghanistan, sworn to seize power by means of a bloody struggle."
They joined the FIS (Front Islamique de Salut, the main Islamist movement) and
later the even more radical GIA (Groupe Islamique Armée).

The civil war began with a mass strike declared by the opposition in June
1991 and escalated the year after when the military government cancelled the
results of the elections when it appeared that the Islamists of the FIS were about
to win. This dictatorial act was widely criticized; the generals in power argued
that if the Islamists had won, these would have been the last elections in Algeria.
Their dilemma was that of the government of Weimar Germany in 1932-33 facing
the upsurge of Nazism, and they did not want to commit the same mistake. But
the historical parallel was less than perfect: the generals were not simon-pure
democrats, and the Islamists were not a monolithic camp. The rulers should have
tried to negotiate with the more moderate among them.

The next years witnessed countless massacres throughout the country and
even in the capital and its suburbs.'* Thousands were slaughtered every month,
and the crimes were so bestial that the propaganda of those who claimed that
no faithful Muslim could be guilty of them fell on fertile ground. The Algerian
terrorists were giving terrorism and Islamism a bad name. Thus a campaign of
disinformation began that did not have much of an impact inside Algeria, for
Algerians knew from bitter experience what was happening in their country and
who the villains were. But in Europe and America, the Algerian government
came under considerable pressure. Countless committees and many individuals
visited the country in an attempt to establish the truth.

There is every reason to assume that the government fought back with equal
ruthlessness, that in all probability hundreds, if not thousands, were killed without
a trial or disappeared without a trace, murdered by the army or the police. This
syndrome was not new. It had happened before in Argentina, Uruguay, and other
countries — in fact, in every country in which terrorism threatened the very
existence of the state and society. Once terrorism had passed a certain stage,
terrorists could not expect any mercy from their opponents. Legal restraints were
off and many innocent people perished in the process. But it was still true that
the overwhelming number of attacks in Algeria (and also in France) were carried
out by the radical Islamists, especially the GIA who claimed credit for them, and
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even distributed video training films in which the mass murder of army recruits
was shown.

The terrorists and their sympathizers argued that the government was respon-
sible for the mass murder because it had infiltrated (and somehow manipulated)
the GIA, the most radical terrorist group, because it had given arms to local
militias and in other of ways. But all this could not explain the fact that many
thousands of Algerian soldiers and policemen had been killed; furthermore the
GIA made no secret of their attacks but claimed credit, and the more moderate
[slamists of the FIS denounced their barbaric acts. Furthermore, there was ample
evidence that the GIA and other ultra-extremist forces consisted to a considerable
extent of criminal elements."

The military government came under international pressure to open a dialogue
with the FIS; partly as the result of this pressure, the civil concord which was
reached, and a general amnesty in 1999 — but also as the result of war weariness
on the part of the FIS — there was a substantial decline, especially in the cities,
in the number of attacks and victims in 2000.'¢

But the GIA and some new small group — acting autonomously such as a
Salafist group (GSPC), which seems to have been directly connected with bin
Laden — continued to fight. Their number was estimated at three thousand,
possibly more. It seems safe to say that by this time the element of banditry
had become preeminent and the religious motivation was no longer of decisive
importance.'

The situation in Algeria is important because the country continues to be a
breeding ground for terrorism. True, a great part of the population, not only the
intelligentsia and the middle class, have been deeply antagonized by the brutal
slaughter, and many, especially among the rural population, have taken active
part in the battle against the “monster,” as terrorist Islamism is frequently called.
True, Algeria is not nearer to democracy than ten years ago, but no Middle
Eastern country is, and the preconditions in Algeria are worse than elsewhere.
More decisive is the fact that social and economic conditions have not improved,
and that so many young people are still unemployed. The fact that Algerians
have been exposed to such an extent of barbarism has generated counterforces
and perhaps a certain degree of immunity against the forces of violence. But even
if radical Islamism has caused widespread revulsion, terrorism in Algeria is not
necessarily bound to disappear.

The Balkans

The wars in the Balkans seem not to belong to a survey of terrorism, present
and future. When Yugoslavia broke up in the 1990s and Croatia and Slovenia
declared their independence (1991), the separation from Serbia did not proceed
without violent conflict and painful consequences such as killings and ethnic
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cleansing. This was even more palpably felt in the case of Bosnia, when two
hundred thousand people were killed and many more lost their homes. The war
in Bosnia was ended by the Dayton peace accords in November 1995. Next came
the struggle for Kosovo, a province of Yugoslavia populated mainly by Albanians
but historically important for Serbia. A guerrilla war led to full-scale NATO
intervention (March 1999). Once this war was over, the Albanians took the
offensive both in Kosovo trying to expel the Serbians living there and also in
independent Macedonia, which has a significant Albanian minority. The West,
and above all America, had intervened to protect the Muslims in the Balkans,
but this action earned them little gratitude in the Muslim world.

These events are still relevant in the present context for a number of reasons.
As in the Balkans before and after World War [, many ethnic groups’ national
aspirations have not been fully satisfied (and indeed cannot be fulfilled without
harming others), and they wish to prolong the conflict. One of the means to do
so is guerrilla warfare; the other is terrorist operations.

In the armed conflicts of the 1990s, terrorism played only a subordinate role.
It is difficult to think of more than one or two leading political figures who were
killed as the result of a terrorist action. In the process of ethnic cleansing, a great
deal of individual killing did take place, but it was more on the pattern of a
guerrilla war than on terrorism as commonly understood.

However, the Balkans have a long tradition of terrorism in which the Mace-
donian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO) played a leading role as well as the
Croat Ustasha. Nor should it be forgotten that World War I was triggered by the
attack of members of a Serbian terrorist organization against the Austrian heir to
the throne in Sarajevo. There certainly is the danger that dissatisfied nationalist
groups in the former Yugoslavia, of which there are a great many, will use terror-
ism as a means to destabilize their neighbors and thus achieve their aspirations.
The presence of UN observers and forces makes a war or a guerrilla war unlikely
because it would be easy to trace, whereas terrorism in these circumstances could
be the most likely mode of operation chosen.

Second, the Balkan wars, specifically the war in Bosnia and Kosovo, gave
Islamic terrorists from the Middle East and South Asia a foothold. Many Afghan
veterans came to Bosnia and Kosovo to fight and establish their bases there. If this
help would have been limited to participation in local fighting, it would not have
been of great consequence except to the states directly affected. However, there
was growing evidence that the veterans of al Qa'ida and allied groups used their
bases for smuggling arms, laundering money, getting false papers, and, generally
speaking, for planning terrorist operations in Europe and America. Eventually,
more than a dozen European and Middle Eastern countries (including Italy,
France, Britain, Turkey, Egypt, and Algeria) were asking for the extradition of
Muslim terrorists.
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This caused more than a little embarrassment for the governments in Alba-
nia and Kosovo. On one hand, they felt a debt of gratitude to the people who
had helped them in their hour of need, and they reciprocated by assisting them
in various ways, mainly through logistic assistance. But on the other hand, the
guests had been outstaying their welcome and they did not wish to invite foreign
political sanctions — especially after September 11, 2001. Consequently, most of
the mujahedeen were asked to leave, and some were extradited from Albania to
other countries such as Egypt.

However, there were also other reasons for the growing weariness of the host
countries. The mujahedeen had not come to the Balkans to help the local Mus-
lims establish secular states. They thought that unless strictly Islamic governments
were installed, the whole fighting had been in vain. But the majority of Kosovars
and Albanians did not want a society run along the Sharia, which was one more
reason that the local governments saw the volunteers leave without too much
regret. However, there is evidence to the effect that not all of them departed;
some became holders of Bosnian and Albanian passports, and some married local
women and stayed on. In the words of a former Czech foreign minister, Jiri Dienst-
bier, neither the United Nations nor NATO succeeded in defeating the alliance
of terrorism and organized crime in Kosovo, which based on the inner circle of
the Albanian KLA is responsible for about 70 percent of the smuggling of heroin
to Central Europe and Scandinavia.'® The Balkans will remain, at least for some
time to come, a potential base for terrorists.

Terrorism and Banditry

While terrorism in Algeria was clearly ideologically inspired in its initial phase,
the element of banditry became progressively stronger, and it was difficult to draw
with any certainty a clear dividing line between these two elements. The same
is true, mutatis mutandis, with regard to terrorist groups in other countries, for
instance in the Philippines and in Colombia. It was also true with regard to the
ex-Trotskyite terrorists in Greece who took to bank robberies in the 1990s to
improve their financial situation both as a group and as individuals.

The history of the Abu Sayaf (bearer of the sword) group goes back to an ear-
lier national resistance movement, the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF)
located in the centers of the Muslim population, which constitute about 5 per-
cent of the total in the Philippines, mostly in parts of the island of Mindanao
and the islands offshore. The Muslims felt themselves discriminated against and
for religious as well as cultural reasons wanted a state of their own. They armed
themselves, and in a guerrilla war against the authorities thousands were killed on
both sides and many more lost their homes. MNLF received the support of Libya
and later of Iran, but all things considered it was not one of the most extreme
movements, and eventually peace negotiations began, resulting in the Tripoli
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agreement (1976) in which some of the demands of the MNLF were accepted.
The agreement did not give the separatists full satisfaction, but from this stage
on their emphasis was on nonviolent resistance."

The transition to a peaceful struggle was not welcomed by Muslim radicals,
some of whom had fought with bin Laden in Afghanistan, so they split away
from the main movement. The group was small, totaling no more than about two
hundred terrorists, with perhaps a few more sympathizers mainly concentrated on
the Sulu archipelago. What it lacked in numbers it compensated for with hectic
activity and public relations. Little is known about its ideology; religious fanati-
cism seems not to be particularly strongly developed among its members. They
do want, however, full independence rather than mere autonomy, which they
received according to the various agreements with the government. [ts operations
have included attacks against Christian churches and bookshops; in one attack
against the Christian city of Ipil there were fifty-three victims. Their favorite
mode of killing was by beheading. They financed their operations by kidnapping
tourists (mainly foreigners), piracy, smuggling, and robbery — always arguing that
such activities were in accordance with the principles of jihad.?® These opera-
tions generated resistance among the mainstream nationalist Moro groups, which
accused Abu Sayaf of dragging Islam into criminal acts. They argued, above all,
that kidnapping for profit was not in the spirit of the Koran. Embarrassed by the
Abu Sayaf criminal actions, the mainstream groups offered their assistance to
the Manila government after September 11, 2001. But the Abu Sayaf militants,
having amassed tens of millions of dollars in ransom money, did not greatly worry
about theological niceties and the interpretation of Islam. For them, crime had
become a way of life and income. Some of this money seems to have trickled
down to the inhabitants of the islands, who are their main supporters, and this
as well as complaints about the neglect of the central government assures them
a political base.?!

The political element in the motivation of Colombian terrorism, the main
focus of terrorism in Latin America at the present time, is considerably greater
than in the Philippines: A struggle is taking place both for political power and for
control of the drug business. FARC (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia),
the biggest of the three Colombian terrorist organizations (not counting the AUC,
United Self-Defense Forces, the paramilitary group of the right), came into being
in the 1960s. Its original name was M 19. It was sponsored at the time by the
local Communist Party and was meant to be active in the cities. Such activity
proved to be very difficult both in view of limited political support and the greater
ease with which the police could trace and break up terrorist cells in the cities.
The FARC and the ELP (fashioned after the Che Guevara model) transferred
their activities to the countryside, where the government was weak and they
had a natural constituency in the farming communities specializing in the growth
of coca, by far the most profitable crop. Since then the FARC has given up
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Marxism-Leninism in favor of a vague populist doctrine called Bolivarism and the
promise of better government than the Bogot4 authorities. The FARC decided
to demand a certain percentage of the income for protection money from the
farmers (“reluctantly” according to sources close to them).? The farmers were
quite willing to pay up; they might have had to pay more to groups of gangsters.
ELN (National Liberation Army), a group consisting of pro-Castro elements as
well as left-wing Christian militants, found another source of income in extorting
money from the oil companies. Whenever the companies refused to pay up, the
pipelines were bombed, sometimes as often as once a week.”’

The other main source of income for the terrorists was kidnapping. More than
half the kidnappings worldwide occur in Colombia each year — perhaps three to
four thousand, and it has become a growth industry. Nine out of ten of those
kidnapped regain their freedom, if the rules of the game are observed. Virtually
none of the kidnappers is ever apprehended.

FARC, which has some ten to fifteen thousand fighters under arms, gained con-
trol of a considerable part of the country.?* In view of the funds at its disposal — its
income is estimated at almost $400 million a year, about half protection money,
the rest revenue from kidnapping — FARC could obtain modern arms, which
were often superior in firepower to those of the government forces, and they
inflicted heavy defeats on the government. Hundreds of soldiers were taken pris-
oner between 1996 and 1999. Many of them were released when peace talks
began in 1999, but the negotiations were not successful and fighting resumed at
the end of two years of talks.”

The rise and the persistence of guerrilla warfare and terrorism in Colombia can
be explained against a background of the weakness of the central government, its
neglect of the farming community, and a tradition of violence (violencia) which
is probably stronger than in any other Latin American country. In the two years
of lawlessness after World War II, some two hundred thousand are believed to
have been killed. In the fighting since 1986, some forty thousand people were
killed, two to three thousand each year. While the Colombian government has
tried with American help to carry out an ambitious reform project (the Colombia
Plan), these attempts have been half-hearted and not very successful.”® The FARC
has tried to gain influence on national politics by mean of establishing a legal
political party, the UP (Unién Patriética), but its leaders and many militants were
assassinated by terrorists of the extreme right. As a result this door remained
closed to the FARC, which in turn brought about an intensification of their
terrorist activities.”’

There is a danger of a spillover of guerrilla warfare and terrorism to the
neighboring countries, hence the interest taken by the United States in what
is essentially a domestic problem. The question of most interest to the outside
observer is how can a guerrilla and terrorist movement which has become the
third largest drug syndicate (after Cali and Medellin) preserve its ideological
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purity? The consumption of drugs among the militants is banned, as it was in
Afghanistan under the Taliban. But the issue of drug smuggling quite apart —
and the FARC has become involved over the years in every stage from produc-
tion to delivery abroad — there is the fact that FARC has become the wealthiest
terrorist movement in history. Its ambitions in contrast to al Qa’ida are limited:
they want to seize power in Colombia, not the whole of Latin America let alone
the whole world. One of the central issues in FARC and ELP ideology is the
struggle against government corruption, but the presence of so much money in
the hands of the terrorists is bound to create similar problems. Whereas there
is no doubt about its revolutionary origins, its operations over the years owe as
much to banditry as to left-wing ideology: indiscriminate killing of civilians such
as the bombing of a church in Bellavista (2002) in which more than a hundred
people including forty children were killed, attacks against fellow revolutionaries
of the ELN in a battle for domination, the kidnapping of peasants, and other such
actions. From time to time the FARC would apologize for some massacre, which,
it maintained, was the result of a misunderstanding. But the “misunderstand-
ings” were so many that the apologies became less and less credible.”® While the
FARC has become stronger, the more left-wing ELN has declined and counts at
the present time no more than about four thousand fighters. Lastly, there are the
right-wing AUC groups, also said to be financed by drug money.?’ In Colombia,
as in some other countries, terrorism has become a way of life, but eventually it
will probably transform itself into a political movement.

The Coming Crises

The United States, Western Europe, Russia, and, of course, Israel remain the main
targets in the years to come. Other foci of tension include above all countries
of the Middle East as well as Central Asia and Africa, where Islam has made
progress in recent decades and where as a result it has claimed a greater say in
politics. There has been a cycle of violence in Nigeria, a country with hundreds
of tribes and ethnic groups where disputes about land rights are frequent. More
recently, however, clashes along religious lines have been more frequent. The
Hausa-speaking Muslims in the north have insisted on introducing Sharia as the
law of the land; in eleven regions this is now the case.

The immediate reasons for a major riot are often accidental. In Kano, the cap-
ital of the north, an otherwise peaceful anti-American demonstration in October
2001 turned in to a large-scale anti-Christian riot. Even earlier in Kaduna, which
had been the capital under the British, two hundred were killed, and five hundred
in Jos in September 2001; many more, according to some sources.*® Poverty does
play a role as does envy of the other community. But the essential cause triggering
violence was the introduction of the Sharia, first in Zamfara (January 2000) and
later on in other districts. Altogether some six thousand Nigerians are believed
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to have been killed in clashes between Muslims and their opponents during the
last two years. Sharia courts meant amputation for crimes like theft and stoning
to death of women for adultery. It manifested itself in things small and not so
small — it meant vigilante groups roaming the streets looking for transgressors,
open-air cinemas were closed down, single-sex taxis and schools were introduced.
Alcohol was banned, men were advised to grow a beard. Mosques and churches
were burned to the ground with religious preachers playing an inflammatory role.

The advance of Islam in Nigeria, not just as a religion but as a dominating
political system, was bound to provoke a major confrontation. At the present
time the Nigerian constitution is still secular but radical Islam wants to change
this, and there have been calls for attacking not just the infidels — meaning
Christians and pagans — but also the army. Governor Bukar Ibrahim of Yobe,
a Sharia state, has made it known that he was prepared to fight a civil war to
preserve the supremacy of the Muslim religious over the civil law.”! Violence in
these conditions more likely than not will assume the form of communal clashes
rather than guerrilla warfare or terrorism, but terrorism could be part of it.

The same is true, broadly speaking, in Middle Eastern countries where the
radical Islamic opposition wants to overthrow the establishment, such as in Egypt
or Saudi Arabia or in a country like Iran where radical Islam has been in power
for years and has generated a backlash. One of the more promising regions for the
spread of jihadism is Southeast Asia, especially Indonesia in view of its deep eco-
nomic and political tensions. The Indonesian Lashkar Jihad (the army of Jihad)
was founded in April 2000. While bitterly hostile to the West and America, it is
critical of Osama bin Laden, because his groups spread disunity, accusing other
fundamentalist groups, rulers, and the clergy of heresy. Lashkar Jihad came into
being to help the Muslims in Eastern Indonesia against the Christian residents in
the Moluccans. In this conflict the Christians suffered badly, and many of them
had to leave their homes. The Indonesian government brokered a peace agree-
ment, but this was regarded as a government-Christian conspiracy by the Lashkar
who want to get rid of the minority altogether; in any case their ambitions are
wider than this regional dispute. No mention has been made of another guerrilla
war raging since the early 1990s, that of the OPM (Organization Free Papua)
and other local conflicts. With the weakening and disintegration of central state
power in Indonesia, the spread of conflict and possibly the descent into chaos
cannot be ruled out.” After the end of the war in Afghanistan, Indonesia report-
edly became an important base of the activities of various radical Islamic groups.
The aim of these radicals (known under the name of the “Ngruki network”) was
to establish an Islamic state consisting not only of Indonesia but also of Malaysia
and the Philippines; the leaders of this movement had been in exile under Soe-
harto but returned after the downfall of his regime. They were few in number
but, as an authoritative report noted in August 2002, even a relatively small
number were capable of creating a great deal of havoc.” By and large certain
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trends have emerged: The bloodiest civil and tribal wars in Africa have ceased or
declined in intensity. This refers, for instance to Rwanda/Burundi, Eritrea, Sierra
Leone, Kongo-Kinshasa,'and Angola. But the presence of hundreds of thousands
of refugees in neighboring countries — for instance, in the camps of Guinea —
constitute a potential for a recurrence of violence, and an increase of tension in
South Africa cannot be ruled out.

The list of present and potential conflicts is endless. They will take various
forms — civil war, guerrilla warfare, insurrection, and terrorism, as we have known
will also play a role. Against the background of a wider armed conflict, terrorism
usually recedes into the background. If tens or hundreds of thousands of people
are killed, the fate of a single human being no longer seems of great importance.
However, as past history has shown, terrorism could still be of importance in
being the trigger which causes a wider conflict.

No mention has been made of terrorist campaigns of long standing such as the
one conducted by the IRA in Northern Ireland or the ETA throughout Spain.
Some of these campaigns are in abeyance, others continue, but they are regional
in character and do not aim at the export of their revolution to foreign countries.
They are not in the same category as the international terrorism that seems to
be the prominent feature of the movement in the early twenty-first century.



CONCLUSION

War againsf the West

Predicting future trends in terrorism has always been next to impossible. The
actors involved have been few, their actions often erratic, and the behavior of
small groups in a society is no more predictable than that of very small particles
in the physical world. In retrospect, one can point to objective factors which made
it likely that the Irish patriots would engage in terrorism in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries or why periodic outbursts of terrorist violence occurred
in Russia in the decades before the revolutions of 1917. But there were other
countries inside Europe and abroad where terrorism could have been expected
with equal justification but did not take place. Why did anarchism appear in
some countries but not in others? Why did some terrorist groups show great
activity during certain periods but were inactive during others? The efficiency
of the state security forces undoubtedly played a role, but it is not sufficient to
provide a satisfactory answer. Accident obviously also played an important role,
in the appearance of certain ideologies and the presence of leaders preaching and
practicing terrorist violence.

The same is true today, except that the stakes have grown immensely. Review-
ing the history of terrorism over a period of 150 years there can be little doubt that
its political effects in contrast to the publicity it received were small. Terrorists
alerted public opinion to certain grievances, and to social and national injus-
tice, but more often generated counterforces which in the end defeated them.
The more successful terrorism was in destabilizing society, the more effective the
mobilization of the antiterrorist forces which led to the downfall of the militants —
Russia in 1905-6 and Latin America in the 1970s are obvious examples.

But what was true in the past is no longer necessarily true at present and may
not apply in the future. The smaller the group, the more difficult it is to trace
and to penetrate, the more far-fetched and strange its motivation and ideology is
likely to be. Very small groups of people do not aim at conducting propaganda,
building up political mass movements, and seizing power; they aim at destruction
in the hope that out of the ruins of what they have destroyed a better world
will emerge or at least one more in line with their ideology. Furthermore, society
has become far more vulnerable than it has ever been in the past as the result
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of urbanization and technological progress. Not only have the arms become far
more lethal, the targets have become so much softer.

Lastly, prospects have greatly increased for the use of terrorism as substitute
warfare precisely because old-fashioned, conventional warfare has become much
more risky and expensive; there is the temptation to inflict harm on an enemy
through the use of substitutes. Such practices are based on the hope that state-
sponsored terrorism will be difficult to prove conclusively. These assumptions are
almost certainly mistaken, but the temptation will still be great and miscalcula-
tions may lead precisely to what the initiators wanted to avoid — regular warfare,
possibly with the use of weapons of mass destruction.

The world is passing at present through a transitional period as far as the
weapons of terrorism are concerned, the damage that is caused, and also its basic
strategies. The form of terrorism prevalent at the present time is religious or
nationalist in inspiration, or a mixture of the two, and the weapons used are
improved versions of conventional weapons, more effective explosives, missiles,
and so on. Suicide terrorism has made terrorism both more indiscriminate and
more deadly. But at the same time, the search has been under way for non-
conventional weapons which might kill not thousands but possibly hundreds of
thousands. And while there is every reason to believe that jihad and similar doc-
trines will persist for a long time to come, there are on the political horizon a
great many other potential sources of terrorist motivation. At the same time the
danger of escalation has greatly increased, terrorist provocation turning into a
full-scale war.

We shall point in the following to some of the threats ahead. No one can say
how long the transition period through which we live may last — it could be a
matter of years or of decades. Some of the dangers invoked may never happen,
while others may materialize sooner than anticipated.

The Future of Jihad

No end is in sight to the activities of Islamist groups which believe that the only
way to achieve their mission on earth is armed struggle — that is to say, terrorism
and in some circumstances guerrilla warfare. As far as they are concerned jihad is
both an individual and collective duty of a true believer, not just the daily prayers
or the pilgrimage to Mecca. It has been endlessly repeated that the majority of
Muslims want to live in peace with their neighbors, a statement that is as correct
as it is irrelevant. The believers in jihad are a minority, in most countries a small
minority, but they can count on a substantial periphery of sympathizers, more
than sufficient to sustain long campaigns of terrorism. No end is in sight to the
conflict between Israel and the Palestinians.

For more than a decade, some Western observers have pointed to the decline
of political Islamism, a correct observation in the long run but one of limited
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relevance with regard to the present activities of the terrorists. Despite all its con-
fident assertions, Islamism does not have an answer to the political, social, and
economic problems of the Muslim world — any more than socialism or national-
ism or the other “Western” ideologies that have been tried, failed, and rejected.
In the countries in which Islamism has been in power or has been politically very
active, in Afghanistan and Iran, in Sudan and Algeria, it has been a disaster. But
it has the advantage vis-a-vis other ideologies that it is historically deeply rooted,
that it is part and parcel of the whole cultural tradition of the Islamic world and
its way of life.

The attraction of radical Islamism in the Muslim diaspora, in Europe and
other parts of the world continues to be substantial. It has been argued by French
experts such as Olivier Roy and Gilles Kepel that radical Islam has been based
on an alliance between the devout middle class, the urban poor, and sections of
the young generation, and that this alliance has broken down.' But this applies
more to countries such as Egypt and Algeria than to others, and given the dismal
economic situation in the Arab world, a resurgence of radical forces cannot be
ruled out. In any case, the integration of Muslims in Europe has been a failure
as far as the majority of the new immigrants is concerned. Even if the govern-
ments and peoples of Western Europe had tried harder to engage in ecumenical
dialogues and positive steps to help the immigrants find their place in society and
become part of it, the result would probably not have been different. Many of
the immigrants had no wish to be integrated into a society the basic values of
which they did not share, with cultural traditions they did not appreciate, and to
emulate a way of life many aspects of which they abhorred. In many European
countries there has been (and continues to be) reluctance to face reality as far
as the real obstacles to integration in these societies are concerned. Nor is there
much awareness as far as the true mood prevailing in the immigrant minorities is
concerned.’

For Islamist preachers, these unassimilated and in part perhaps unassimilable
communities have been fertile ground to find converts, especially among the
younger generation and this is unlikely to change in the near future. On the con-
trary, as the second generation of Muslim immigrants has pressed their demands
with greater insistence and confidence, they have generated all over Europe anti-
immigration countermovements, which in turn has aggravated existing tensions.
Obviously, the Muslim communities, or in any case large parts of them, will
become more acculturated in the future; there will be more intermarriage and
other forms of social mixing; and the communities will become preoccupied with
their own affairs rather than Islamic internationalism. But this process, more likely
than not, will take decades if not generations, and it will have little political impact
in the near future.

According to well-informed observers of the Russian scene, the chances that
the Russian establishment will be able to integrate the Muslim minorities are
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virtually nonexistent; the number of extremist groups is steadily rising and there
are many young proselytes.” International Muslim organizations have given them
millions of dollars to establish camps and courses for both ideological indoctrina-
tion and the teaching of military arts. The young members of the congregations
are said to be mostly fundamentalists.

The prophets of the decline of political Islam might still be right, but not
within the time frame they had in mind.” Most Muslim countries continue to face
very serious problems of every kind, and improvement is not in sight. Economic
growth has been far lower than in any other part of the world except Africa,
and the standards of living have been stagnant or falling. Further deterioration
seems likely in countries such as Algeria and Egypt, Pakistan and Indonesia;
violent changes in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Iraq, and elsewhere are possible, and
even the more repressive dictatorships such as Syria are not as stable as they may
appear. Whatever the consequences of the upheavals, it is quite likely that bad
governments will be replaced by ones that are worse and more repressive.

The roots of Muslim rage are known, and they are unlikely to disappear in the
foreseeable future. On the contrary, as frustration persists, an increase in political
violence seems likely. Some of this may be turned inwards; there has been for a
long time a dispute among Islamic radicals whether terrorism should be mainly
directed against the enemy at home or abroad. Since terrorism directed against
domestic targets has been less popular than acts of violence against foreigners, the
former has been less prevalent in the past — with, of course, notable exceptions
such as Algeria. In view of the time-honored tradition in the Muslim world to
put most or all of the blame of its failures on foreigners rather than on their
own shortcomings and not to engage in self-criticism, jihad against the infidels
has been the preferred mode of action. But this could change at a time of acute
crisis such as a civil war; for the extremists, all Muslims who do not share their
convictions are no better, in principle, than the infidels, and the battle against
them is still a religious duty.

Antiglobalism

The terrorism of the future will also find support from a variety of other quar-
ters including small and very small groups, political and religious. In the past,
terrorism was based almost always on easily identifiable political groups, national
or social, but technological developments have made carrying out terrorist cam-
paigns possible for tiny sects, for local groupuscules, and eventually for individuals
on the pattern of the Unabomber or the individual who sent out the anthrax let-
ters in the United States. The number of such groups is immense and constantly
changing. All that can be done in the following section is to indicate some of the
main directions from which the terrorist attacks of the future could come, always
mindful of the fact that terrorism can, in principle, occur on the margins of every
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radical movement, and perhaps some that are not even radical. They can come
from the left and from the right: Maxime Brunerie, who tried to shoot President
Jacques Chirac, was a member of French neo-Nazi groups. The massacre at Nan-
terre municipality of mainly left-wing local politicians (2002) was carried out by
Richard Durn, a sympathizer with the green movement; the murder soon after of
Pym Fortuyn, the Dutch politician, by a confirmed animal liberationist.

The umbrella movement for many of the radical organizations is antiglobalism.
The very name is misleading and has been accepted by the antiglobalists only with
great reluctance. They are not, of course, opposed to making trade or commu-
nications between countries easier, nor do they wish to abolish the world postal
union (so that it would become difficult or impossible to send letters or parcels
from one country to another) or making travel between countries more difficult,
be it only because it would hurt antiglobalists as much as anyone else, since in
their strategy they rely on free movement between various parts of the world.

Antiglobalism means opposition to capitalism, neoliberalism, and corporate
power. It regards globalization as a synonym for the Westernization or the Ameri-
canization of the world. It believes that globalization perpetuates social injustices
or even aggravates them. And it is of course true, as a leading economist put
it, that global capitalism is much more concerned with expanding the domain
of market relations than with democracy, expanding education, and enhancing
social opportunities.® As another leading economist has put it, globalization is not
helping many poor countries — open capital markets, free trade, and privatization
are making less developed countries not necessarily more stable.’”

Opposition to globalization is by no means limited to the far left. There are
active reactionary and neofascist antiglobalists who want the world to return
to a golden age located somewhere in the distant past. Groups of the extreme
right can justly argue that they have warned against globalism in the form of a
secret world government well before the left did.® As the left sees it, globalism is
“market fundamentalism,” the belief that there is only one possible direction for
human development, and “the map is held by an elite of economists and corporate
flacks, to whom must be ceded all power once held by institutions with any shred
of democratic accountability.””

The initiative to organize an antiglobalist movement of the far left seems to
have come originally from a conference with the ambitious name “International
Encounter for Humanity and against Neoliberalism” in a Mexican village called
La Realidad (1996), which decided to go to war against neoliberalism and to
establish for this purpose an intercontinental network of resisters (“by all the
rebels in the world,” in the words of subcomandante Marcos of the Zapatistas).
Its first major appearance was in Seattle (1999) during the meeting of the World
Trade Organization when a great deal of property was destroyed in downtown
Seattle. Since then, massive, often violent, demonstrations have taken place on
the occasion of gatherings of the IMF, the World Bank, or generally speaking
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meetings of prime ministers or finance ministers of the leading developed nations
(Goeteborg, Genoa, Davos, New York, Quebec City, and elsewhere).

While the movement did not attract all the rebels of the world, it attracted a
great many of them who shared some basic tenets but did by no means agree on all
fundamental ideological questions or on the strategy to be followed. In the demon-
strations, representatives of groups called “Critical Mass” and “WOMBLES” could
be seen. The former is a group of cyclists that wants an end to car culture, the
other stands for White Overall Movement Building Liberation through Effective
Struggle — a direct-action anarchist movement like the Italian Ya Basta. There
is “No Sweat” protesting against sweat shops and the Campaign against Arms
Trade, there are anti-vivisectionists, and the enemies of McDonald’s restaurants.

In some respects antiglobalism was heir to the old socialist and communist
tradition, which had suffered a fatal blow with the breakdown of the Soviet
system and the watering-down of socialism in countries such as China. But the
Marxism of the left was not very attractive for a new generation, nor did it seem
promising to rely on the industrial proletariat as the carrier of the ideals of a new
society. The New Left did not have many answers either. Hard as the Trotskyites
tried (and their experience over the decades with “entryism,” or infiltration, was
unrivaled), they had to take second place to the anarchists who, for what they
lacked in organizational know-how, they made up in radical enthusiasm. Among
the most active in the ranks of the movement were the “Autonome,” anarchist
groups of the sort who had operated since the 1980s in Germany and Italy.'® They
were anticapitalist in their great majority but in contrast to the Trotskyites put
equal or greater stress on values such as human rights and free speech."!

Some of the members of the antiglobalist movement were not opposed in
principle to capitalism; some wanted corporations abolished and others just to
make them comply with human and ecological rights."? It should be added at least
in passing that critics of globalism in its present form and its leading institutions
such as the World Bank and the IMF include leading economists and even leading
businessmen such as George Soros.

These ideological divergences did not, however, lead to a split. The more
doctrinaire Marxists thought the anarchist ideology primitive and inconsistent
and were convinced that sooner or later they would come to adopt a Marxist
outlook. More important, at least in the short run, was the debate about strategy,
or to be precise, about the use of violence. The more militant members argued,
not without justification, that the movement had attracted worldwide attention
not as the result of orderly demonstrations, however large, but because of the use
of violence — smashing windows, throwing Molotov cocktails, and batiling with
the police. The fact that one of the demonstrators in Genoa was killed by the
police gave the movement a martyr and thus added to its prestige.

The antiglobalists provided a stage for a great many causes other than the
struggle against IMF and the World Bank — for instance, the fight of the
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Palestinians against Israel, the cause of migrants trying to enter Western Europe
from North Africa and the Middle East but not being accepted, various green
and environmentalist groups, several anarchist and quasi-anarchist factions such
as the German Autonome and the Italian Tute Bianche (white overalls), as well
as a variety of Trotskyite factions."

Why include the cause of Palestinian suicide bombers and discriminate against
those from Sri Lanka, not to mention the many other national or social liberation
struggles from Colombia to Kashmir, from Algeria to Central Asia, the IRA and
the Basque ETA and the Albanians? The reason, no doubt, was that the inclusion
of these causes would have led to dissent inside the antiglobalist movement,
whereas in the case of the Palestinians there was little reason to fear this. There
was a mutual interest — the antiglobalists were gaining a sizeable reservoir of foot
soldiers for their demonstrations, and the Palestinians were becoming part of a
much wider movement for the liberation of all mankind.

However, the wider the antiglobalists were casting their nets, the more their
message became watered down. Originally their movement had been launched
to lead the struggle of all the rebels with the emphasis on the exploited and
oppressed in the third world. But it was precisely in the countries of the third
world that antiglobalism found least interest and support. In the Arab world,
globalization (aulama) had been discussed for years by intellectuals, but they had
been preoccupied mainly with its cultural aspects — the threat to the cultural
tradition (including the very language) and thus the identity of the Arabs as
the result of creeping Americanization.'* It should have been clear, however,
that rejection of globalization also meant rejection of modernity and secularism
and the preservation of the status quo. The activist wing of the antiglobalization
movement, such as ATTAC (founded in France in 1998), had its work cut out
for itself, appearing on the scene at a time of an economic downturn. They
demanded a “global economy based on solidarity” — but what did this mean in
practical terms? And in what way did such slogans address the problems of the
poorer countries? Left-wing and humanist in inspiration, antiglobalism was not an
obvious ally for the Muslim world. Arab intellectuals did by not any means reject
globalism tout court but only dissociated themselves from certain aspects, such as
the threats to their cultural identity. At the same time, many were reluctant to
support a fundamentalist antiglobalism preaching cultural isolation of the Muslim
world and preservation of medieval traditions."

Even those in the Muslim and Arab world dealing with the economic, social,
and environmental consequences of globalism were preoccupied in the last resort
with its impact on cultural rather than economic life. They were opposed to the
conditions imposed by the IMF and the World Bank on third-world nations, and
they had no enthusiasm for liberal capitalism.'® At the same time they were only
too aware that they needed Western economic help and that the terrorist attacks
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of September 2001 had not only done harm to the West, but even greater damage
to the economies of North Africa and the Middle East.

If Arab intellectuals did not see the fight against corporate capitalism as their
main assignment at the present time, this applied to an even greater extent to bin
Laden and the other leaders of the jihadist movement. They opposed American
and Western corporations if they established branches in Israel, but not because
of any specific anticapitalist convictions. Radical Islamism was not in favor of
capitalism, nor did it have sympathies for materialist socialism — another Western
importation. As far as they were concerned, the teachings of Islam provided all
the answers to economic and social problems. But in fact, Islam as a religion that
had developed more than a millennium ago did nothing of the kind. There is no
reason to consider a billionaire an enemy if he happened to be a pious Muslim
observing the commandment of the religion, paying zakat and supporting the
radicals in their struggle.

If there is an Islamic theory of imperialism, it resembles less Lenin’s or Rosa
Luxemburg’s but more the ideas developed at the beginning of the twentieth
century by some of Mussolini’s predecessors such as Enrico Corradini and Prez-
zolini about the class struggle of “proletarian nations” against the rich and the
exploiting nations of the West. (Bin Laden and al Zawahiri never developed a
theory of imperialism, but there are many hints that they regarded Islam a pro-
letarian religion and its believers exploited by the infidels.) Fascist Italy accepted
the concepts of its ideological predecessors but these ideas led neither to social-
ism in one country nor to a socialist world order, but merely to a demand for the
redistribution of colonies — in other words, to a counterimperialism.

Some Western sociologists had come to regard Islamic radicalism as a “new
social movement” of the quasi-revolutionary kind they had envisaged in the 1970s
and 1980s. But in fact, Islamism (like other religions and also political movements
such as fascism) had no firm beliefs as far as the economic and social order is
concerned. There was room for populists claiming to speak on behalf of the poor
and oppressed. But there was also room for entrepreneurs of no mean ability such
as bin Laden, whose business activities during his stay in Sudan would have done
credit to a senior executive of an American corporation. For radical Islam, the
West — and, above all, America — are the great threat, and their aim was and
remains to weaken it politically, militarily, and economically. But economic issues
are still not the central ones. As far as Iskam is concerned, it is preoccupied with
a religious vision of the future and hence its limited interest in antiglobalism.

Political Radicalism and Terrorism

The antiglobalist movement as such has not supported terrorism, just as the
anarchism of Pyotr Kropotkin and Elisee Reclus never preached assassination. But
on the margins of the anarchist movements there were militant cells or individuals
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who did engage in acts of violence, including terror. It cannot be excluded that
the same will happen in the future, especially if the antiglobalists — as it seems
likely — will fail to make much headway through its traditional strategy of mass
demonstrations and propaganda.'’ ‘

Various Trotskyite and New Left groups have not been able to agree on a
correct strategy. Marxists have been in principle against individual terrorism, but
just as Marx and Engels at times sympathized with the terrorism of the Irish and
the Russian revolutionaries, Trotsky expressed himself (in a famous controversy
against Karl Kautsky) in favor of collective in contrast to individual terrorism. His
followers have taken great pain to point out that what the master had in mind
had nothing to do with the terrorism of recent decades. Trotsky’s opposition to
terrorism was not based on moral scruples but on pragmatic considerations. What
was the point of killing a bourgeois minister if several other ministerial hopefuls
were already waiting in the wings, only too eager to replace the one who had been
eliminated by revolutionaries? Trotskyites have emphasized time and again that
. they did not reject terrorism because of bourgeois morality, but simply because
it did not help their cause and was merely grist for the capitalist mills. For this
reason, some Trotskyite sects have also rejected terrorist attacks against civilians
carried out by “national liberation movements.” Trotskyites have not participated
in terrorist campaigns, at least not to any significant extent. But ideologically and
politically their attitude has been ambiguous despite the sad fate of Trotsky who,
like his son Leon Sedov and other leading members of the Fourth International,
was killed by Stalinist assassins.

Mention has been made of the Algerian Trotskyite Parti des Travailleurs, which
has been accused by other Trotskyites of “serving as the handmaiden of the Islamic
fundamentalists.”'® However, political support for terrorism has not been limited
to countries such as Algeria, in which extreme nationalism and religious radical-
ism have been strong. Some of the leading Trotskyite groups in Western Europe
such as the SWP (Socialist Workers Party) in Britain have also refused to condemn
the al Qa'ida attacks in September 2001 because such condemnation would play
into the hands of “Western imperialism and the further mass murder which Bush
and Blair intend to unleash on the world.”"® The SWP attitude toward terrorism
in the past in Spain, Ulster, Latin America, and the Middle East has not been dif-
ferent. While they have reiterated on many occasions that they oppose individual
terrorism, they have not dissociated themselves from collective terrorism; in fact
(to use Leninist language) they have objectively supported it, or in the words of
other Trotskyites, acted as “uncritical cheer leaders” for the methods and policies
of terrorist groups.?’ According to observers on the far left scene, they have taken
unofficially an even more positive view of radical Islamist terrorism, but for polit-
ical reasons (“entryism”) thought it unwise to press the point in public. Whereas
other groups on the far left have taken a dim view of the theories about the pro-
gressive and anti-imperialist character of al Qa’ida and similar organizations, the
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SWP and some other groups have taken a more sanguine view.?! As writers in
the Weekly Worker, the organ of the CPGB (the British Communist Party) argued,
anti-imperialists must desire the victory of the Taliban even though such views
should be hidden in political mass work, for it would be a mistake to organize an
antiwar movement around slogans such as “Victory to the Taliban.”?* '

National Bolshevism has a history dating back many decades, but politically it
never amounted to very much. In our time, however, there has been a confluence
of elements of the extreme right and the far left with an admixture of religious
groups with anti-Americanism as the common denominator. So far this meeting
of minds has expressed itself mainly in the realm of ideology, but it would not
come as a surprise if individuals or small groups at the margins of this movement
one day will advocate and practice strategic violence.

Terrorism and the New Left

What of terrorism and the New Left? If the Trotskyites welcomed the Khomeini
revolution in Iran, arguing that progressive movements in backward countries
often appear in their initial phases in a religious guise, other New Left thinkers
have been somewhat more skeptical concerning the anticapitalist and progressive
character of radical Islamism.” But they too have been reluctant to distance
themselves from fanatical religious and nationalist groups that weakened the
imperialist enemy.

The recent decade has not been a successful era from their point of view, nor
have there been new ideological impulses (except antiglobalism) to provide a fresh
impetus for its followers. But the old ideals and ideas have had some resonance,
and they found their expression, for instance, in the revival of the Che Guevara
cult. Guevara was killed in Bolivia, isolated and defeated, and with him there
disappeared the strategy of revolutionary guerrilla warfare. Like his comrades of
the Cuban revolution, Che had believed in and practiced terrorism; in 1957 his
group tried to kill the dictator Fulgencio Batista. But in later years he became a
firm opponent of terrorism and thought that urban terrorism was the source of
corruption of the revolutionary movement.

After his death, Guevara was forgotten for many years even in Cuba, his
adopted home, but this was followed by a renaissance in the Americas as well
as in some European quarters. He was the subject of several long biographies,
movies, and even boutiques were named for him.**

How to explain this revival? Social tensions in many Latin American countries
have not diminished in recent decades, and economic progress, to put it cau-
tiously, has been uneven. The Cuban revolution attracted many at the time, but
its subsequent history did not leave many admirers. Che on the other hand sym-
bolized not only the revolutionary spirit but purity and martyrdom, Jesus Christ



Conclusion: War against the West 219

with a Kalashnikov. There was a revolutionary-idealist reservoir in Latin America,
and to these young men and women the figure of Che appealed.

But it was difficult to envisage Guevara as a politician, and while there had
been a certain resurgence of guerrilla warfare such as in Colombia, it was also
difficult to envisage him as the head of an armed band engaging in narcoterrorism.
This leaves open the terrorist alternative, which Che rejected in his lifetime but
which might appeal to a new generation. Unemployment in the megacities of
Latin America has reached high proportions (about 20 percent in Sao Paulo,
25 percent in Buenos Aires). Homicide, robberies, kidnapping, and other such
crimes have reached unprecedented proportions. It seems only a question of time
until a new form of “social terrorism” or organized terrorist banditry is going to
emerge. Some radical groups will see in these trends a confirmation of their belief
that these are the consequences of globalization and that bourgeois democracy
(or any other form of democracy) will be incapable of solving these problems. In
fact, these trends are rooted in technological innovations which make part of the
labor force redundant — and the poverty of the local economies fails to create
new places of work in the service sector.

Another revolutionary guru of political violence fared less well. Frantz Fanon
had also died young and had been “pop” as far as a whole generation of young
admirers was concerned. His books were widely read on American campuses and
among French intellectuals. He too was forgotten but had a certain revival in the
1990s which was limited, however, to the groves of academe — or to be precise,
to the postcolonial school.”
chosen another country for his activities and his theories. The last thing needed
in Algeria in the 1990s, devastated by many years of terrorism, was another apostle
of violence.

The reasons were obvious — Fanon should have

The “Third Position”

Well before the far left and the anarchists discovered the dangers of globalization,
the extreme right was fighting this enemy to the best of their ability, except that
in those early days the threat was known under another name: “The New World
Order.” As John E McManus, president of the John Birch Society, put it, his
group had opposed world government (and globalism, as he sees it, was precisely
aiming at such government) for decades only to be derided by the liberal media
as believers in primitive conspiracy theories.”® Another leading opponent of glob-
alism was William Pierce, the author of the Tirner Diaries, who had claimed for
many years that the internationalization of production and the deindustrialization
of the United States were two sides of the same coin.”” A world without national
boundaries is bound to lead to racial integration, mongrelization, and leveling —
in short into impoverishment and subordination to an interdependent New World
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Order. Only a national cleaning day, a “day of the ropes,” could stop this process,
when tens of thousands of traitors will be hanged from lamp posts and trees.?®

The extreme right put the stress on the national aspects — that is to say, the
growing danger (as they saw it) of their countries losing sovereignty and their
specific national character being swamped by foreign mass culture. They would
hardly march with the Trotskyites and anarchists in favor of unrestricted mass
immigration to their countries, for they loathed multiculturalism and stood for
monocultural nation-states. But they shared with the left their hatred of neo-
liberalism and also found common ground on such issues as support for the
struggle of the anti-imperialist forces in the Middle East and elsewhere. They
marched together with the left-wing activists in Seattle and on other occasions.
There was a fascinating synergism between the far right and the extreme left in
Europe as well as in the United States, which expressed itself, among other things,
in the opposition to the war against terrorism.”’

This gave birth to the so called “third position” (known in France and Italy
as Troisieme Voie or Terza Posizione, respectively) or, in the words of their critics,
third-position fascism.*®

The idea of a coalition between the extreme left and the extreme right,
between nationalism and socialism (or, to be precise, anticapitalism) goes back to
the Soviet Union in the 1920s, appearing in the early 1930s on the margins of the
Nazi movement (Otto Strasser), and then taken up in the 1980s by the French
right and on a more primitive ideological level by American neo-Nazis such as
the Aryan Nations Congress and WAR, calling for support of the white working
class against monopoly capitalism and the corporations. On the German terrorist
scene, the attempts to bring about a synthesis between ideas of the far left and the
extreme right date back to the days of Baader-Meinhof. This showed itself in play-
ing the nationalist card. The U.S. forces in Germany were an occupation army;
the unique character of Nazism and the Holocaust was played down by arguing
that National Socialism had been nothing but a creature of monopoly capital-
ism. In brief, the motivation, while it expressed itself mainly in a revolutionary
phraseology, had been to a considerable extent nationalist.’! In other words the
ultranationalist and neofascist views expressed by Horst Mahler and some other
former terrorists of the left at the present time had been there, at least in statu
nascendi, even thirty years earlier. What has been said about left-wing terrorism
in Germany applies to a similar degree to left-wing terrorism in other European
countries such as [taly and Greece.

Determined efforts were made by groups of the extreme right to bring about a
left-right unity of action in the effort to smash capitalism.*? For the extreme right
in the United States and Europe, communism was no longer a serious enemy;
in any case both capitalism and communism had been invented and sustained
by the Jews. Anti-Semitic slogans — sometimes gross, sometimes more subtle —
made their appearance in Britain, France, and Germany. In the words of a close



Conclusion: War against the West 221

observer of the terrorist scene, the extreme right considered the whole coun-
terculture generation (antiglobalism, anti-WTQO protests, ecowarriors, fighters for
animal rights) as a potential constituency: “They push fascism as a revolutionary
movement of the left.”** Or, to quote the slogan of the most active sections of the
contemporary Russian far right: “Fascism — Red and Unbounded.” As a historian
of these groups (the National Bolshevik party) noted, “third positionism” incor-
porates Stalinist, Leninist, and partly even anarchist and New Left influences,
especially in their countercultural forms.**

With this new initiative came a great deal of political interchange, of traveling
of leading figures of the far right to visit comrades-in-arms in foreign countries.
Whereas in the past national Bolsheviks or national revolutionaries had never
seen their ambition in establishing an international network, this became the
fashion in the late 1990s. Before his death in July 2002 William Pierce, author of
the Turner Diaries, the bible of all terrorists of the far right (including Timothy
McVeigh), went to Europe, where he met with Horst Mahler, once a pillar of
Baader-Meinhof.*®> In his “Red Army” days, Mahler had welcomed the Black
September killing of the Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympic Games as a
courageous anti-imperialist commando raid.*® Above all, there were frequent visits
to Iran, Iraq, and other Arab countries. Something like an International Third
Position (ITP) came into being with, inevitably, its own Web sites linking like-
minded groups from ma<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>