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ISNA and MPAC Seek to Silence Steven Emerson at Congressional Hearing 

By Jeffrey Imm

As mentioned in Andrew Cochran's July 28 posting, the Investigative Project on Terrorism's (IPT) counterterrorism leader Steven Emerson will be testifying on Thursday July 31 at a Congressional hearing on "Foreign Aid and the Fight Against Terrorism and Proliferation: Leveraging Foreign Aid to Achieve U.S. Policy Goals." This hearing will take place at the U.S. House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade this Thursday at 10:30 AM ET in room 2200 of the Rayburn House Building.

In the past day, however, the Islamic Society of North America (ISNA) and the Muslim Public Affairs Council (MPAC) have been working on a public relations campaign to silence Steven Emerson at this July 31 hearing. ISNA sent out an "Urgent Action Alert" to its membership calling for them to lobby Congressman Brad Sherman to either have "balanced, qualified testimony"... [or demand that] "the session be canceled." MPAC sent a similar letter to Congressman Brad Sherman and also issued "demands" calling for its membership to lobby for silencing Steven Emerson or for Congress to "cancel or postpone" the hearing. ISNA charges Steven Emerson with "Islamaphobia" [sic] and "hate mongering," while MPAC charges Steven Emerson with "bigotry." Not surprisingly, ISNA and MPAC don't support their accusations with any facts or specifics, just ad hominem name-calling to silence and discredit those who speak out against Jihad.

As reported tonight, Congressman Sherman refused to buckle under such lobbying efforts stating that "[t]his hearing will go on. We need to make sure that the State Department is not giving U.S. tax dollars to those on the other side in the war on terrorism."

ISNA's and MPAC's efforts to either silence Steven Emerson or ensure that an "expert" hand-picked by such pro-Islamic supremacist groups provides "balanced" [sic] testimony should be another wake-up call that such groups seek to not only impact the debate on Jihad and Islamic supremacist terrorism, but also control that debate entirely. Yet ISNA and MPAC remain unwilling to be accountable for their own organizations' and members' actions, statements, and ideological support.

Both ISNA and MPAC have a lot to explain about their own organizations and members. 

ISNA remains an unindicted co-conspirator in the Holy Land Foundation terror retrial scheduled for September 8. But a month before the retrial, ISNA's court-appointed attorneys now seek to delay the retrial, claiming that "they haven't been paid enough to present a good defense." Could that have anything to do with ISNA's legal defense's inability to challenge the authenticity of documents linking ISNA to the Hamas terrorist organization? 

ISNA is also in the process of preparing for its annual 2008 convention scheduled to start on August 29, where it has announced that it will have such speakers as:

-- Muzammil Siddiqi - Steven Emerson reports that "when Siddiqi was President of the Islamic Society of North America (ISNA) in 1997, his organization received special thanks from Hamas leader Mousa Abu Marzook, who wrote that ISNA supported him through his jailing and extradition process, writing that such efforts 'consoled' him." The report points out, "Siddiqi has made numerous pro-jihad statements in the past and has denied that 9/11 was carried about by Muslims." Muzammil Siddiqui has been a member of Fiqh Council of North America (FCNA), whose members have been connected to Islamic extremism and terrorism.

-- Siraj Wahhaj - a character witness for convicted 1993 World Trade Center terrorist "blind sheik" Omar Rahman, and a man who reportedly called for replacing the American government with a caliphate.  This same Islamic supremacist Siraj Wahhaj is currently promoting ads for the New York subway system to "teach" people about Islam.

-- Abdallah Idris Ali - has been on the board of the American Muslim Council, an organization whose leaders have openly supported terrorist groups, such as Hamas
-- Ihsan Bagby: "we [Muslims] can never be full citizens of this country... because there is no way we can be fully committed to the institutions and ideologies of this country."
-- Zaid Shakir: "Every Muslim who is honest would say, I would like to see America become a Muslim country"
-- CAIR's Nihad Awad - historical supporter of Hamas terrorist group: "I am in support of the Hamas movement"

-- ISNA's Ingrid Mattson - charges that right-wing Christians "are really anti-semitic. They do not like Jews"

Yet ISNA dares to charge others with "hate mongering," while they cannot address their own organizations' statements, speakers, and activities.

ISNA is well aware of the history and criticism of such speakers, and the challenges to ISNA that these individuals represent an Islamic supremacist viewpoint. It is not a surprise to ISNA. ISNA simply does not care. They believe that they can bully public opinion to accept such Islamic supremacist ideologues, like it or not. Moreover, ISNA feels sufficiently empowered to try to silence those who would address the truth about the ISNA organization, such as Steven Emerson.

MPAC also has failed to address its leader's links to publications defending Islamic supremacist terrorist Osama Bin Laden. MPAC spokeswoman Edina Lekovic was managing editor for Al-Talib when it instructed Muslim readers to "defend our brother" Osama bin Laden, and "refer to him as a freedom fighter, someone who has forsaken wealth and power to fight in Allah's cause and speak out against oppressors. We take these stances only to please Allah." Edina Leckovic was named as MPAC's point of contact on a recent article by MPAC praising efforts by the government agencies to create a terror lexicon where the use of "Jihad" would be forbidden.

MPAC has lobbied to remove Hamas, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and Hizballah from U.S. terrorist group listings. For the past three years, MPAC has had a campaign to attack Steven Emerson. But MPAC is unable to respond to questions about its own organization.

The challenge by groups like ISNA and MPAC is not merely their efforts to silence Steven Emerson. Their challenge is really to any American who dares to speak the truth about Jihad, Islamism, and Islamic supremacism. Groups such as ISNA and MPAC may or may not silence any one individual. But we must make it clear to Islamic supremacists everywhere that they will never silence all of us who will defy the ideology of supremacism that is inimical to our freedoms, our values of equality and liberty, and our nation.


Read More »



Sources and Related Documents:

July 31, 2008 - Foreign Affairs Committee, Subcommittee on Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade Hearing Information


 HYPERLINK "http://www.investigativeproject.org/article/734" July 30, 2008 - Investigative Project on Terrorism: Congressman Sherman Turns the Tables on MPAC


 HYPERLINK "http://counterterrorismblog.org/2008/07/steven_emerson_douglas_farah_t.php" July 28, 2008 - Steven Emerson & Douglas Farah to Testify Before Congress This Week -- Counterterrorism Blog - by Andrew Cochran


 HYPERLINK "http://www.isna.net/articles/News/URGENT-ACTION-ALERT-DEMAND-RESPONSIBLE-TESTIMONY-IN-FIGHT-AGAINST-TERRORISM.aspx" ISNA: Urgent Action Alert: Demand Responsible Testimony in Fight Against Terrorism


 HYPERLINK "http://www.mpac.org/article.php?id=674" MPAC Demands Congressman Sherman Ensure Credible Testimony or Postpone Hearing


 HYPERLINK "http://www.mpac.org/docs/Letter-to-Brad-Sherman-7-29-08.pdf" MPAC July 29, 2008 Letter to Congressman Sherman


 HYPERLINK "http://www.investigativeproject.org/article/732" July 25, 2008 - Investigative Project on Terrorism: ISNA Admits Hamas Ties


 HYPERLINK "http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/ap/tx/5907418.html" July 25, 2008 - Houston Chronicle: Defense seeks delay in terror-financing trial 


 HYPERLINK "http://www.isna.net/Programs/pages/Annual-Convention-Program.aspx" ISNA 2008 Annual Convention Guide - List of Speakers


 HYPERLINK "http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/dn/latestnews/stories/021608dnmetholyland.c4e45f29.html" February 15, 2008 - Dallas Morning News: Holy Land retrial set for Aug. 18 


 HYPERLINK "http://counterterrorismblog.org/newslinks/upload/2007/06/Attachment%2BA%2B%28List%2Bof%2BUnindicted%2BCo-conspirators%29.pdf" U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Texas, CR NO. 3:04-CR-240-G, Attachment A - List of Unindicted Co-conspirators and/or Joint Venturers


 HYPERLINK "http://counterterrorismblog.org/2007/07/muzammil_the_moderate.php" \l "023442" Muzammil the "Moderate" -- Counterterrorism Blog - by Steven Emerson


 HYPERLINK "http://www.investigativeproject.org/FCNA-CAIR.html" Backgrounder On the Fiqh Council of North America and the Council on American-Islamic Relations -- discusses Muzammil Siddiqi


 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Siraj_Wahaj" \l "Controversy" Wikipedia: Siraj Wahhaj - Controversy


 HYPERLINK "http://www.jihadwatch.org/archives/021890.php" July 21, 2008 - Jihad Watch: NYC: Siraj Wahhaj, unindicted co-conspirator in '93 WTC bombing, to appear in planned pro-Islamic subway ad blitz for Ramadan


 HYPERLINK "http://www.nypost.com/seven/07212008/news/regionalnews/train_ing_day_for_jihadists_120839.htm" July 21, 2008 - New York Post: Muslim Subway Ads linked to terror plots


 HYPERLINK "http://www.kashmirtelegraph.com/jagan.htm" The Kashmir Telegraph: Kashmiri Pundit View-point -- discusses Siraj Wahhaj


 HYPERLINK "http://www.meforum.org/article/388" The Middle East Quarterly - Ahmad Yusuf: "Hamas Is a Charitable Organization" -- Ihsan Bagby quotation


 HYPERLINK "http://judiciary.senate.gov/print_testimony.cfm?id=960&wit_id=2719" October 14, 2003, Testimony of Dr. Michael Waller - United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary - Terrorist Recruitment and Infiltration in the United States: Prisons and Military as an Operational Base.


 HYPERLINK "http://daily.nysun.com/Repository/getFiles.asp?Style=OliveXLib:ArticleToMail&Type=text/html&Path=NYS/2003/04/29&ID=Ar00106" April 29, 2003: New York Sun - "Pro-Hamas Figure Reappears at AMC"


 HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2006/06/18/us/18imams.html?ei=5090&en=0e7bc45a0b83a46b&ex=1308283200&partner=rssuserland&emc=rss&pagewanted=all" June 18, 2006: The New York Times - "U.S. Muslim Clerics Seek a Modern Middle Ground"


 HYPERLINK "http://www.investigativeproject.org/article/223" March 22, 1994 - CAIR's Awad: In support of the Hamas Movement


 HYPERLINK "http://www.boston.com/news/local/articles/2007/03/14/islamic_leader_urges_jews_be_wary_of_fundamentalists/" March 14, 2007 - Boston Globe: Islamic leader urges Jews be wary of fundamentalists -- Ingrid Mattson's comments


 HYPERLINK "http://app.e2ma.net/app/view:CampaignPublic/id:2785.1058146269/rid:1e7e9e963d40188484a48afa3a1ec001" April 30, 2008 - MPAC applauds gov't initiative to stop using 'Jihadist' terminology -- contact Edina Lekovic


 HYPERLINK "http://counterterrorismblog.org/2007/05/ms_lekovica_dozen_printing_mis.php" May 30, 2007 - Ms. Lekovic...A Dozen Printing Mistakes? -- Counterterrorism Blog - by Steven Emerson


 HYPERLINK "http://www.investigativeproject.org/documents/misc/93.pdf" September 2003 - MPAC: A Review of U.S. Counterterrorism Policy: American Muslim Critique & Recommendations


 HYPERLINK "http://www.frontpagemag.com/Articles/Read.aspx?GUID=1B447F46-E8C6-4C6E-BA4B-A2F348023F24" January 12, 2005 - Frontpage Magazine: The Muslim Public Affairs Council's War on Steve Emerson - by Robert Spencer


« Close It


July 30, 2008 07:30 PM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

Libya Should Remain Accountable to the Victims of Terrorism 

By Victor Comras

A rumor is circulating through the blogging community that Congress is poised to take up legislation that would effectively eliminate victims of terrorism lawsuits against Libya. The legislation would relieve Libya from any direct responsibility to the victims for its state support of terrorism. Instead, the Secretary of State would designate an entity to serve in the capacity of a “claims commission,” to evaluate such claims and then negotiate a blanket deal with Libya for their settlement. 

This proposed legislation would, in effect, gut key provisions of the Anti Terrorism Act of 1996 and the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act of 2001. That legislation allows for the victims of terrorism to seek treble damages for providing material support to designated terrorist entities, and would also allow such civil lawsuits to be brought against countries that have been designated as state sponsors of terrorism. Libya used to be on that list, and would now, post facto, be immune from lawsuits relating to such acts of terrorism. This would weaken, not strengthen our measures against terrorists. 

The current Anti Terrorism Act provides for triple damages in terrorism support cases as a way to discourage material support from being made available to terrorists and to demonstrate our overall approbation for such actions. The methodology to be used by a claims tribunal may relate only to demonstration of actual economic losses, overlooking these punitive considerations. And it’s not clear that any award would take into account actual pain and suffering. This process would likely make it even more difficult for victims of terrorism to enlist legal help and support for their cause from outside the government. 

I also believe this proposed legislation would be a great mistake as it would politicize such claims arrangements, and would make the granting or removal of immunity from lawsuits a matter of contention in our bilateral relations, since sole discretion would reside with the Secretary of State. This would make the State Department a vulnerable pressure point, vulnerable to leverage on other bilateral issues. It makes so much more sense to leave such issues beyond the control of the State Department -- and with the legislature and courts. 

Let’s hope that appropriate time is taken to consider the merits and demerits of this legislation, through the normal hearing process. 
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What Pakistan's Intelligence Ties Say About Ending the War on Terrorism

By Douglas Farah

The International Herald Tribune today reports on a recent CIA mission to Pakistan to confront leaders of the ISI there about the ties ISI members retain to the Taliban and al Qaeda.

The CIA assessment specifically points to links between members of the spy service, the Directorate for Inter-Services Intelligence, or ISI, and the militant network led by Maulavi Jalaluddin Haqqani, which American officials believe maintains close ties to senior figures of Al Qaeda in Pakistan's tribal areas.
The CIA has depended heavily on the ISI for information about militants in Pakistan, despite longstanding concerns about divided loyalties within the Pakistani spy service, which had close relations with the Taliban in Afghanistan before the Sept. 11 attacks.
This is not new, but is useful when juxtaposed with the conclusions of the new and very useful Rand Corporation report on how to end terrorism.

While the central argument of the study is to make police work and intelligence the backbone of the counterterrorism efforts, it also argues strongly for a greatly reduced U.S. military presence and overall reduced footprint abroad.

Make policing and intelligence the backbone of U.S. efforts. Al Qa'ida consists of a network of individuals who need to be tracked and arrested. This requires careful involvement of the Central Intelligence Agency and Federal Bureau of Investigation, as well as their cooperation with foreign police and intelligence agencies.
Minimize the use of U.S. military force. In most operations against al Qa'ida, local military forces frequently have more legitimacy to operate and a better understanding of the operating environment than U.S. forces have. This means a light U.S. military footprint or none at all.
The problem with that approach, particularly in Afghanistan and along the Pakistan/Afghanistan border is precisely that many of those who are classified as allies in combating radical Islamist are, in fact, not allies at all. My full blog is here.
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New Rand Report on Terrorism: Reminders of Reagan Administration 

By Michael Kraft

A new Rand Corporation report on the end of terrorist organizations supports the views that police and law enforcement tools are generally more effective than military force in countering most options. 


The Associated Press version emphasized in its lead that “The United States can defeat al-Qaida if it relies less on force and more on policing and intelligence to root out the terror group's leaders”. 

The AP report noted that the Rand report said that the use of military force by the United States or other countries should be reserved for quelling large, well-armed and well-organized insurgencies and that American officials should stop using the term "war on terror" and replace it with "counterterrorism." 

This useful report focuses on how various terrorist groups have ended their activities. It said that by analyzing the 648 terrorist groups that existed worldwide between 1968 and 2006, the authors found that 268 terrorist groups ended during that period. 40% ended because of operations carried out by local police or intelligence agencies. Meanwhile, 43% reached a peaceful political accommodation with their government. In 10% of cases, terrorist groups ended because they achieved victory, while the application of military force led to the end of terrorist groups in only 7% of cases. 

Seth Jones, the lead author of the study was quoted by AP as saying that “terrorists should be perceived and described as criminals, not holy warriors, and our analysis suggests there is no battlefield solution to terrorism.”

Actually the emphasis on describing terrorists as criminals goes back to the Reagan administration.. This has been largely overlooked in recent years as the use of the law enforcement tool became a political points scoring issue. Republicans recently criticized Senator Obama emphasis on the use of the criminal justice system as one of the weapons against terrorism. Senator Kerry also was criticized in the last election. 
There are legitimate arguments either way about the ability of past administrations in tracking down and prosecuting terrorists but ignored and forgotten in the criticism is the fact that it was the Reagan Administration that refined and pushed the concept of strengthening and applying the rule of law against terrorists.

After the bombings of the U.S. Marine barracks and the U.S. embassy in Beirut in the early 1980’s, the Reagan administration developed an interagency public diplomacy campaign with the intent of deglamorizing terrorists and countering perceptions among some Europeans and Middle Easterners that terrorists were romantic “freedom fighters.” True, the Reagan administration did use military force in a spectacular way, the bombing of Libyan targets after the Libyans orchestrated the 1986 bombing of the La Belle disco in Berlin that killed two American soldiers and a Turkish woman. There has been speculation however that the bombing of Pan Am 103 in December 1998 by Libyan agents was prompted in part as retaliation for the U.S. bombing of Tripoli.

At the same time, however, the Reagan administration pushed the theme that hijacking aircraft, blowing up buildings and taking hostages is a criminal act, regardless of the cause and that terrorists should be tracked down, prosecuted and imprisoned. It also helped develop additional international counterterrorism conventions requiring nations to prosecute or extradite terrorists. 


Read More »




I know this first hand from my involvement at the time in these efforts as an officer at the time in the State Department counterterrorism office. I had been recruited from the Senate Foreign Relations Committee staff partly because I had been a foreign correspondent before working on the Hill. I served on an inter-agency team, that included the State Department Public Affairs Bureau, USIA, and the Defense Department, and developed a counterterrorism public diplomacy campaign.

The group developed talking points, speeches and testimony using the themes cited above. Major “target” groups were writers and “intellectuals” who justified as “freedom fighters,” groups such as the Red Army Faction in Germany and the Palestinian and Lebanese terrorist groups that were involved in hijackings and kidnappings. 

The State Department Legal Advisor’s office and the Justice Department meanwhile stepped up efforts to strengthen the regime of international conventions against terrorist acts, such as hijacking ships (after the hijacking of the Achille Laura passenger liner in 1985) and mutual assistance treaties. 

The public diplomacy effort later faded and was dropped after James Baker became Secretary of State in 1989. An official in the State Department Public Affairs Bureau told me that Baker did not believe in Public Diplomacy.

Nonetheless, the use of legal instruments against terrorists continued even though the public spotlight focused more on the military options since 9/11. Although military tools have their use when appropriate, I have not seen any explanation of how American military force could be applied to terrorist cells in Britain, 
Spain, Turkey or other countries that have been hit by home-grown terrorists. 

Touching on the disputes over labeling the effort to counter terrorism, the Rand report also said that “Calling counterterrorism efforts a war on terrorism raises public expectations that there is a battlefield solution. It also tends to legitimize the terrorists' view that they are conducting a jihad (holy war) against the U.S. and elevates them to the status of holy warriors. Terrorists should be perceived as criminals, not holy warriors.” 
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Iran’s Accelerating Nuclear Program Requires A Stringent Sanctions Response

By Victor Comras

Iran has begun a new charm offensive to head off, or to mitigate, possible new international economic sanctions following its latest refusal to suspend, or even slow down its uranium enrichment program. Iran’s President, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad gave an interview to NBC news anchor Brian Williams, which was broadcast tonight, denying that Iran had any nuclear weapons ambitions and stating that Iran is ready to meet the United States, gesture for gesture, in improving relations. Playing up on the Bush Administration’s decision to have Under Secretary William Burns sit in on the latest round of nuclear negotiations with Iran, he stated that Iran would respond “positively” if the US, has, in fact, adopted a new “non confrontational” approach. 

We should not be fooled by Ahmadinejad’s soft talk. Just a few days ago Iran rejected proposals put forth by the P5 Plus group (UK, France, Germany, Russia, China and the US) led by the EU’s top Iran negotiator Javier Solana. Those proposals included a beefed-up package of economic, trade and technology incentives for Iran along with a scenario for discussions that would have allowed Iran to continue its current enrichment activities pending further talks, provided that Iran would agree to take no new steps to enhance further its existing uranium enrichment program. The response was Ahmadinejad’s announcement July 26th that Iran had, in fact, accelerated its enrichment capacity, employing some 6,000 centrifuges in defiance of this latest “freeze in place” proposal. And there is no sign whatsoever, that, even if the US were to undertake direct talks with Iran, or drop any of its current trade restrictions or terrorism designations vis a vis Iran, that this would alter Iran’s nuclear activities or intentions. As Ahmadinejad, and his mentor, Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Khamenei have repeatedly indicated, they consider their uranium enrichment program “non negotiable.” 

The basic questions to be considered in designing a response are (1) whether Iran’s enrichment program actually poses a serious threat to regional and international peace and security; (2) How long we still have to deal with this threat, (3) would we be willing to accept a nuclear armed Iran; and (4) if, not, what can we do about it. 

Both Presidential candidates have stated that we cannot, and that we will not, allow Iran to acquire nuclear weapons. Both have indicated that Iran’s uranium enrichment program is headed directly in that direction. Some experts tell us it will take several years before Iran could produce nuclear weapons; others put that date just around the corner. These doubts and differences on timing have directly influenced differing world leader responses. Some are still complacent, calling for greater patience and a willingness to accept slow pace negotiations. They believe the problem can be resolved incrementally. These leaders are reluctant to take any new steps that might harm their commercial interests, raise the price of oil, or otherwise exacerbate international tensions. Others are worried that a much shorter timeframe is available, and call for urgent measures to compel Iran to desist from enrichment. The options they would select range from new, more stringent sanctions to military action. The closer Iran gets to nuclear capability, the more likely a military option will be chosen. However, if there is still time, the application of well targeted stringent sanctions may be the key. Such a course would be far less dangerous and costly to all involved. 

The UN Security Council has already passed three separate Chapter VII resolutions imposing sanctions on Iran. These measures were directed principally at impeding Iran’s acquisition of nuclear and missile related technology by targeting the specific sectors that are directly associated with these programs. Unfortunately, these limited measures have had little real impact on Iran. And Iran has successfully circumvented many of these measures by using cut-outs located in Dubai and elsewhere to handle transactions on behalf of the sanctioned entities. Ahmadinejad was quick, in his responses to Brian Williams, to point out just how well Iran has weathered these current sanctions. 

It’s certainly time now (and hopefully not too late) to up the ante. We must go beyond targeting Iran’s nuclear development programs, and begin to target Iran’s leaders and Iran’s real economic vulnerabilities. These vulnerabilities include Iran's fragile financial system, and her energy sector, transportation and communication sector, and urban commercial class. 

There is certainly an extensive menu of sanctions that could effectively be implemented against Iran and that would likely have a significant impact on its leaders, its economy and on its policies. These include, inter alia, such steps as denying Iran investment and export credits, denying Iranian bank access to Euro facilities (they are currently cut off from dollar exchange facilities), curtailing access to shipping and maritime and freight insurance, denying landing rights to Iranian airlines, imposing an embargo on luxury items, dual use technology and refined petroleum products such as gasoline. With a daily consumption of more than 18 million gallons of gasoline Iran must now import some 180 to 200 million gallons of gasoline per month. A travel ban on Iran’s ruling religious and political leaders, including members of the Majlis, IRGC, police, military and major parastatal organizations, and their families, could also be effective. These are only a few examples of the types of measures that might well have an important impact on Iran’s leaders, causing them to consider changing course. All of these measures have been employed in the past, under different UN sanctions programs. Why not now against Iran? 

We should look first to the Security Council to take such appropriate sanctions actions. But, if the UN continues to falter, we should look to the EU and other likeminded countries to work with us to impose such measures. There is precedent for such likeminded action, which was employed with great success, for example, in dealing with the Milosevic regime in Serbia, and the Cedras regime in Haiti.

Europe remains Iran’s critical supply center and trading partner, especially Germany, Italy and Austria which continue to export more to Iran than they import. The question is whether Europe, and these countries in particular, can be convinced to undertake such measures. Both Gordon Brown and Nicolas Sarkozy have stated a willingness for the EU to act unilaterally, if necessary. But Germany’s Angela Merckel remains reluctant. Germany has joined with both Russia and China in calling for more patience and time in dealing with these issues. While their positions now seem commercially expedient, they may prove short-sighted in the long term. For all of these countries will lose even more if military confrontation becomes the only option. 

The fact is that any confrontation with Iran - military or sanctions -- is likely to have an impact on world oil markets. But, the sanctions option would likely do far less damage in this regard than a military strike. That’s because Iran cannot really afford, in a non military context, to curtail significantly its own oil exports. These oil revenues are just too important to sustaining Iran’s economy and the ruling regime. And, even if Iran decides to restrict its oil exports to countries perceived as “not participating in the sanctions,” the oil market could quickly adjust to such a re-allocation. 

In any event, it should be clear that Iran is now actively buying for time - which it considers on its side. They view each day’s progress toward nuclear capability as irreversible and they obviously want to go as fast and far as they can while they hold us at bay through bluff and charm. 
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The Deobandi Fatwa Against Terrorism didn't treat the Jihadi root

By Walid Phares

Many in the West and in other regions of the world were impressed by the issuing of a fatwa (Islamic theological edict) condemning Terrorism by one of the leading religious centers in the Muslim world, the Darool-Uloom Deoband in India. An Islamic seminary said to have 'inspired' the Taliban has, according to the said document denounced "terrorism" as against Islam, calling it an "unpardonable sin." 

Hoping for a major change in ideology, international counter terrorism authorities and policy makers have been asking experts to determine if the Deobandi declaration will help counter the calls for violent Jihad by al Qaeda and its ilk around the world. In the war of ideas with the Jihadists, many Western architects of strategic communications look for any sign that hearts and minds may be changing course and sympathies. From Washington DC to Brussels and beyond, bureaucrats tasked with exploring the Muslim world for new trends, shop around for what they call "counter-narrative against extremism." 

The Deobandi School, a classical third branch for Salafi Islamism (along with Wahabism and Muslim Brotherhood), has significant weight in the South Asia Theater. Its teachings based on a strict interpretation of Islamic law have reached many countries, including Afghanistan and Britain, where they are said to have indoctrinated the Taliban. 

"If they change course, al Qaeda and the Taliban are finished," I heard in Europe and the United States. So the question now is have they changed doctrinal direction and is this fatwa the evidence?

I regretfully conclude that it is not the case yet.
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It looked good at first
Tens of thousands of clerics and students from around India attended a meeting at the 150-year-old Deoband, north of New Delhi, and declared that they stand "against acts of terrorism." 

"There is no place for terrorism in Islam," Maulana Marghoobur Rahman, the older rector of Deoband, told Reuters. "Terrorism, killing of the innocent is against Islam. It is a faith of love and peace, not violence." Rahman said it was unjust to equate Islam with terrorism, to see every Muslim as a suspect or for governments to use this to harass innocent Muslims. 

"There are so many examples of people from other communities being caught with bombs and weapons, why are they never convicted?" said Qazi Mohammed Usman, deputy head of Deoband. The meeting defined terrorism as any action targeting innocent people, both Muslim and non-Muslim, whether committed by an individual, an institution or a government. 

These statements could be seen as impressive when quoted by news agencies rushing to break the good news, but to the seasoned analysts of Salafism, the solid doctrinal roots of Jihadism were kept untouched. Here is why.

Goals of the fatwa
From the fatwa itself and the statements made as it was issued, the following political goals likely motivated the gathering and the fatwa.

Create a separation in the eyes of the public discourse between Islam (as a religion) and terrorism as an illegal violent activity. 

Such a move is legitimate and to be encouraged as it diminishes the tensions towards Muslims in non-Muslim countries, particularly in the West, as some are claiming that the Islamic religion is theologically linked to the acts and statements of the Jihadists. The logic of "we are Muslims and we are against Terrorism," helps significantly the disassociation between the community and the acts of violence. However, without criticizing the ideological roots of this violence, the fatwa seem to state a wishful thinking, not an injunction. A more powerful fatwa should have openly and expressly said: "we reject the calls for violent Jihad regardless of the motives." For the followers of Jihadism do not consider their Jihad as "terrorism." Their answer has always been -to these types of fatwas- "but we aren't performing terrorism, we are conducting Jihad." Thus, at this crucial level, the Deobandi fatwa missed the crux of the problem. 

Deny governments the ability to use the accusation that Islam condones Terrorism to oppress Muslims. 

The fatwa is concerned with geopolitics more than theological reform. Concern for the safety of one's co-religfionists is of course legitimate and should be addressed. But Jihadism, the legitimizing root of political violence, cannot be ignored in any effort to protect the lives of Muslims. 

There is no evidence that modern day governments have expressly linked religion to terrorism; quite the opposite. Almost all national leaders involved in the confrontation with Jihadi forces since 9/11 have clearly made a clear distinction between religion and terrorism. 

Some even went further by negating any link whatsoever between theological texts and Jihadism, which of course is not accurate. For in the texts, there are passages used by the Terrorists in their indoctrination. Hence, the Deobandi fatwa should have instead asked clearly the Jihadists not to use these citations or else they would be considered as sinners themselves. But instead of using their religious prominence to remove the theological weapon from the hands of the Jihadists, the Deobandi clerics are attempting to shield the Jihadists from the actions of Governments by denying that these extremists are indeed using -- and abusing -- religion. 

Some may argue that the fatwa's open goal is to defend Muslims from being unjustly targeted by non-Muslim governments (a positive move) but a thorough analysis of the text used shows that the main intention of that declaration is to defend the Islamists from being contained by both Muslim and non-Muslim Governments around the world. In other words by denying that Jihadism is the root cause of many acts of Terror in Europe, the US, Africa, the Greater Middle East and Asia, the Deobandi fatwa in fact is shielding the Jihadists from the accusation of Terrorism, thus protecting them. 

Who is "innocent"?
The fatwa defined terrorism as violence "targeting innocent people." Such a definition is not new and doesn't set clear boundaries. For the question at hand is what does "innocent" mean? On several web sites and on many shows on al Jazeera television, Jihadi apologists often use the Arabic term"bare'e" for "innocent" and assure the audience that Jihad cannot target the latter. 

But Usama Bin Laden and Ayman Zawahiri, and to some extent Hassan Nasrallah, all claim that innocence is relative. Al Qaeda explicitly targets innocent civilians and has authorized the massacre of 4 million US citizens as of 2001. Bin laden explains that civilians who vote for and pay taxes to the infidel enemy are not "innocent." 

Hezbollah targets innocent civilians as well, not only in Israel but also in Lebanon and overseas (as in Argentina). The concept of "innocent" isn't that innocent in Jihadism. For the militant ideologues can render individuals and groups "bare'e' or not "bare'e" at their discretion. 

Leading Islamist scholar Sheikh Yusuf al Qardawi expounds at will on the innocence of civilians, detailing how civilian populations have been considered as part of the war efforts of the enemies of the Caliphate. In short, the status of "innocence" doesn't overlap fully with the status of "civilians." It is a matter of discretion in Jihadi warfare. Hence, to claim that Terrorism is defined as targeting innocent people is to claim that not all civilians are innocent, and that not only breaches international law, but gives credence to Jihadi violence.

Who is a Terrorist?
Moreover, still the fatwa doesn't identify al Qaeda, or any other similar group, including the Taliban, as Terrorist organizations. And as of now, no subsequent fatwas based on this Deobandi fatwa have done so yet. Therefore, in terms of identification of terror entities, the edict has failed to show its followers who is the terror perpetrator. 

This text simply doesn't bring novelty to the debate about Jihadi-rooted Terrorism. For years, particularly since 2001, Islamist ideologues and militant groups have refrained from simply naming those terror groups as such. Spokespersons have constantly repeated that condemning terrorism in general is enough. 

If the Muslim scholars followed this logic on the question of occupations, then neither Iraq nor Palestine should be specifically mention. But that is not the case. 

Legal basis
The Deobandi fatwa didn't explain what where the legal basis for the edict. Was there any new ground broken? Which were the previous rules that have changed regarding terrorism? Is the fatwa a reminder of a principle or a new principle to be adopted? Is the rejection of terrorism a duty (wajib) and what kind of obligation? 

All these questions are warranted so that a fair assessment of the statement can be issued. Unfortunately, the legal grounds are not specific enough to enable readers -- and eventually followers -- to understand the absolute injunction of rejection of Terrorism. 

The body of the fatwa
Historically, there have been similar statements and fatwas issued in other quarters of the Middle East, yet they haven't had a definitive impact on reality. And by exploring the reason behind the inefficiency of these declarations, one finds that the body of fatwas remains below the level of a reform, of a doctrinal radical rejection of Jihadism as a aqidah (doctrine). 

The Deobandi fatwa -- like its predecessors -- tells followers that the principle of Jihadi wars (efforts) is sound and that the level of innocence of the target is discretionary but that engagement in violence has to be disciplined and not chaotic. In short, don't give the infidels an alibi to compromise the ultimate goals by waging irresponsible acts of violence. Simply put: we don't need Jihadism to be labeled as Terrorism. 

Because of its unclear stipulations, there is room for more precise fatwas calling for violence against one or another targets, and receiving support from indoctrinated segments of society. These future fatwas could undo this Deobandi fatwa. 

So in the end, how to deal with this and with similar edicts? At first one should welcome any statement that delegitimizes al Qaeda's hot-headed Jihadism, even if the fatwa doesn't cross the doctrinal line. Any call to stop terrorism is positive and should be built upon. 

In principle the Deobandi fatwa should be considered as a step that needs more steps in the direction of a doctrinal reform. Minimally, these fatwas should name al Qaeda and similar groups as Terrorists. But to be considered as breaking a new ground, they must render Jihadi violence illegitimate and terrorism against non combatants illegal, regardless of any theological, ideological or political goals. 

*****************

Dr Walid Phares is the Director of the Future Terrorism Project at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies in Washington and a visiting scholar at the European Foundation for Democracy in Brussels. He is the author of The Confrontation: Winning the War Against Future Jihad. 
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The Threat Here - 2008: As-Sabiqun

By Madeleine Gruen & Frank Hyland

This is the third in the series of articles by Madeleine Gruen and Frank Hyland on the threat of terrorism in the United States. This article will provide Counterterrorism Blog readers with an in-depth analysis of one of the groups in the United States whose expressed ideology is in accord with Al Qaeda’s - As Sabiqun. 

Thanks to the diligent efforts of the US counter-terrorism community, most of what we hear about homegrown terrorism comes from news reports of failed plots. We read relatively little, though, about how the actors in these plots became radicalized. The primary precipitant in any terrorism case is exposure to radical ideology. In large part, the ideology will determine the target of an attack and the level of motivation to carry the plan through.

In the first article in this series we reminded you of the AQ-inspired conspiracy by a group composed of ethnic Albanian Yugoslavian illegal immigrants, a legal Turkish immigrant, and US citizens to attack US soldiers at Ft. Dix. In this case, the group of men learned tactics and fueled their commitment by watching AQ propaganda videos that are prevalent on the Internet, many of which are formulated from a blend of ideological justifications for attacks on Westerners and Western targets, and footage of successful attacks. 

However, radicalization does not always require direct provocation from AQ or even exposure to their propaganda material. Often, radicalization occurs through personal contact with imams or other individuals who support AQ’s ideology and methods. Most readers are familiar with Abu Hamza al Masri and Omar Bakri Mohammed, the UK clerics who made very public declarations that all Muslims are obligated to participate in Jihad if they are to consider themselves true Muslims. Authorities in the UK took years to clamp down on these two. Some officials even dismissed them as clowns. All the while, many supporters of al Masri and Bakri were leaving the UK to receive training in Bosnia, Pakistan, and Afghanistan, and participate in armed conflict. Although both al Masri and Bakri have been prohibited from operating in the UK, at least temporarily (al Masri is in a UK prison awaiting extradition to the US; Bakri is in Lebanon and is banned from returning to the UK) their influence has left an indelible mark on the future of Jihadism in Europe and beyond that will likely persist for decades. Their former followers have turned up in numerous major terrorist plots and attacks, including Richard Reid and Zacarias Moussaoui. Terrorism cases from the past have shown that radical clerics usually do not play an active role in masterminding individual plots and attacks; however, their ability to incite individuals to the point of committing violence is indisputable. 
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The same sort of virulent ideology preached by Abu Hamza al Masri and Omar Bakri Mohammed is also preached in the United States. Abdul Alim Musa is a Washington, D.C.-based imam who is the founder and leader of As-Sabiqun (“the vanguard”), which claims additional branches in Oakland, Sacramento, San Diego, and Los Angeles, California, and in Philadelphia. Musa also travels around the United States and abroad, including to Iran, to lecture. Many of his lecture tour events in the US are at the invitation of university Muslim student associations and Muslim youth groups. 

Many of the followers of As-Sabiqun are ex-convicts who converted in prison, as did Musa, who spent several years in the U.S. Penitentiary in Leavenworth, Kansas for various charges, including drug trafficking. According to the As-Sabiqun web site, the group does outreach to prison populations. According to Musa’s biography on his personal Myspace site , “His ‘street’ background helps explain part of his appeal to inner-city youths and ex-convicts, with whom he can identify through personal experience.” 
The members of As-Sabiqun are encouraged to familiarize themselves with the writings of Maulana Mawdudi, Hasan al-Banna, Sayyid Qutb, and Imam Khomeini, who are considered to be among the most radical Islamic thinkers. 

Musa is a showman with a sharp wit and a lot of humor. His sermons combine an odd mixture of Salifism, Khomeinism, and Jihadism. The primary objective of As-Sabiqun is to establish the “Islamic State of North America” no later than 2050. Musa provides contradictory guidance to his followers on how this objective will be met. He tells them to invite people to Islam peacefully, but then tells them that suicide bombers are heroes and that violence is justifiable when Muslims have been pushed to a point. It is understandable to say that people will become violent when pushed to their limit; however, Musa equates situations of serious violent conflict in the Middle East and elsewhere to the conditions of Muslims living in the United States, thus twisting logic for the sake of his persuading his audience. In a June 2008 speech to a group in Dearborn, Michigan honoring Ayatollah Khomeini, Musa said, “My enemy is the United States” and “We are living under a dictatorship in the US.” He preceded those comments by telling his audience to “invite people to Islam instead of shooting” but went on to say “we are being harassed to a point” suggesting that shooting is justifiable given the extremes to which the Muslim community in the United States has been “pushed.” 

In a February 2007 Hannity & Colmes appearance Musa said that Hizballah and Hamas are great organizations that cannot be categorized as terrorist groups. He also denied that bin Laden was responsible for 9/11 and said, “If Osama bin Laden is alive and he is a Muslim then I have to like him,” which is a statement calculated to be provocative while still being easy to explain away afterward through ideological justifications. 

Musa appeared in the news in June 2008 when an As-Sabiqun member, Darrick Jackson, was convicted of not disclosing his Muslim name on an application to be a private security guard commissioned to work at Andrews Air Force Base. The federal prosecution team argued that Jackson intentionally did not provide his Muslim name on the application in order to avoid being linked to Musa. Jackson’s defense argued that their client misunderstood the question and thought that it referred to a woman’s maiden name. According to reports: all of Jackson’s legal documents are in the name Darrick Jackson; he used Musa and another associate of his mosque as references on the application; and his Muslim name was part of the email address he provided. However, the prosecution proved successfully that Jackson was known to harbor the same anti-American beliefs as Musa, which should have precluded him from receiving any sort of clearance to work at a sensitive government location. This was the second time this same case had been brought to trial. The first round, in December 2007, ended in a hung jury. The determination with which federal prosecutors went after Jackson for failing to provide his Muslim name on a work application suggests that there is a heightened concern about Musa and fellow As-Sabiqun members within the Law Enforcement Community. Musa is certainly aware of that interest and makes frequent references to “snitches and FBI informants” during his lectures. In June 2007, Musa delivered a lecture at his mosque titled, “How to Punk the FBI,” which included such pointers as, “How to bring the “sissy” out of your local FBI agent. Counter-harassment techniques (Did your mamma buy that shirt?) [sic] Laugh your fears away by laughing in your oppressor’s face.” 

It is difficult to bring charges against an imam who acts as a messenger, merely, and who is careful to stay on the “right” side of the grey line. Also, like al Masri and Bakri once were, Musa could easily be dismissed as a blowhard who could not possibly pose a real threat —someone who craves attention by making provocative comments, but who really does not impose that much influence. A September 2007 Washington Post article quotes Mahdi Bray of the Muslim American Society’s Freedom Foundation as saying Musa’s “bark is worse than his bite;” however, audiences of Muslim university students have confirmed the efficacy of Musa’s lecture style and delivery of message. A newsletter for a Shia community center in North Texas featured a story about a visit from Musa to celebrate the First Annual Malcolm X Day, an event that was organized by a local Muslim youth group. One student was quoted as saying, “He’s very good and powerful in his words. I think he is a good speaker because he has so many life experiences. He’s not ‘oh, I heard from this person.’ No, he’s ‘when I was there and when I did this and I saw this person, when I experienced this.’” This student’s quote supports Musa’s claim that he has the ability to appeal to young people and to convey the concepts of As-Sabiqun’s ideology effectively. Musa is only one example of many who support the same brand of ideology in the United States. 

Mahdi Bray may tell us that Musa’s words are merely words, but Musa’s stated objectives and ideology is reminiscent of Ali al-Tamimi, the Virginia scholar who convinced several of his young devotees to seek training at Lashkar-e-Taiba training camps in Pakistan in order to engage in violent Jihad against American troops. This case is more popularly referred to as the “The Paintball Case” because several of the defendants played paintball in Virginia for training purposes prior to the trips to Pakistan. At least one of the defendants, Masoud Khan, remained committed to engaging in violence in the name of Islam, and his proposed target of attack possibly shifted from US troops stationed abroad to targets in the US. In May 2003, in Gaithersburg, Maryland, Khan was found in possession of an AK-47-style rifle, a terrorism manual that contained instructions on how to manufacture explosives and how to use chemicals as weapons. He was also in possession of a statement from Osama bin Laden, which read, in part:

So here is America, Allah has struck it in one of its vital points, so
He destroyed her greatest of buildings. And unto Allah is all praise
and He has favored us with this blessing.
And here is America filled with terror from its north and to its south, from its east to its west. And unto
Allah is all praise and He has favored us with this blessing.


« Close It


July 28, 2008 08:50 PM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

Abu Khabab al-Masri, Al Qaeda "Master of Terror," Killed... Maybe

By Andrew Cochran

Wire services report the death by missile of Abu Khabab al-Masri, an Egyptian also known as Midhat Mursi al Sayid Umar, ran Al Qaeda's top training base in Afghanistan, and literally wrote "the book" on chemical and biological warfare for terrorists worldwide. But this report has to be verified through medical evidence, because this isn't the first time that al-Masri was reported killed (not unusual when it comes to senior Al Qaeda leaders). In January 2006, Evan Kohlmann reported on a claim that another Predator strike killed al-Masri. Evan labeled him "a Master of Terror" for his leadership in major terrorist attacks or attempts, including a deadly 1995 attack on the Egyptian Embassy in Islamabad and the attempted 2000 "Millenium Bombing" of the U.S. The difficulty in confirming these reports is indicated in this case by Evan's post a week later in 2006, about the U.S. government's use of the wrong photo to identify the man supposedly killed in the strike. And then we found out that he survived the attack. 

Furthermore, as the London Times notes, "The attack came just before Yousaf Raza Gilani, Pakistan’s new Prime Minister, was due to meet President Bush in Washington for talks focusing on co-operation in the War on Terror." That raises the possibility of a politically motivated announcement of the death of a senior AQ leader, and that has happened before also.

So let's wait for verifiable physical evidence before celebrating. 

And don't confuse this terrorist with Abu Ubaida al-Masri, another Al Qaeda senior leader who died a few months ago of natural causes.
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Exposing Terror Financing: Who is Treasury Protecting Under Its Veil of Secrecy?

By Andrew Cochran

It has been nearly seven years since the September 11th attacks, but the U.S. Treasury Department continues to shield critical information from the public about the financial activities of Specially Designated Global Terrorists (SDGT). Treasury has evaded demands for improved disclosure of its investigations. The public has a right and a need to know the factual findings of these important investigations, such as the names of the terrorists and important details of their financial records. Such disclosures will allow the public, specifically financial institutions, to ensure that terrorists are unable to move money through the banking system. It will also allow victims of terrorism to obtain the necessary information to know who is responsible for their injuries and losses. Shielding these important facts from the public domain allows terrorists to exploit bureaucratic turf-battles to wage their deadly jihad. To date, Treasury has not publicly provided a sound reason for this secrecy. The time has come to change these policies.

One such example of Treasury’s intransigence involves its 2005 investigation of Arab Bank plc. After receiving a tip from a private citizen, the Treasury’s Office of the Comptroller of Currency (OCC) led an investigation with the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN) to determine whether Arab Bank, a leading Middle Eastern financial institution, adequately implemented anti-money laundering laws. Their investigation concluded that the bank failed to comply with the Bank Secrecy Act (see Jonathan Winer's November 17, 2006 post). A $24 million fine was levied against the bank, resulting in the second-largest fine ever rendered under the Act (see Victor Comras' August 17. 2005 post). 

Despite the publicity of this judgment and repeated calls from Congress, the Treasury Department has yet to release the factual contents of its report to the public (see this August 17, 2005 post by then-Contributing Expert Lee Wolosky). In explaining the investigation, the OCC’s Acting Comptroller, Julie Williams, testified before a 2005 House Committee on Financial Services hearing (see page 19 of the hearing transcript), that 

"[T]he OCC compiled a list of individuals and entities with the same or similar names as reputed terrorists or terrorist organizations using publicly available information sources... We ran that list against the branch’s system…. [O]ur review disclosed that the branch had handled hundreds of suspicious wire transactions involving individuals and entities with the same or similar names as suspected terrorists and terrorist organizations and that many of the individuals and entities were customers of Arab Bank or its affiliates.” (emphasis added)
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A year later in June 2006, during another hearing by the same committee, then-Rep. Sue Kelly followed up on this matter and called for a release of summaries of the Arab Bank investigation. OCC Deputy Comptroller for Compliance Policy, Ann Jaedicke, responded that such a question was, “a supervisory matter…we do not intend to release the records” (see pages 27 and 28 of the hearing transcript).

To date, the OCC and FinCen have refused to release the factual findings of their investigation of Arab Bank to the public, citing the bank examination privilege. Initially designed to encourage banks to cooperate fully with an OCC examination, the privilege is now being used by the OCC to hinder disclosure of important information. Although they are allowed under this privilege, the OCC has refused to release the factual content of their reports. The OCC’s own regulations 

"[R]ecognize the public's interest in obtaining access to relevant and necessary information and the countervailing public interest of maintaining the effectiveness of the OCC supervisory process and appropriate confidentiality of OCC supervisory information."

The OCC’s refusal to release information to the public stems from the agency’s misguided sense of duty which places the OCC’s operational interests and the confidentiality interests of the banks it supervises above the public’s safety and the rights of terrorism victims to hold those responsible for their injuries. 

Financial transactions of Specially Designated Global Terrorists should not be entitled to any secrecy protections. The findings of this and other investigations should be open to public scrutiny, particularly the names that the Treasury Department ran against Arab Bank plc accounts, so that other institutions can ensure they do not maintain accounts or engage in wire transfers on behalf of these suspected terrorists. 

Secrecy has the unfortunate side-effect of hiding accountability. Only through more cooperation and public participation will we be able to fully eliminate terror-financing. Providing banks and the public with the factual evidence from these investigations is an essential step in preventing terrorists from further utilizing our banking system to funnel money for their operations.

Seven years after the 9/11 attacks, we can only hope that our government agencies have learned to better engage with the public and understand that disclosing factual information helps their important work.

Disclosure Note: I have represented the concerns and views of terrorism victims on this issue to Congress.
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The International Muslim Brotherhood and Darfur

By Douglas Farah

One of the fascinating and disheartening issues around those who advocate an on-going dialogue with the Muslim Brotherhood is the failure to look at the record of what the Brotherhood is and what it stands for.

The latest example is the reaction of several important Muslim Brotherhood groups to the International Criminal Court's decision to indict Sudanese president Omar Bashir on charges of genocide. It is easy to forget that Sudan justifies its actions on the basis of being an Islamic nation, and many of its current and past leaders, particularly Hassan al Turabi, are senior members of the Brotherhood.

According to the Daily Muslim Brotherhood Global Report (subscription required), the International Union for Muslim Scholars, led by senior Brotherhood theologian Yousef Qaradawi, as well as several other organizations, have condemned the ICC indictment. The reasons are interesting, and predictable. 

First, claim nothing happened:

The delegation of the IUMS, which was headed by the IUMS president, Sheikh Yusuf al-Qaradawi, visited Sudan and Darfur in the midst of events (September 2004). During this visit, the IUMS delegation met with many political leaders from the Sudanese government and opposition, including Dr. Hassan Turabi, who was then under house arrest, along with many ` leaders. The delegation ascertained that no ethnic cleansing took place, no crimes against humanity occurred and likewise no genocide was committed by government forces or any allied militia. In its statement that was issued following this visit on Rajab 22, 1425 A.H., corresponding to Sep. 7, 2004, the IUMS declared that all media allegations about ethnic cleansing, genocide and mass rape were unfounded. Moreover, the statement appreciated the efforts of the Sudanese government in addressing social problems and the humanitarian situation, and praised their decision to establish a fact-finding committee, headed by the honorable scholar professor, Daf`allah Al-Hajj Yusuf, former Sudanese chief justice.
Comforting to know that, in the Brotherhood's eyes, nothing at all has happened in Darfur. It is all in the imaginations of the international community. My full blog is here.
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Syria, the key to solving the Iranian crisis?

By Olivier Guitta

Breaking up the Syrian-Iranian axis might be quite helpful in significantly weakening Tehran.
Recently, Syrian President Bashar al Assad has been sending signals that he might be willing to do so. But 
with assad, you never know...
In an article called "Is Assad bluffing?" that i wrote for the Middle East Times, I tackle this issue.
You can read the whole article here.

Here is an excerpt:
The real star at the French Bastille Day parade earlier this month in Paris was Syrian President Bashar Assad. It marked his return into the international community. In fact, the French Nicolas Sarkozy administration believes, along with to a lesser degree the Ehud Olmert government in Israel, that Assad can be a part of the solution rather than a part of the problem. But what are Assad's real intentions?
In light of what occurred over the past few months, a case can be made that Assad is really having a change of heart. Since actions speak louder than words, let's look at the facts.

First, in February, Hezbollah terror master Imad Mugnieh was assassinated in Damascus in what is likely a Syrian-made operation. The investigation over Mugnieh's death was quickly terminated and Iran and Hezbollah did not get the answers they were waiting for.

Second, Assef Shawkat, the powerful head of Syrian security and Assad's brother-in-law was suddenly pushed aside. Shawkat is close to Tehran and has allegedly a hand in former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafik Hariri's murder in Beirut in 2005.
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Steven Emerson & Douglas Farah to Testify Before Congress This Week

By Andrew Cochran

Contributing Experts Steven Emerson and Douglas Farah will testify before the U.S. House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade this Thursday at 10:30 am ET in room 2200 of the Rayburn House Building. The subject of the hearing is "Foreign Aid and the Fight Against Terrorism and Proliferation: Leveraging Foreign Aid to Achieve U.S. Policy Goals." Hearing testimony will be posted on the subcommittee's website after the hearing, and I will post a summary. One of the subjects of the hearing will be whether U.S. relations with Thailand should be tied more closely to the Thai government's decision on the extradition of Viktor Bout to the U.S. to stand trial for charges alleged in an indictment. You can read that indictment and access a special CT Blog Viktor Bout archives page here. On July 25, Doug posted on the effort by a bipartisan group of 35 Congressmen, led by the subcommittee's chairman, Rep. Brad Sherman, and ranking Member, Rep. Ed Royce, to urge the prime minister of Thailand to extradite Bout quickly. Steve testified on April 9 before the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence on the state of the threat posed by Al Qaeda, its affiliate organizations and radical Islamist ideology in general.

Michael Kraft, who worked at the State Department and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, has posted often here on the state of the U.S. assistance to foreign counterterrorism programs (see his archive page). On June 13, he participated in a Roundtable on Interagency Reform at the Hudson Institute, discussing a case study on "U.S. Interagency Efforts to Combat International Terrorism through Foreign Capacity Building."
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The Growing Nexus between Drugs and Terrorism

By Michael Jacobson

On July 18, the Washington Institute hosted Michael Braun, the Chief of Operations at the Drug Enforcement Administration, and a career DEA Special Agent who has served in a variety of positions both in the US and abroad. According to Special Agent Braun, the nexus between drugs and terror is growing at light speed. In his view, this is not a new trend -- there have been numerous links identified between drugs and terror over the last twenty-five years. Of the forty-three officially designated foreign terrorist organizations (FTOs), the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) has linked nineteen of them to some aspect of the global drug trade, and believes that up to sixty percent of terror organizations are connected with the illegal narcotics trade. 

Terrorist organizations have chosen to participate in the narcotics market for several reasons, according to Special Agent Braun. State sponsorship of terrorism is declining, and the Department of Treasury, Central Intelligence Agency, Immigration and Customs Enforcement, and FBI have done a very good job at identifying private donors and disrupting the flows of terror financing. The United States has worked with its allies and significantly disrupted al-Qaeda's ability to communicate with their cells and nodes around the globe. Partly for this reason, al-Qaeda has shifted from a corporate to a franchise leadership model in recent years. 

Terrorist groups, therefore, are increasingly in need of new sources of funds. The drug business fills this need perfectly. The UN estimates that the international drug trade generates $322 billion per year in revenue, making drugs by far the most lucrative illicit activity. 

To read the entire written summary of his remarks, or to listen to the audio, click here
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What Do High Oil Prices Mean for Iraq's Future?

By Daveed Gartenstein-Ross

There are very few silver linings to the current record oil prices, but increased stability in Iraq is likely one of them. Today I have an article in the Middle East Times analyzing the effect that oil prices will have on Iraq:

One of the first things Iraq will need to do is upgrade its equipment used for oil production. Much of this infrastructure is antiquated, and there have been over 450 attacks on Iraq's pipelines, oil installations, and oil personnel since the insurgency began. Michael Makovsky, foreign policy director at the Bipartisan Policy Center and former special assistant for Iraqi energy policy in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, told me that the funding needs of Iraq's oil infrastructure are tremendous. "Some can come from foreign investors," he said, "but Iraq will have to put in a lot of money."

There are also multiple spending needs inside the country — including building power plants, meeting Iraqis' healthcare needs, and undertaking a housing reconstruction project for displaced people. Iraqi government spokesman Ali al-Dabbagh recently told Iraqi media outlet Buratha News that "next year's budget will focus on economy, investment and services [while] the focus was security in previous phases." 

A large federal budget means that funds should now be available to address Iraq's little-mentioned healthcare crisis; currently each Iraqi receives an average of only $68 a year in medical services. It also means, as reported by Iraq's Radio Sawa, that the government-sponsored food coupon program will receive additional support through a recent $21 billion supplementary federal budget. Iraq's federal government will also be able to expand provincial budgets. According to Iraq's Al-Sabah newspaper, the government's 2009 budget apportions $13.6 billion to provincial ministries — which will likely increase the national government's influence at a regional level.

The combination of expanded social programs and a generally improving Iraqi economy will signal to citizens that the country's future is not destitute. Iraqis, shaken by years of violence, may have a reason to participate in the reconstruction process; improving conditions may diminish both direct and also "soft" support for the insurgency as citizens become economically invested in Iraq's future.... 

The second benefit that many analysts see for Iraq from high oil prices is the government's ability to invest in the security forces.... Michael O'Hanlon, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, told me that as increased oil revenues allow Iraq's government to spend more on its military, "it might help deflect the U.S. political pressure that Iraq isn't spending enough money on its security forces."

The full article can be found here.
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Europe, Islam and Jihadism: establishing the distinctions

By Walid Phares

In my last European professional tour of June-July, I briefed and lectured Government officials, NGOs and European Union audiences in Rome, Berlin, Brussels, Paris and London. I will report on the main issues of discussions and areas of common interest in the near future. One of the hot issues of exchange has been the ability for Europeans (Government and public) to make a distrinction between the theology of Islam and the ideology of Jihadism. Although links have been established by the Jihadists themselves, especially in their indoctrination process, EU and local Government officials need to isolate the doctrinal political component from the theological web, for the prupose of drawing national security strategies. But the Jihadi lobby has been efficient in blurring the frontiers in the purpose of keeping authorities and the public at bay. This trend is now developing in the United States as well, particularly since the dissemination of the so-called "lexicon." The battle of ideas seems to be now taking place within the West, between two camps: those who want to isolate the ideology of Jihadism as a root of Terrorism and those who wish to camouflage it for a variety of reasons.

Following are excerpts in English from an interview I had with the Slovak News Agency about te subject. I will post later more reporting on the European tour, sponsored by the European Foundation for Democracy in Brussels: 
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The European Public Must Learn to Distinguish 
Between Islam as a religion and Jihadism as an Ideology
In an interview with the Slovak News Agency, Professor Walid Phares visiting scholar at the European Foundation for Democracy said Europeans must begin to distinguish between Islam as a religion and Jihadism as an ideology. "European Governments and Union must allow and encourage debates between Jihadists counter Jihadists in the Muslim communities. Phares was interviewed by Monika Polakova of the Slovak News Agency (TASR) on 30-Jun-2008. The interview was published later. The interview original posting can be found here: 

Following are excerpts in English.

Interview by Monika Polakova with Professor Walid Phares, author and visiting fellow at the European Foundation for Democracy in Brussels.

Question: Are concerns about islamization of Europe substantiated? Is Islam dangerous for the Western society?
It is true that many in Europe seems to express worry about islam as a whole and others are projecting these conclusions into the demographic trends of Muslim communities. What I have noticed in Europe is that people fully mix problems of immigrant integration into Western societies with the fight against terrorism. That is not the correct way to address the problem. The problem are jihadists who have infiltrated the Muslim community. What is needed is to help this community to isolate and marginalize the Jihadists who operate there.

Question: Where does Jihad come from?
It is an ancient state instrument used in a modern society by contemporary Jihadists. In old times, it was used as an instrument for the defense and expansion of the Islamic state, in order to preserve or gain more territory. With the collapse of the caliphate, its use has in principle ended. Today we speak of jihad as an ideology as modern jihadists are calling for the return to the caliphate. Although it’s not exactly the same, it would be currently like National Socialists calling for the reemergence of the Third Reich.

Question: Can one agree with the statement that Muslims in Europe feel discriminated against because of their religion? May this sentiment lead to the defensive posture that Europe perceives as aggressive? Where can one find the root causes of the mutual intolerance between Western and Muslim societies?
Jihadist and their followers argue that Western societies are naturally hostile to islam. When we look at how European society views Islam, we find out that it does not know much about it. If Europeans do not know much about islam, it means they are responding only to what they see. And what they see are mostly manifestations of fundamentalistm. Europeans began being hostile particularly after the terrorist attacks in the US, Madrid, London and other manifestations of jihadism. Jihadi followers can be heard well which is not true about the silent Muslim majority. Europeans are reacting to the microphone which has been held by the jihadists and whose proclamations are in conflict with European democratic values. European reaction is the following: either a small minority begins to attack the core of the islamic religion or the social majority begins to distance itself from the Muslim community. Jihadists provoke a hostile European reaction and the Muslims majority then reacts to that. The problem is that governments and academics in Europe have not done their job well in the last 20-30 years when they did not explain to the European public that what they see is not a Muslim majority but a Jihadist minority.

Question: Is the main problem intolerance, weak knowledge and ignorance?
The problem is ignorance. The educational system must emphasize that islam is a religion like others and jihadists are an ideological movement. Let’s not confuse the two. I don’t think it’s a question of tolerance - the problem is ignorance. 

Question: Is it possible to find roots of terrorism in Islam?
If you want to find them, you can find them in the texts speaking about war and jihad. But war is one thing and terrorism is another. Contemporary jihadists read the Quran and extract from it those verses that refer to violence and then tell Muslims that it’s their duty to behave according to those words. One must be objective: there are references to war and violence but that is it. The problem is not whether it is there but whether it’s being used as a blueprint for action.

Question: How to successfully integrate Muslims in Europe and break stereotypes?
From the point of view of European governments, it is necessary to educate the public without magnifying or belittling the matter, without equating Islam either with only peace or with only war. It’s imperative to tell the public that the problem of terrorism comes from an ideology, not from a religion. There is certainly a connection between the two (religion and ideology) but it must all be properly explained. What’s most needed is an extensive reform of education in this field. If European governments can achieve this, then the public will be supportive of their policies. With regard to the politics of the Muslim communities in Europe, European governments must use all of their resources to educate them about democracy and pluralism outside of the influence of the Jihadists. It’s necessary to support democratic forces within the Muslim communities and allow for a debate between the Jihadists and counter-Jihadists. If that debate takes place, I think counter-Jihadists will win. Young Muslims are frustrated because they see that the dominant force in their community tells them: if you don’t do this and this, you go against islam. Nobody tells them that one may attend a Mosque without having to follow fundamentalism. What is necessary is to strengthen the weak side of democracy, secularism, women’s and student organizations or artists who all stand on the side opposite to Jihad.

Question: Do Western governments know what they must do?
No. We are in a critical stage. The majority of European governments and politicians, and this goes also for the USA, has advisers and experts coming from the Middle East or from universities where their positions are paid by oil-producing regimes of the Middle East. These experts devise strategies for their governments which all say one thing: if there is Muslim extremism, it is due to your foreign policy (Israel-Palestine etc.) or due to the way you treat Muslim immigrants at home. They don’t say that extremism is a result of a movement. Governments have for decades marginalized and ignored the problem and now after 9/11 ask themselves where it comes from. What should be done now? We must cultivate a new generation of academics, people, who will understand this, to involve dissidents from the Arab world who would inform us about the reality of this struggle.

Question: When could this exchange take place?
In the course of a decade. The new generation of experts sees matters differently, new literature is coming, but it needs more time. I think that a strategic change in Europe will take place over the course of 10 years. Had we been more active in the 1990s, we would not have been having this problem today. This criticism holds also for the US, since 9/11 seven years have gone by, millions of dollars have been spent and we still make slow steps in the direction of informing and educating the public. I am a realist. I see that the young generation has better instincts. So my conclusion is such that Europe will eventually correct itself, but it needs time and meanwhile a crisis of confrontation may take place.

Question: This year is the year of a European multicultural dialogue announced by the EU. Do you see its significance and some concrete results which this initiative may bring in terms of improving relations with the Muslim community?
Inter-cultural dialogue would be effective only if all elements of the Islamic community were involved. This is the condition. This kind of dialogue is typically used by jihadists to gain time. It is imperative that various opinion groups from the Muslim community will be represented at the dialogue. It is up to the European side to ensure this representation if they want the dialogue to bring any fruit.


Európa a islam 

Phares: Európsku verejnosť treba naučiť rozlišovať medzi islamom a ideológiou

Tento rok je Európskym rokom medzikultúrneho dialógu vyhláseného Európskou úniou. Aby bol tento dialóg efektívny, mali by v ňom mať zastúpenie aj názory moslimov. Práve pri islame sa totiž možno niekedy stretnúť s extrémnimy názormi Európanov na toto náboženstvo a s ním spojenú kultúru, vyhrotenými až do obáv z možnej islamizácie nášho kontinentu. Islamu z niekoľkých uhlov pohľadu sa venuje tohtotýždňová téma TASR.
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The FBI at 100

By Dennis Lormel

Today, July 26, 2008, marks the 100th anniversary of the FBI. Ceremonies commemorating this milestone were celebrated at FBI Headquarters and venues throughout the country on July 17th. The FBI is a proud and accomplished organization. I’m extremely biased about my reverence for the FBI. I had the honor to serve in the Bureau as a Special Agent for 28 years. During my career, I had the good fortune to work many high profile cases ranging from public corruption, complex bank failures, corporate fraud, and terrorist financing to child molestations and kidnapping. Throughout my tenure, the agents, analysts and professional support personnel I worked with were first rate and dedicated individuals who always persevered through challenging circumstances. What I remember and cherish most about my experience in the FBI was the quality of the people who represent the FBI, the “FBI family”. There is much to be said about the integrity of the “FBI family”.

The Bureau is certainly not without its faults or shortcomings as its critics are fast to point out. The biggest disappointment during my career was the Robert Hanssen spy scandal. I worked public corruption with Hanssen when he was first transferred to New York around 1978. Hanssen’s unconscionable betrayal tarnished the Bureau. But it was the Bureau that identified Hanssen’s traitorous acts and built the case that sent him deservedly away to prison for life. In spite of Hanssen and other dark moments, the FBI has consistently and deservedly distinguished itself as the preeminent law enforcement agency in the world. 

Unfortunately, some critics of the FBI either have ulterior motives or are clueless in that their perceptions are out of touch with reality. Consequently, these critics fail to let the facts get in the way of their criticism. However, other critics have valid arguments. Moving forward toward the next 100 years, the FBI has significant issues that must be addressed and resolved. The Bureau must keep pace with emerging crime problems and balance criminal priorities with the important demands of terrorism. The FBI has had well documented failures with technology. In today’s era, technology must be cutting edge. In the last six months, much concern has been expressed about the FBI’s inability to staff Headquarters supervisory positions and their current career development program. The staffing and career development issues are important, but not new. Similar issues existed throughout my career in the FBI. 

The one constant the FBI has is the quality of individual who has chosen the Bureau as a career. “Fidelity, Bravery and Integrity” are ingrained in the FBI culture. As long as the FBI attracts quality employees who are willing to sacrifice and live up to the mantra of “Fidelity, Bravery and Integrity”, the FBI will continue to be the premier organization it is.

It’s easy to criticize. It’s difficult to distinguish. Despite criticism, deserved or not, the FBI is a distinguished organization. 

July 26, 2008 05:54 PM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

Another Day of Terror: Seventeen Blasts rock Ahmadabad, 29 killed, Scores injured

By Animesh Roul

Even as the investigations of July 25 Bangalore serial blasts continue for the second day, with another live bomb defused this morning near a city Mall, terrorists have struck Ahmadabad, capital city of Western Indian State of Gujarat with more than 17 low to medium intensity bomb blasts. On July 26 evening, within a span of one hour, explosions have occurred at Maninagar, Isanpur, Narol, Bapunagar, Hatkeshwar, Sarkej and Odhav. Unconfirmed reports said there were 20 blasts. Even there were blasts front of Civil Hospital’s trauma center, perhaps with a suicide bomb. TV footage showed mangled remains of cycles, motorbikes and a blood splattered passenger Bus and signs of gelatin rod and wires. As per the latest reports, 29 people have been killed so far and over 150 others sustained sever to minor injuries.

Meanwhile, the Indian Mujahedeen has claimed responsibility for latest Ahmadabad serial blasts. The syncronised blasts were preceded by an email threat underscoring: "The INDIAN MUJAHIDEEN. strike again! - Do whatever you can, within 5 minutes from now, feel the terror of Death!" 

Some of the bombs were believed to have been placed in bicycles and Tiffin boxes, quite similar to Jaipur and Uttar Pradesh blasts. This is third in the series of terror attacks claimed IM, following serial blasts in Jaipur in May 13 this year and in three towns of Uttar Pradesh in November last year. There is little doubt that IM is trying to mislead the investigating agencies and trying to portray that India is experiencing a homegrown terrorism, not sponsored by any external agencies or outfit. It’s obvious that IM is a deadly cocktail of Harkat- Lashkar-SIMI foot soldiers. 
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DEA as Counter-Terror Agency

By Aaron Mannes

The Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) has, quietly, become a very effective counter-terror agency. The arrest of international arms dealers Victor Bout and Monzar al-Kasser (in operations worthy of movie scripts) were only one example. The agency had at least a peripheral role in the Betancourt rescue - a DEA operation inserted bugged satellite phones into the FARC, a crucial tactic that has made a tremendous contribution to the FARC’s overall breakdown. In general the agency seems to have adapted well overall to the counter-terror mission, among other things doing a competent job at building up its analytical capabilities.

Last Friday, the DEA’s chief of operations Michael Braun gave a presentation at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy (hosted by co-CT Blogger and Washington Institute Fellow Michael Jacobson) that provided important insight into the DEA’s adaptation to the counter-terror mission.

Read the full post here.
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Congressional Pressure on Bout's Extradition

By Douglas Farah

A bipartisan group of 35 legislators, led by Rep. Ed Royce (R-Ca), have written a strong letter to the prime minister of Thailand requesting that Viktor Bout be extradited quickly to the United States to stand trial.

(For more on Bout and his arrest, see: this post and many other I and my colleagues at the Counterterrorism Blog have written.

The Royce letter said in part that:

Viktor Bout is an international terrorist who made a global empire out of arming the world's worst. It is past time he faced justice. Congress is grateful for the close cooperation between U.S. authorities and the Royal Thai Police in his capture. We now look forward to his timely extradition to the United States to face terrorism charges.".

The first significant hearing on Bout's extradition is scheduled for July 28. This hearing, originally scheduled for June, was delayed due to illness of one of Bout's lawyers. 

The July 28 hearing is the first of several to determine whether the Thai justice system will allow Bout to be extradited to stand trial on charges of seeking to aid a designated terrorist organization. My full blog is here.
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India's IT City Bangalore Rocked by Seven Consecutive Terror Blasts

By Animesh Roul


Today afternoon (July 25) at least seven low intensity bomb blasts took place in Bangalore (also Bengaluru), the Information Technology hub of India. These blasts happened within a span of one hour and left two person dead and nearly 20 others injured. However, police confirmed about a single death till now.

Today’s event reminded us about the Jaipur serial blasts in May 2008 where nearly eight bicycle strapped bombs ripped through crowded places, killing scores of people. 

It seems that crude improvised explosive devices (use of readily available gelatin rods and neogel chemicals can’t be ruled out) were used to trigger these blasts in the city. The first bomb reportedly went off near the Madiwala Bus stop at 1:20 PM which was followed by six blasts at Kormangla, Adugudi, Nayandahalli, Mysore Road and Hosur Road (outskirts). Till now, no terror outfits have claimed responsibility, even as the needle of suspicion pointed at the Lashkar e Toiba- SIMI- Harkat-ul-Jehadi Islami combined. 

Even though the blasts looked amateurish vis-à-vis Hyderabad and Jaipur serial blasts in the past, this time terrorists have only succeeded in spreading panic throughout the city and other metros. And they very well knew any strike in Bangalore could have rippling effect in the US and other western countries, as many business processing outsourcing units (e.g. Infosys and Wipro) and other MNCs (e.g. IBM) are located in the City. 

As usual the investigating agencies will be probing the attacks, only to reach nowhere. The war of words will follow with claims and counter claims. It’s high time for Indian agencies to look inward and put the sloppy investigations filled with rhetoric at bay.
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Brotherhood Against Democracy

By Walid Phares

Unsur akhaka thaliman kana am mazluma 
“Stand with your brother, should he be oppressed or oppressor” -- (Old proverb in the Arab world used by contemporary Jihadists)
Seven years after 9/11 the ongoing confrontation between the free world and the forces of Jihadism seems to be revealing another broader more dangerous dimension: the emergence of an undeclared solidarity between regimes and organizations which --despite their enmity for each other -- come together to destroy freedom and obstruct its spread.

This transnational brotherhood is increasingly revealing itself in international relations, despite the assurances of Western diplomats and academics that such a de facto web, do not really exist. While lobbying efforts in the West are attempting to convince the public that the ideology of Jihadism doesn’t exist and that Democracies’ foreign and economic policies are at the roots of terrorism, stunning evidence proves the opposite. Not only Jihadism is alive and thriving, but it is influencing a much larger bloc of countries. 

Four years after identifying the Darfur drama as a genocide under international law many around the free world are yet to absorb the power of Jihadism in international relations. Today’s Sudan crisis will only open their eyes to what many in the diplomatic and academic elites are feverishly attempting to camouflage. While many have been arguing that the free nations of the world face a cohort of regimes that sympathize with and support the Jihadist networks, many others -- on the apologist side- have been arguing that there is no such thing as Transnational Jihadism. 

In my last three books, I attempted relentlessly to make the case that an international Jihadi lobby exists -- or rather a convergence of interests between regimes, organizations, and groups seeking the confrontation with the infidels and more importantly keeping their civil societies from pursuing natural democratic processes. Unfortunately, bureaucrats and diplomats in the Western World have been severely criticizing these warnings and pretending instead, that such a “web” is a mirage. However, the public has a unique opportunity to see otherwise with the exploding new crisis between the Sudanese regime of General Omar al Bashir and the International Criminal Court (ICC).


Read More »



After the Darfur Genocide was identified by international organizations (and decades after the African population of Sudan have been submitted to oppression at the hands of the Islamist regime of Khartoum not later than 1989 and possibly as soon as the early 1980s) finally, the chief prosecutor of the ICC filed genocide charges against Sudan’s President, who is chiefly responsible for the ongoing attacks by the Janjaweed militia against black African tribes in the West of the country. A next stage should be mobilizing the international community and expecting the UN Security Council to proceed with the arrest of the head of the Khartoum regime for investigation. 

The process shouldn’t be that different from the filing, arresting, indicting and sentencing of other heads of states found guilty of serious breaches to international law, including the highly publicized case of Yugoslav President Slobodan Milosevic. But the Serbian leader had no regional and international allies to stand by him. He was alone and alone he was brought down from power and taken to Rotterdam. Omar al Bashir isn’t “alone.” He has a large international “clan” behind him, and of course he has natural resources to fund the war against international justice he intends to wage. 

What policy makers in the West -fed by the unhelpful advice of some of their advisors who are oil-funded - have missed in the equation of international relations so far, is the existence of a fault line between blocs of countries. The line is not necessarily and purely “civilizational” but it is highly ideological. There are leaders that world justice cannot indict, cannot arrest and cannot try because they are immune to peaceful compulsion. Those heads of states are part of a “club” of authoritarian leaders of ideological or theocratic regimes who refuse to obey any sanctions the UN and other international organizations attempt to impose, regardless of their offense. These perpetrators belong to a virtual and undeclared caliphate of regimes and organizations. The “perpetrator” may or may not be affiliated with Jihadism as an ideology, but as soon as his opponents are themselves preaching democracy and self determination against Jihadism and authoritarianism, the head of the sanctioned regime will be “protected” by his cohort. Observe the reactions to the ICC charges against Bashir.

Naturally, the first resistance came from inside the Khartoum regime. Opening the first salvo, Sudanese officials responded not with denial of wrong doing, but with threats of dire consequences if the legal actions are carried out. Sudan’s UN ambassador Abdelmahmoud Abdalhaleem said the “prosecutor’s action would eviscerate the peace process.” That is a very telling argument, for it shows that although the accusation came from the ICC, the retaliation of the Islamist regime will be aimed at the victims in Darfur, and perhaps in the south. Otherwise how could the ”peace process” between Sudanese will be altered if Bashir’s forces do not break it? Another official Sudanese argument is also as revealing. “This would lead to disastrous consequences for the entire region” said Abdalhaleem, adding that “without a head of state, with whom are you going to talk.” If anything this is evidence that the regime is dictatorial and worse perhaps, that significant segments of the regime are part of the genocide. 

Although al Bashir has many opponents in the region, the “brotherhood” of resistance against human rights laws manifested itself quickly. From Cairo, the Egyptian Minister of Foreign Affairs Ahmad abu Ghais warned from “the dangers of irresponsibility in dealing with Sudan considering that the ICC action will create insecurity and political instability in general and in Darfur in particular.” In other words, international actions in support of civil societies endangering members of the “club” will be rejected and resisted. From the Arab League, the permanent delegate of the organization to Sudan said the International Court’s action is a strike against peace in Darfur, and accused “international quarters” of being behind the decision. 

In other words, peace is threatened if perpetrator regimes are sanctioned not if civil societies are brutalized. From Yemen, President Ali Abdallah Saleh said his regime will stand by the Khartoum regime. Sanaa’s Foreign Ministry said the ICC decision is “a meddling in the domestic affairs of that country.” 

Addressing the issue from Jordan, the Muslim Brotherhood organization condemned the court demand, accusing the ICC of putting Sudan under pressure to solve “the oil prices crisis.” In view of the Brotherhood’s international role in penetrating the West, such an argument reveals even more the grand background of the solidarity with Sudan: other oil producers with Jihadi inclinations are concerned to see that one “of them” may have to back off from anti Western economic pressures. 

From Tehran, the other center of Khomeinist Jihadism, the regime’s minister of Foreign Affairs Manushahr Muttaki also attacked the “selective decision.” And from Asia, the Chinese Government, a financial partner of Khartoum understandably “expressed concerns.” 

Taking the lead in the offensive against the “ICC decision” al Jazeera’s commentators framed it as a “campaign against the region,” and its panels heated the debate. Writing on the Qatari-funded outlet’s site, Abdel Salam al Jamuhi said “Allah is with us and our swords are ready.” Al Tayyib al Ameen said “Bush and his European tails are waging a third war after Afghanistan and Iraq. Yahya asked if the ICI prosecutor belongs to (pro Israel US based lobbying group) AIPAC. Munzer writes “O brother al Bashir all Arabs and Muslims are with you.” Mohammed Ali Fadl al Sayyed write: “First they controlled the Eastern gate to the Arab world in Iraq and now they are moving on the Western Gate in Sudan.” Ahmad Badawi said this is a conspiracy against all Muslims and we “need to stand together as such.” 

An old proverb in the Arab world, used frequently by contemporary Jihadists says: “Unsur akhaka zaliman kana am mazluma” (support your brother, should he be oppressor or oppressed). The rush to support President Bashir’s regime in Sudan as soon as he was accused of genocide is a bright example of how solidarity mechanisms work between the forces belonging to or influenced by the dominant ideology in the region. And that is the real deep end of the crisis of human rights and democratization, let alone terrorism, which awaits the international community in the years and decades ahead. 

“Unsur akhaka” is not being applied in Bashir’s case only. A thorough reinterpretation of many confrontations over the past few years, particularly as of 2001 shows clearly that solidarity with oppressors is a real force in world politics. Jihadism’s ideological forces, including many al Jazeera commentators, frames it as “anti-American attitude” and attempts to coin it as an -anti-Bush wide alliance. But reality is that this aggregation against freedom is deeper, wider and more diverse than any other coalition on Planet Earth. Indeed, the web comes to the surface every time a “brother dictator” or a “sister ideology” are being pinned down by the international community. This brotherhood of doom manifest itself each time one of the “brothers” is caught wrong doing. When the international consensus is high, the brotherhood is low, and when the latter feels it can counter attack, it does so with all of its strengths. 

Take for example the international campaign against al Qaeda since 2001. Few stood by the Bin Laden movements worldwide, but the “clan” refused to take on the ideology of al Qaeda, meaning the Jihadi roots of it. “Al Qaeda is criminal but Jihadism is innocent” claim many doctrinaires in the Arab Muslim world, as well as their apologists in the West. Hence, the world’s “Brotherhood of Jihadism” was able to get away with saving the doctrines that produced Bin Laden in return of indicting him, not his ideology as Terrorist. 

Iraq: When the United States and their allies decided to remove Saddam Hussein, a clear perpetrator of mass murder against his own people, a vast cohort of brothers in destiny opposed the move, even though sympathy for the dictator wasn’t widespread: Not only the Syrian, Iranian, Libyan and Sudanese regimes rose against it, but also Cairo, Riad, Algiers and Qatar advised against it and tried to delay it. Stunningly, both Salafists and Khomeinists stood against the downfall of Socialist Saddam. Automatically, the Western friends of the petro-regimes followed suit. 

Lebanon: It took the brutal assassination of Sunni leader Rafiq Hariri in Lebanon to force Egypt, Saudi Arabia, the Arab League and the Organization of the Islamic Conference to not oppose UNSR 1559 calling on Syria to pull its troops out of Lebanon. But none of these governments and organizations helped the Cedars Revolution obtaining UN support to disarm Hizballah in accordance with that resolution. In May 2008, when the pro Iranian militia invaded Beirut and the Mountain, the “regional brotherhood” put pressures on the democratically elected Government of Lebanon to make exorbitant concessions to Hizballah. When the price of disarming the fascist militia was to allow for liberal democracy to rise geometrically, it was judged best to keep the Lebanese crisis “inside the family.” 

Iran: Tehran’s regime is perceived as the most dangerous power menacing the Arab Peninsula and beyond, yet when the United States mobilized the international community to go beyond economic sanctions and trigger pressures against the Mullahs, the bureaucracy of the OIC rushed to warn that such an action would be perceived as aimed against the other 50 members of the organization. Evidently many in the region, despite their fear from Tehran’s Pasdaran, still fear more the installment of a democracy in Iran. 

Examples abound about this “brotherhood against Democracy.” Sudan’s current crisis is only one in a long chain. But the real problem that democracies will have to face in dealing with Darfur may not be the intentions of the “Jihadi club” inasmuch as it is the counter-productive trends we are witnessing inside the Washington Beltway over the past few months. Many of our bureaucrats and academics are racing backward to downplay the seriousness of the Jihadi global trend. Reacting to the ICC belated statement a former US envoy to Sudan (who was nevertheless among the first diplomats to raise the Darfur issue) criticized the indictment of Bashir. Now a professor at Georgetown Andrew Natsios’ main concern was about “who will negotiate a settlement with the Sudanese Government,” leaving us to wonder if the issue is save the regime or save Darfur. 

However more serious failures in our national security and foreign policy estimate are the rising statements made by former intelligence officials that “no such thing as an international Jihadi influence exist,” and the bureaucratic literature negating the existence of the very ideology which in Sudan is behind the genocide


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dr Walid Phares, author of The Confrontation is the Director of the Future Terrorism Project at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies and a visiting scholar at the European Foundation for Demcracy. 
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Online Discussion on "The Challenges of International Terrorism"

By Matthew Levitt

Fellow CTB contributor Paul Cruickshank and I are participating in an online salon discussion on "The Challenges of International Terrorism: Recommendations for the Next U.S. President" hosted by UN Dispatch and The Washington Note. The discussion can be found at either site.

For a taste of the discussion, here is my response to the queery "Is terrorism actually linked to poverty? Is it linked to other externalities, like grievances with American foreign policy, perceived humiliation, nationalist political objectives, radical ideology --- or all of the above? Which is most dominant? Which is most underestimated in current approaches to terrorism?"
Poverty, in and of itself, does not lead to terrorism. But it can be part of the problem, as the case of disenfranchised Muslim communities in Europe make clear. In the words of one European official I recently interviewed on this issue, "poverty is rarely one of the key radicalizers, but unemployment can be, especially when combined with engaging in criminal activity and being exposed to a radical narrative." Radical ideologies are better able to take root when discrimination and the lack of opportunity for economic growth are put in terms of a global narrative that weave personal experiences in the suburbs north of Paris together with the plight of fellow Muslims in Bosnia, Chechnya, Palestine or Iraq to personalize far away conflicts and paint a global, ideological struggle. That global narrative is where foreign policy becomes one part of this larger tapestry as well, especially when presented through a radical ideological lens. To my mind the ideological component is the most critical and overlooked component here.

As several studies have demonstrated, organized radicalization and recruitment (let alone training and the provision of funds and weapons) has long been central to the formation of a terrorist--that is, someone who is not only angry but willing to act on that anger in a violent manner. Today, that organizational function is in some cases carried out more passively via exposure to ideas and, perhaps more critically, a sense of belonging to a group of like-minded followers, on the Internet. But even among the increasing number of "homegrown" terrorists, European officials stress the importance of pre-existing personal vulnerabilities that serve as "push factors"as well as exposure to "radicalizers" - in person or online - over a period of time.

No single psychological profile describes the wide variety of "push factors" that make individuals vulnerable to the kind of radicalization that can eventually lead them to become terrorists. One study, by Tel Aviv University researchers Shaul Kimhe and Shmuel Even, developed a series of prototypical categories that combine both clinical and social psychological causes among Palestinians who resorted to terrorism. A telling corollary to their primary findings, however, is that whatever the typology of the potential terrorist--"religious fanatic," "nationalist fanatic," "avenger," or "exploited"--every type requires "a social environment that is supportive of such an attack; media that disseminates the information among the supportive population; spiritual leadership that encourages such attacks; and financial and social assistance for families of suicide terrorists after their death." Together, these conditions create a "comprehensive social environment [that] may be referred to as the 'culture of suicide terrorists' that has been created within Palestinian society." [See here.] 

Social preconditions by themselves do not make a suicide bomber. While poverty, humiliation, occupation, personal suffering, shame, or loss of a loved one can all be powerful radicalizing factors, they almost always require an organized element to channel that anger and frustration -- actively and in person or passively on the Internet -- into a desire to kill and maim random civilians (as opposed, for example, to a desire simply to kill oneself). It is for this reason that groups subscribing to a radical ideology invest so much time, effort and money in media campaigns aimed at radicalizing and directly or indirectly recruiting future members. 
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Words, Sticks and Stones

By Bill West

Congressman Peter Hoekstra from Michigan has recently introduced legislation that would ban the banning by the Government of the use of various terms describing Islamic jihadists who want to wage holy war against us. The Administration has decided using such terms by Government officials somehow “rewards” jihadists and offends regular, moderate Muslims. This topic has been covered by the CTB fairly extensively. 

Now the usual cast of jihadist apologists are deriding Congressman Hoekstra for his efforts in trying to stop what many believe is the Government’s PC nonsense...better to call terrorists who themselves declare their violent, murderous actions Islamic inspired jihad mere criminals. Is this argument really rather silly, or could there be something more at stake?

Let’s examine one potential aspect of “what’s in a word”...or words. Much to the chagrin of apologists and supporters of those jihadists...er, misguided criminals...as well as no shortage of screaming left-wing attorneys, there exists within the Immigration and Nationality Act (a body of law passed by Congress) a provision that bars the entry into the US of, and the issuance of visas to, aliens (foreign nationals) who are prominent figures and who use their positions of prominence to espouse support for terrorism. The supporters of such supporters shout to High Heaven that even if such persons really do support terrorism, they are merely exercising free speech.

Well, technically that would be correct. Unless, of course, such speech is not “free” within the country wherein it is made. And, even now, the US Supreme Court has yet to extend America’s 1st Amendment free speech rights to the rest of the planet beyond US territory...though, after the recent Gitmo habeas decision, who knows how long before that happens? If and until such a madcap decision does occur, foreign nationals outside the United States do not enjoy the 1st Amendment free speech rights we do inside the US, at least as far as US law is concerned. 

The point is what such foreign nationals say and write demonstrating they espouse support for terrorism can therefore be used by the Government to prevent them from being issued US visas and keep them from entering the US. Presumably, that is still considered a good thing...keeping aliens who espouse support for terrorism out of the United States.

But to do that our Government officials responsible for such things must be able to officially document what those aliens say and write in support of terrorism...primarily in today’s environment, radical Islamic inspired terrorism. Such proscribed aliens will, of course, routinely use terms like “jihad,” “mujahadine,” and “caliphate” and many others the Administration would prefer our officials avoid. If officialdom shies away from officially using the very terms alien supporters of terrorism use, the official reports used to keep those supporters out of the US may well be insufficient for their intended purpose. Reports that are sanitized with PC appropriate language will be far easier to challenge in court, and before the media, than reports bearing actual descriptive language.

The Administration may claim what it has put out is a mere guideline and does not preclude Government officials from using such terms when “necessary.” Perhaps. Within the Government bureaucracy, unfortunately, such policies often take on a life of their own and grow far beyond the original intent. What Congressman Hoekstra is doing is a righteous effort to kill a weed at its root. 
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Lebanon Awaits its Bayan Wizari (Ministerial Statement)

By David Schenker

In recent weeks, the democratically-elected Government of Lebanon led by the ruling March 14th coalition has been haggling with the Iranian and Syrian-backed Hizballah-led opposition over the new Ministerial Statement, the policy document of Beirut’s new national unity government. The debate is focused on the bilateral relations between Beirut and Damascus, and the future disposition of Hizballah’s weapons. The militia is looking to ensure what Hizballah Parliamentary Bloc leader Mohammed Raad refers to as the “right of resistance.” 

I wrote a detailed article about the Ministerial Statement for the Washington Institute yesterday. 

In related news, Vice President of Lebanon’s Higher Shiite Council, Sheikh Qabalan, told Hizballah’s Al Manar television yesterday that as long as Israel “occupies Palestinian lands, Shebaa’ Farms, the Seven [Shiite] villages, we won’t relinquish the weapons.” The Seven villages are within Israel's internationally recognized borders. 
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Ortega Steps Into the Breach with the FARC

By Douglas Farah

While Venezuelan president Hugo Chávez seem content for the time being to keep is distance from his (erstwhile?) allies in Colombia, the FARC guerrillas-tied to international drug trafficking, kidnapping and assorted criminal and terrorist activities-Nicaraguan president Daniel Ortega seems to have few such qualms.

Nicargua's leading newspaper, La Prensa, is reporting that a six-member FARC delegation visited Ortega earlier this month in Managua. 

The aircraft carrying the FARC delegation left from Venezuela, and arrived in time to celebrate the July 19 anniversary of the 1979 Sandinista revolution. The delegation, while keeping a low public profile, met with Ortega, who has a long-standing relationship with the organization.

The flight from Venezuela was carried out despite an Interpol alert sent to Nicaragua and other countries that the FARC delegation that was about to travel was comprised of individuals with pending international arrest warrants, was en route to Managua.

The Interpol report, as reported by Colombia's leading newspaper, El Tiempo, says in part that:
We request your help in alerting immigration posts because these members of the FARC are internationally sought and have Interpol Red Notices pending.
While the Chávez-FARC relationship is the most significant and has received the most notice, the relationship of Ortega to the FARC is long-standing and strong. My full blog is here.
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Winning the War with Islamic Fanaticism

By Andrew Cochran

I am pleased to post the views of Professor Rabbi Daniel M. Zucker, Chairman of "Americans for Democracy in the Middle-East," on this topic, and to associate myself with and assent to his views in this post.
-------------
American-Israeli analyst and news commentator Micah D. Halpern wrote an interesting column last week for his blog—The Micah Report—entitled “The Qualitative Edge” , in which he suggested that Israeli deterrence of enemies has been accomplished through maintaining superior military power: better equipment, better training, better intelligence and greater motivation than its enemies. Halpern states that this doctrine has worked for the past 60 years against Israel’s adversaries, but notes that now Israel is confronted by enemies that are motivated by fervent religious ideology that includes a willingness to die for the cause, putting Israel’s superior military power at bay. In effect, Halpern is asking: how does a military power confront the true-believing enemy that is not only willing to die, but actively seeks death as a way of psychologically defeating the superior power it faces? Halpern suggests that Israel and the West need to find a new model to confront this “new” type of enemy.

With due respect to Dr. Halpern whose article essentially is correct otherwise, a new model is not needed. However, what is needed is the resolve to fight relentlessly against those that use terrorism—especially against innocent non-combatants—as a method of gaining an advantage in the psychological aspect of war. Although the daily missile and rocket attacks from Gaza have been terrorizing Sderot and its environs, as well as Ashkelon with the Grad missile attacks, Israel’s retaliatory attacks on the Hamas leadership were having a pronounced effect on that terrorist organization. The same can be said about Hizballah. Whereas the rank and file may be willing to become shahadin (self-sacrificing homicidal murderers), Hassan Nasrallah and his fellow leaders of Hizballah have been very careful to seek protection when the bullets fly and the bombs fall. In a similar manner, much of the Iranian leadership has displayed no desire to become martyrs for a greater Shiite caliphate—their life is too sweet to be sacrificed—besides, they always send proxies in their stead.

The answer to terrorism—whether it is perpetuated by Palestinian Sunni Islamic fundamentalists, Lebanese Iranian-inspired Shiite fundamentalists, or the fanatic Iranian ayatollahs themselves—is to fight it vigorously, just like we fought the Japanese kamikaze pilots at the end of World War II. The allies didn’t flinch when attacked by the kamikazes—we didn’t call for, or agree to, a truce at that point. We fought with one goal in mind: total defeat of the enemy. Whereas we don’t wish to harm the civilian populations of our adversaries, we should be seeking an overwhelming defeat of those who not only wish, but also actively seek, our destruction. We are in a war, and we need to remember that fact at all times. Truces called by the other side are meant for their advantage; we should not give in to the temptation for a cease-fire when we have our enemies on the ropes. The time for magnanimity is when the enemy has been utterly crushed, and not before.
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We need to understand the mentality of our fanatic fundamentalist enemies. Life is totally black or white for them—there are no shades of grey. Surviving a battle with the superior forces of their enemy is seen as a victory by them—proof that we in the West are too soft to defeat them ultimately. Hizballah thus views the 2006 Lebanon War as a victory since the superior military might of Israel was incapable of crushing the Iranians’ Lebanese proxy. So too, Hamas looks at the current cease-fire as a proof that Israel cannot destroy the Palestinian Muslim Brotherhood. For that matter, every time that we agree to talk to the Iranians in Iraq, they see it as proof that they are capable of eventually driving us out of the region. And it goes without saying that every time the West offers the Islamic Republic of Iran a bigger incentive to stop its nuclear program, the more adamant Khameneí and his spokesman Ahmadinejad become in their insistence that Iran will never back down ultimately from its “national rights”.

If Israel and the West are to succeed in defeating Islamic fundamentalism, which seeks to return the world to an era long before the Enlightenment—to an era of misogyny and wars of religion—we must realize that our fundamentalist enemies mean to defeat us and subjugate us or put us to the sword. They are fighting as if the future status of heaven and earth are hanging in the balance; it is high time that we learn to take this battle seriously. The fate of Western civilization, indeed of this planet, will be determined by our response to the threats we face today emanating from the Middle East. If we fail to deal with the threat today, by tomorrow the battle will be at our doorstep. .

Professor Rabbi Daniel M. Zucker is founder and Chairman of the Board of "Americans for Democracy in the Middle-East," a grassroots organization dedicated to teaching government officials and the public of the dangers posed by Islamic fundamentalism and the need to establish genuine democratic institutions in the Middle-East as an antidote to the venom of such fundamentalism.
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Live from Kashmir: Women in Black Call for Freedom

By Farhana Ali

Women donned in black veils chanted slogans of azaadi (freedom) as they marched the streets of Srinagar in the disputed territory of Kashmir. "Return our land!" they shouted, "We are with Pakistan! You have no place in a Muslim land! You are the kufar (infidels)." College-educated girls and elderly women wore bright green headbands bearing the name of the Prophet of Islam as they fearlessly marched twoards the Indian army. 

The women never made it to Laal Chowk, the center of town. A few girls were shoved into the army truck. A former mujahideen standing next to me said, "They will be released tonight. The arrest is intended to deter them. It is an act of humiliation." Despite the few arrests, other women marched in place. Some sat on the hot pavement as local journalists and myself clicked our cameras. 

The previous day, I sat in the headquarters of the Muslim Khawateen Markaz (MKM), a women's organization that staged today's demonstration. Their leader and chairperson, Yasmeen Raja, was one of the female detainees. When I visited her, she showed me photographs of girls raped, tortured and beaten by the Indian authorities. "We are ready to sacrifice for our cause," said the MKM second-in-command. "We are fighting for freedom." In her office, Yasmeen and the girls beside her are prepared for the struggle ahead. In previous years, women cared for the wounded militants, sheltered them in their homes, and kept the resistance alive. "The world calls us terrorists," said a 21 year old girl, "but we are guerrillas fighting for what was taken from us." 

On the Indian-side of Kashmir, coined "paradise on earth", women are equal participants in jihad. They protest alongside their men, or stand on their own, as they proved this afternoon. While men bore arms, women offered auxiliary support. Since the 1990s, at the height of the Kashmiri movement, women provided shelter to the mujahideen hiding from security forces, cared for wounded male fighters, and looked after widows and their children. Today, the women of MKM and other organizations are political and social activists.

"In this conflict, women suffer the most," said Yasmeen. "If we do not protest, and remain inside our homes, then the resistance will become weak." In this war, women have proven their will to fight. "We fight with our words. We protest peacefully. In return we are detained. But this is nothing compared to the 4,000 rape victims." Equally resilient is Fareeda Bhanji, the leader of an all-male organization. She spent five and half years behind bars in an Indian prison and was charged with masterminding a terrorist attack in New Delhi in 1996. "I was falsely accused. To this day, the Indian government has not provided evidence of my involvement in this attack," she told me. Her son, Mudasar Maqbool, pleaded for his mother's innocence. "My mother was not in Delhi at the time of the attack. She was and is not guilty. Finally, the Indian Supreme Court had not choice but to release her after spending five years in jail." According to India's legal system, a woman held without trial for more than two years is released. But Fareeda is not a free woman. Today, she is on bail and appears before the Indian Court twice a month. "Forcing my mother to go to court every fortnight is a deliberate strategy. The Indian Government wants to weaken our resistance."
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Like Fareeda, hundreds of women have served jail time and have gone underground. For fourteen years, Aasiya Andrabi, the leader of Dukhtaran e-Millat (Daughters of Faith), moved from house to house with her two children to evade capture by Indian authorities. Her husband, who completed his PhD in prison and is the author of several books on Islam, is currently serving a life sentence. "I was arrested multiple times but finally renounced the use of violence to keep my organization alive," she told me. Unlike other women in Kashmir, Aasiya represents what she calls the "true" face of Islam, shielding her face from the public with a full-length black veil and a dagger she purchased in Saudi Arabia to protect her. "I tell my girls to carry a knife to protect their honor. I teach them how to use a weapon and encourage them to learn martial arts." With black prayer beads in her hand, and a white head scarf, Aasiya appears non-threatening, until she is covered from head to toe in a burqa (Islamic dress). In her soft voice, she states, "The Indians are afraid of my veil. They know they can not touch me as long as I am dressed like this." Aasiya's decision to distance herself from militant activities reflects her desire to keep the familial system intact. "The Indian head of police made me an offer once. They wanted to give me a flat with personal security for my children, but then I realized I would be cut off from my people. I made a choice then to spread Islam peacefully. Today I have thousands of members in nearby districts who follow the Straight Path. By keeping women engaged, we are saving our families." When asked about Usama bin Laden, Aasiya remains adamant. "I have listened to his tapes. He is is a good mujahid who fought the Russians. He leads a simple life. How can he be a terrorist?" 

Not everyone agrees with Aasiya, but the spirit to resist the Indian security forces is felt throughout the Valley. Last night, the wife of a former mujahideen commander, who is in exile abroad, asserted, "We all want freedom but once we achieve independence, then what?" Women like Aasiya call for an Islamic state while others maintain that a democratic Kashmir is the only system that can protect Kashmiri Muslims and other religious minorities. 

Despite the varied political and religious ideologies, Muslim women of Kashmir are prepared to 
die for their cause. Like their men, they desire martyrdom. A 21-year-old member of MKM, who was arrested today, said to me earlier, "I was born to die. To become a shahida (female martyr) is the ultimate sacrifice. We will continue dying until we are free."
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Another Perspective on Hoekstra Amendment

By Jonathan Winer

I am among those who find it counter-intuitive to believe that the Bush Administration's Department of Homeland Security, National Counter Terrorism Center and the State Department are soft on terrorism, as suggested by the Hoekstra Amendment and commentary relating to it.

The post states that Americans should interpret the vote as meaningful not because the language in the amendment might become law, but because it "gets most congressional representatives on the record on their position regarding the efforts of groups to remove any suggestion of Islamic supremacism or Jihad when it comes to 'terrorism.'" The obvious meaning is that the Hoekstra vote has smoked out members of Congress who are soft on terrorism. Just in case anyone fails to get the point, the post lists those who voted against the amendment, all but one of whom come from the political party to which Congressman Hoekstra does not belong.

An alternative view, shared by the Bush Administration and the government of the United Kingdom, among others, recognizes that many Muslims have long considered such words as "jihadist" and "Islamacist" to be slurs that credential terrorists and marginalize moderate Muslims. 

As U.S. Army General Petraeus wrote in 2005, in combating terrorism, "cultural awareness is a force multiplier." Some people may disagree, but I would not for a moment suggest that they are soft on terrorism, because their thinking on counter-terrorism, such as that reflected in the Hoekstra amendment, does not correspond to the views of the senior U.S. commander in Iraq. Given this, I will neither list here all those who voted for the Hoekstra amendment, nor suggest that they should explain why they disagree with General Petraeus on this issue.
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U.S. Congressional Representatives' Stance on Jihad and the War of Ideas 

By Jeffrey Imm

Last week, there was an interesting development in the U.S. House of Representatives that will give Americans a clear view as to exactly where their individual representatives stand on the war of ideas in fighting Jihad.

Per my previous article on this subject, on May 8, 2008, Congressman Peter Hoekstra attempted to add an amendment on the "terror lexicon" to a House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence bill on 2009 intelligence funding (House Resolution 5959). 

Hoekstra's amendment condemned efforts by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC), and the State Department to recommend a "terror lexicon" that prohibits use of words such as "Jihad," "jihadist," "Islamist," "mujahadeen," "caliphate," etc. In this amendment, Congressman Hoekstra called for the House of Representatives to prohibit the use of intelligence funding in support of such "terror lexicon" efforts. The House Intelligence Committee voted against this amendment, and over 900 people signed a petition condemning the actions of the House Intelligence Committee that was sent to members who voted against the amendment.

But on July 16, 2008, H.R. 5959 was presented to the full House of Representatives for debate and adoption, including Congressman Hoekstra's amendment to bar the use of intelligence funding for such "terror lexicon" measures. This time the amendment passed by the margin of 249-180 (with 10 abstentions).

The amendment was incorporated in H.R. 5959 as follows:

"None of the funds authorized to be appropriated by this Act may be used to prohibit or discourage the use of the words or phrases 'jihadist', 'jihad', 'Islamo-fascism', 'caliphate', 'Islamist', or 'Islamic terrorist' by or within the intelligence community or the Federal Government."
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Per my congressional sources, the House of Representatives passed (via voice vote) House Resolution 5959 "Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009," including the amendment on the issue of the "terror lexicon" from Congressman Peter Hoekstra. Efforts to send H.R. 5959 back to the House Intelligence Committee (by a motion to recommit with instructions) failed, so now H.R. 5959 represents the House's resolution on 2009 intelligence funding.

Most importantly, Americans can see how their individual representatives in the House voted (Roll Call 500) on this issue, demonstrating where their individual congressional representatives stand on the war of ideas in fighting Jihad. 

During the discussion on this House Amendment 4 to H.R. 5959 (aka "Hoekstra of Michigan Amendment No. 2"), on the "terror lexicon" efforts by DHS, NCTC, and the State Department, Congressman Hoekstra stated, per the Congressional Record:

"Al Qaeda itself uses these terms to describe its fight against America, our allies, and moderate Muslims around the world. Why then would we prohibit our intelligence professionals from using the same words to accurately describe al Qaeda's stated goals?"

"Yet that is exactly what some in Washington are attempting to do. I was dismayed to learn that over the past few months, intelligence bureaucrats at the State Department, the National Coun
ter
ter
ror
ism Center, and the Department of Homeland Security have issued memos imposing speech codes on how their employees can describe al Qaeda and other radical jihadist groups. They won't even be able to use the words these groups use themselves to describe themselves. These agencies within the intelligence community won't be able to use those words."

"Mr. Chairman, free speech should not be controversial, nor should candid, accurate, and fair discussion of the self-professed goals of the terrorists that attack our homeland and have sworn to kill more Americans."
"I find it more than ironic that some who have complained the loudest about politicization in the intelligence community would oppose this simple amendment to prevent the politically correct politicization of our Nation's intelligence community. We all know that political correctness can be the enemy of clarity."

"We also know that radical jihadists have made repeated efforts to stifle free speech in the West, including the murder of Dutch film maker, Theo van Gogh, and frequent death threats against authors, cartoonists, and journalists."

"Let's not give the radical jihadists a victory here by imposing a speech code on America's intelligence community."

"How will America understand the nature and the character of our enemy if we can’t use the words that they use to describe themselves and we need to come up with a whole new language that is totally out of context with the enemy and the nature of the threat that we face today?"


Congressional Representatives Who Voted Against Hoekstra's Amendment on "Terror Lexicon"
Whether or not this amendment to H.R. 5959 ultimately is part of an approved bill signed by President Bush, the greatest value of this amendment is that it gets most congressional representatives on the record on their position regarding the efforts of groups to remove any suggestion of Islamic supremacism or Jihad when it comes to "terrorism." 

Those in Congress who voted against (or abstained from voting on) the Hoekstra amendment should be asked to publicly explain their position to their constituents, as their vote against the Hoekstra amendment can readily be perceived as reluctance to recognize the ideological basis behind Jihadist terrorism. The House of Representatives provides a ready online tool to allow Americans to identify their congressional representatives, and knowing your ZIP Code+4 number will greatly expedite that process.

Clearly the following members of the House of Representatives should be asked to explain their vote against the Hoekstra amendment:

House of Representatives' Members Voting Against Hoekstra Amendment:
Rep. Neil Abercrombie [D, HI-1] 
Rep. Jason Altmire [D, PA-4] 
Rep. Robert Andrews [D, NJ-1] 
Rep. Joe Baca [D, CA-43] 
Rep. Brian Baird [D, WA-3] 
Rep. Tammy Baldwin [D, WI-2] 
Rep. John Barrow [D, GA-12] 
Rep. Xavier Becerra [D, CA-31] 
Rep. Howard Berman [D, CA-28] 
Rep. Robert Berry [D, AR-1] 
Rep. Sanford Bishop [D, GA-2] 
Rep. Timothy Bishop [D, NY-1] 
Rep. Earl Blumenauer [D, OR-3] 
Rep. Madeleine Bordallo [D, GU-0] 
Rep. F. Allen Boyd [D, FL-2] 
Rep. Nancy Boyda [D, KS-2] 
Rep. Robert Brady [D, PA-1] 
Rep. Bruce Braley [D, IA-1] 
Rep. Corrine Brown [D, FL-3] 
Rep. George Butterfield [D, NC-1] 
Rep. Lois Capps [D, CA-23] 
Rep. Michael Capuano [D, MA-8] 
Rep. Russ Carnahan [D, MO-3] 
Rep. Andre Carson [D, IN-7] 
Rep. Kathy Castor [D, FL-11] 
Rep. Donna Christensen [D, VI-0] 
Rep. Yvette Clarke [D, NY-11] 
Rep. William Clay [D, MO-1] 
Rep. Emanuel Cleaver [D, MO-5] 
Rep. James Clyburn [D, SC-6] 
Rep. Steve Cohen [D, TN-9] 
Rep. John Conyers [D, MI-14] 
Rep. Jim Cooper [D, TN-5] 
Rep. Joe Courtney [D, CT-2] 
Rep. Robert Cramer [D, AL-5] 
Rep. Joseph Crowley [D, NY-7] 
Rep. Danny Davis [D, IL-7] 
Rep. Susan Davis [D, CA-53] 
Rep. Peter DeFazio [D, OR-4] 
Rep. Diana DeGette [D, CO-1] 
Rep. Rosa DeLauro [D, CT-3] 
Rep. Norman Dicks [D, WA-6] 
Rep. John Dingell [D, MI-15] 
Rep. Lloyd Doggett [D, TX-25] 
Rep. Michael Doyle [D, PA-14] 
Rep. Donna F. Edwards [D, MD-4]
Rep. Thomas (Chet) Edwards [D, TX-17] 
Rep. Keith Ellison [D, MN-5] 
Rep. Rahm Emanuel [D, IL-5] 
Rep. Anna Eshoo [D, CA-14] 
Rep. Bob Etheridge [D, NC-2] 
Rep. Eni Faleomavaega [D, AS-0] 
Rep. Sam Farr [D, CA-17] 
Rep. Bob Filner [D, CA-51] 
Rep. Barney Frank [D, MA-4] 
Rep. Charles Gonzalez [D, TX-20] 
Rep. Raymond (Gene) Green [D, TX-29] 
Rep. Raul Grijalva [D, AZ-7] 
Rep. Luis Gutierrez [D, IL-4] 
Rep. John Hall [D, NY-19] 
Rep. Phil Hare [D, IL-17] 
Rep. Jane Harman [D, CA-36] 
Rep. Alcee Hastings [D, FL-23] 
Rep. Brian Higgins [D, NY-27] 
Rep. Maurice Hinchey [D, NY-22] 
Rep. Ruben Hinojosa [D, TX-15] 
Rep. Mazie Hirono [D, HI-2] 
Rep. Paul Hodes [D, NH-2] 
Rep. Rush Holt [D, NJ-12] 
Rep. Michael Honda [D, CA-15] 
Rep. Darlene Hooley [D, OR-5] 
Rep. Steny Hoyer [D, MD-5] 
Rep. Jay Inslee [D, WA-1] 
Rep. Jesse Jackson [D, IL-2] 
Rep. Sheila Jackson-Lee [D, TX-18] 
Rep. William Jefferson [D, LA-2] 
Rep. Henry Johnson [D, GA-4] 
Rep. Stephanie Jones [D, OH-11] 
Rep. Paul Kanjorski [D, PA-11] 
Rep. Marcy Kaptur [D, OH-9] 
Rep. Patrick Kennedy [D, RI-1] 
Rep. Dale Kildee [D, MI-5] 
Rep. Carolyn Kilpatrick [D, MI-13] 
Rep. Ronald Kind [D, WI-3] 
Rep. Dennis Kucinich [D, OH-10] 
Rep. Ray LaHood [R, IL-18] 
Rep. James Langevin [D, RI-2] 
Rep. Rick Larsen [D, WA-2] 
Rep. John Larson [D, CT-1] 
Rep. Barbara Lee [D, CA-9] 
Rep. Sander Levin [D, MI-12] 
Rep. John Lewis [D, GA-5] 
Rep. Daniel Lipinski [D, IL-3] 
Rep. David Loebsack [D, IA-2] 
Rep. Zoe Lofgren [D, CA-16] 
Rep. Nita Lowey [D, NY-18] 
Rep. Carolyn Maloney [D, NY-14] 
Rep. Edward Markey [D, MA-7] 
Rep. Doris Matsui [D, CA-5] 
Rep. Carolyn McCarthy [D, NY-4] 
Rep. Betty McCollum [D, MN-4] 
Rep. James McDermott [D, WA-7] 
Rep. James McGovern [D, MA-3] 
Rep. Kendrick Meek [D, FL-17] 
Rep. Gregory Meeks [D, NY-6] 
Rep. George Miller [D, CA-7] 
Rep. R. Bradley Miller [D, NC-13] 
Rep. Alan Mollohan [D, WV-1] 
Rep. Dennis Moore [D, KS-3] 
Rep. Gwen Moore [D, WI-4] 
Rep. James Moran [D, VA-8] 
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Rep. Christopher Murphy [D, CT-5]
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Rep. John Murtha [D, PA-12]

Rep. Jerrold Nadler [D, NY-8] 
Rep. Grace Napolitano [D, CA-38] 
Rep. Richard Neal [D, MA-2] 
Rep. James Oberstar [D, MN-8] 
Rep. David Obey [D, WI-7] 
Rep. John Olver [D, MA-1] 
Rep. Solomon Ortiz [D, TX-27] 
Rep. Frank Pallone [D, NJ-6] 
Rep. William Pascrell [D, NJ-8] 
Rep. Edward Pastor [D, AZ-4] 
Rep. Ronald Paul [R, TX-14] 
Rep. Donald Payne [D, NJ-10] 
Rep. Collin Peterson [D, MN-7] 
Rep. Earl Pomeroy [D, ND-0] 
Rep. David Price [D, NC-4] 
Rep. Nick Rahall [D, WV-3] 
Rep. Charles Rangel [D, NY-15] 
Rep. Silvestre Reyes [D, TX-16] 
Rep. Laura Richardson [D, CA-37] 
Rep. Ciro Rodriguez [D, TX-23] 
Rep. Mike Ross [D, AR-4] 
Rep. Steven Rothman [D, NJ-9] 
Rep. Lucille Roybal-Allard [D, CA-34] 
Rep. C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger [D, MD-2] 
Rep. Timothy Ryan [D, OH-17] 
Rep. John Salazar [D, CO-3] 
Rep. Linda Sanchez [D, CA-39] 
Rep. Loretta Sanchez [D, CA-47] 
Rep. John Sarbanes [D, MD-3] 
Rep. Janice Schakowsky [D, IL-9] 
Rep. Adam Schiff [D, CA-29] 
Rep. Allyson Schwartz [D, PA-13] 
Rep. David Scott [D, GA-13] 
Rep. Robert (Bobby) Scott [D, VA-3] 
Rep. Jose Serrano [D, NY-16] 
Rep. Joe Sestak [D, PA-7] 
Rep. Albio Sires [D, NJ-13] 
Rep. Ike Skelton [D, MO-4] 
Rep. Louise Slaughter [D, NY-28] 
Rep. Adam Smith [D, WA-9] 
Rep. Victor Snyder [D, AR-2] 
Rep. Hilda Solis [D, CA-32] 
Rep. Jackie Speier [D, CA-12] 
Rep. John Spratt [D, SC-5] 
Rep. Fortney Stark [D, CA-13] 
Rep. Betty Sutton [D, OH-13] 
Rep. Ellen Tauscher [D, CA-10] 
Rep. Bennie Thompson [D, MS-2] 
Rep. C. Michael Thompson [D, CA-1] 
Rep. John Tierney [D, MA-6] 
Rep. Edolphus Towns [D, NY-10] 
Rep. Niki Tsongas [D, MA-5] 
Rep. Tom Udall [D, NM-3] 
Rep. Christopher Van Hollen [D, MD-8] 
Rep. Nydia Velazquez [D, NY-12] 
Rep. Peter Visclosky [D, IN-1] 
Rep. Timothy Walz [D, MN-1] 
Rep. Debbie Wasserman Schultz [D, FL-20] 
Rep. Maxine Waters [D, CA-35] 
Rep. Melvin Watt [D, NC-12] 
Rep. Henry Waxman [D, CA-30] 
Rep. Peter Welch [D, VT-0] 
Rep. Robert Wexler [D, FL-19] 
Rep. Lynn Woolsey [D, CA-6] 
Rep. David Wu [D, OR-1] 
Rep. John Yarmuth [D, KY-3] 
House of Representatives Members Abstaining from Voting on Hoekstra Amendment:
Rep. Leonard Boswell [D, IA-3] 
Rep. William Delahunt [D, MA-10] 
Rep. Jo Ann Emerson [R, MO-8] 
Rep. Luis Fortuno [R, PR-0] 
Rep. Wayne Gilchrest [R, MD-1] 
Rep. Al Green [D, TX-9] 
Rep. Eddie Johnson [D, TX-30] 
Rep. Frank Lucas [R, OK-3] 
Rep. Eleanor Norton [D, DC-0] 
Rep. Bobby Rush [D, IL-1] 
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 HYPERLINK "https://forms.house.gov/wyr/welcome.shtml" U.S. House of Representatives: Find and Write Your Representative


 HYPERLINK "http://zip4.usps.com/zip4/welcome.jsp" US Postal Service - Identifying Your Zip+4 Zip Code


 HYPERLINK "http://clerk.house.gov/evs/2008/index.asp" House of Representatives Roll Call Votes


 HYPERLINK "http://www.opencongress.org/bill/110-h5959/show" House Resolution 5959 Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009


 HYPERLINK "http://counterterrorismblog.org/2008/05/jihad_and_us_intelligence.php" May 8, 2008 - Jihad and U.S. Intelligence Resources -- Counterterrorism Blog - by Jeffrey Imm


 HYPERLINK "http://www.investigativeproject.org/documents/misc/127.pdf" March 14, 2008 - National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC) - Counter Terror Communications Center (CTCC) Memorandum, Volume 2, Issue 10 - "Words that Work and Words that Don't: A Guide to Counterterrorism Communication"


 HYPERLINK "http://www.investigativeproject.org/documents/misc/126.pdf" January 2008 - Department of Homeland Security Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties - Terminology to Define the Terrorists: Recommendations from American Muslims


 HYPERLINK "http://www.unitedstatesaction.com/identity_of_enemy_sources.htm" "War of Ideas" Sources on the Debate over the Identity of the Jihadist Enemy


 HYPERLINK "http://www.petitiononline.com/usajihad/petition.html" Petition on Defining the Jihadist Enemy
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Putting the Squeeze on Iran

By Michael Jacobson

I had a piece today in the Guardian Online on steps that the US can take to ratchet up the financial pressure against Tehran. 

Here's an excerpt: 

US-Iranian relations are once again headline news after dropping off the radar for several months in the wake of the US National Intelligence Estimate in December 2007. In recent days, media and public attention has focused on the growing US diplomatic overtures to Tehran, as well as the reports about a possible military attack on Iran that continue to circulate. 

With all of the focus on the diplomatic and military fronts, there has been little attention paid lately to the middle ground between the two: the US financial campaign against Iran. Financial pressure may be the most important tool the US has in its arsenal to persuade Iran to abandon all of its nuclear ambitions. While the US approach has been successful in raising the financial costs for Tehran of its nuclear ambitions, the regime shows no signs yet of changing course. To succeed in this effort, the pressure will have to be ramped up significantly, making the choice for Iran far more stark than it is today. 

One problem with the current US effort to squeeze Iran is that it has largely been limited to one industry -- the financial sector. On this front, the US Treasury has taken the lead and has been quite successful. Over the past two years, the Treasury has made the case to global financial institutions that doing business with Iran is risky business, explaining how Iran is abusing the international financial system by using front companies and deceptive financial practices designed to mask their activities.

To read the rest of the piece, click here 
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Confronting the Challenge of Iran: Comprehensive Solutions for a Comprehensive Threat 

By Matthew Levitt

Earlier today, Undersecretary of Commerce Mario Mancuso addressed The Washington Institute's Special Policy Forum on the role of the department's Bureau of Industry and Security's role in confronting the challenges posed by Iran, specifically its proliferation activities.

BIS has responded to the Iranian threat by refining and strengthening its export controls, engaging private sector stakeholders, prioritizing our enforcement efforts, and working with foreign counterparts to most effectively address the Iranian challenge. Of particular interest, BIS maintains three separate lists: the Denied Parties List, the Unverified List, and the Entity List. The Denied Parties List is a list of individuals and entities that have been denied export privileges. The Unverified List is a list of parties where BIS has been unable to verify end use in the past. The Entity List is a list of parties whose participation in a given transaction triggers license requirements. All of these lists are available on the BIS website, www.bis.doc.gov.

Undersecretary Mancuso stressed the need for Congress to pass a new Export Administration Act (EAA) which has been in lapse since 2001. He also highlighted BIS's role in supporting several recent and successful law enforcement actions. His full prepared statement is available here.
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Is Bioterrorism Threat Credible?

By Animesh Roul

I just published one article on the threat of biological weapon and terrorism (in view point section) titled “Is Bioterrorism Threat Credible?”, CBW Magazine, Vol. 1 (3), April-June 2008. The CBW Magazine, ‘a journal on chemical and biological weapons’, has been published by the New Delhi based government funded think tank Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis. 


Here is an excerpt
Even terrorists play pranks on WMD use these days! Late May 2008 a purported terrorist video caught media attention and some serious coverage. As per the reports, the Al Qaeda video message urged Islamic jihadists to use “biological, chemical and nuclear weapons to attack the West.” Experts suspecting the authenticity of the video message dismissed the threat as a prank and not ‘Qaedaesque’ enough to get scared. 

The big question is whether the threat of biological weapon use is real or a product of fearful future thinking? As far as terrorist groups are concerned, they not only wish to survive, but endeavor to thrive with continuous innovation and improvisation. The paucity of empirical data on terrorist use of biological weapons does not limit their future planning concerning biological weapon.


Read More Here. 
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U.S. Government Offers Evan Kohlmann As Expert in Hamdan Trial

By Andrew Cochran

The Hamdan trial began today at Gitmo - you can see a list of government exhibits at this Defense Department website. In one exhibit (500+ pages), the government offers Evan Kohlmann as an expert witness, along with the film he produced, The al Qaida Plan: 

"Mr. Kohlmann will testify regarding the existence of facts to establish an armed conflict with al Qaeda during the charged period. This is an element of the charged offenses. Also, Mr. Kohlmann will be needed to confront the anticipated affirmative defense of lawful combatancy. The Defense has proffered, and the Military Judge has ruled that the accused may raise the defense of lawful combatancy, with respect to the accused. Through subsequent pleadings the Defense has narrowed the issue to whether the accused was operating as a “supply contractor” to a lawful fighting force operating near the city of Kandahar specifically the Taliban or “Ansars.” The Defense will put on expert testimony that the “Ansars” were a legitimate lawful fighting force. Mr. Kohlmann’s broad knowledge of al Qaeda and the transnational jihad movement is needed to confront this assertion. 

Thus, Mr. Kohlmann must also prepare to rebut the Defense that this loose group of individuals (most of which are terrorists) that comprised the “Ansars” were not lawful combatants as defined under the Geneva conventions. Mr. Kolhman will rebut Dr. Williams and his testimony during the jurisdictional hearing that may be offered during the trial on the merits and will provide expert testimony on the so-called "Ansars" and/or the so-called "55th Brigade" as well as the role of the Taliban and other transnational fighters, jihadists and other fighters. 

Mr. Kohlmann will offer expert factual testimony on the nature of these groups, whether factually they meet the elements of a lawful fighting force under the law of war and their historic acts of violence and terrorism that is antithetical to a lawful fighting force."
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The Threat Here - 2008: Setting the Scene

By Madeleine Gruen & Frank Hyland

This is the second article in the series by Madeleine Gruen and Frank Hyland, portraying the seriousness of the threat of homegrown terrorism in the United States for readers of The Counterterrorism Blog. 

We hasten to say right off the bat that regular readers of CT Blog are already the recipients of a detailed and continuing supply of very useful information on the threat of terrorism here in the United States. We are grateful for our CT Blog colleagues Steven Emerson, Doug Farah, Jeff Imm, Mike Cutler, and on and on. Nothing in this series is intended to supplant their excellent work. If anything, we hope to draw even more attention to their (and others’) fine efforts in the past and in the future. Our goal is to draw together in this one series the signs of the continuing, emerging threat here so that policy makers and citizens of Main Street US alike will be better able to assess the true threat. As we noted in the introductory article, individual attacks, plots, perpetrators, investigations tend to lose their impact as time passes; the geographic spread of such indicators and incidents also makes it difficult to visualize the progression of the threat of domestic terrorism. 

Similarly, our professional lives in Counter Terrorism have shown us clearly that the phenomenon of terrorism knows no boundaries, respects no religion, and the perpetrators regard themselves as the only “innocents.” Terrorism targets everyone indiscriminately regardless of their church, temple, synagogue or mosque. No one religion has cornered the market on violence. 


Read More »



The highest calling within the CT Community is that of providing Timely Terrorist Threat Warning. In viewing the “landscape” of terrorism then, the many professionals who serve you by putting in long hours searching out threats do a good bit of “Threat Ranking.” An important criterion is whether the threatening group has the presence, the level of intention, and the capability to carry out its threat. Certainly a number of groups around the world have expressed great antipathy for the US. Those groups, however, lacking the infrastructure here in the US and the necessary skills, do not have as great an ability to perpetrate an attack here as does Al-Qa’ida (AQ), for example. The other groups, therefore, are on our list, but are ranked lower on our list in terms of the threat they represent to you. It is for that reason that there may seem at first to be a preponderance of groups whose expressed motivation is based in Islam. As we do in an office setting, we present to you the greatest threats, ranked from (in our professional belief) most likely to least likely. The sole basis for their placement on our list that follows is their ability and desire to carry out an attack.


The Groups:


1. Al-Qa’ida & Al-Qa’ida-Inspired Individuals or Groups: 

Given the steady torrent of media coverage devoted to groups such as AQ, it may surprise some readers to see an unnamed group or individual at the top of this list. It is here simply because, as we noted above, we are calculating the odds. In that process, we estimate that in a nation of over 300,000,000 people, with continuing relatively unencumbered legal and illegal access to weapons and explosives, and with the demonstrated past actions both here and abroad, the odds are high that someone will see coverage of an incident abroad - Iraq, Afghanistan, Israel - and react. It is this category, by the way, that has caused us to state in the introductory article and repeat above the effect that dispersion in time and place has on the recognition of patterns in the threat. The perpetrators are not necessarily members of a network, often do not know each other, and therefore leave no “tracks” to follow from one to the other. Usama Bin-Laden’s goal in forming an organization known as “The Base” (Al-Qa’ida) has been achieved in large part; that is, that he would see his group metastasize around the globe in the form of groups, cells, and individuals all dedicated to his goals.

Any doubts that remained about the seriousness of AQ’s intentions after 9-11-2001 should have been erased forever by now. It is the first attack on the World Trade Center in 1993, however, that raised the initial alarms; but the professionals on the case who recognized the attack as part of something much bigger and more enduring were outnumbered by others who viewed the case as a unique matter that could be resolved by a traditional thorough investigation and solid arrests. The primary conspirator in the 1993 attack, Ramzi Yousef, arrived in New York to find an in-place network of like-minded individuals—devotees of Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman—who welcomed him, housed him, supported him and carried out the attack on his behalf. 

The subsequent investigation of the 1993 World Trade Center bombing introduced the American public to names of individuals who went on to become the highest-ranking AQ operatives. But, with the passing of time and with physical distance, many have forgotten the ideological and operational links within the US. Those same links exist here today. 

Hardly a month goes by without reports - including official reports - telling all of us about the arrest of yet another Westerner who has been to an AQ training camp in Pakistan and/or Afghanistan. Added to those are the accounts of those in the UK, for example, of the AQ-inspired native-born men who carried out the attacks on London commuters in July 2005.

As part of this series we will also introduce US-based groups that have no clear-cut physical ties to AQ, but that abide by the same ideological doctrines as AQ and which are unabashed supporters of AQ, such as As-Sabiqun. 

2. White Nationalist Groups:

They hate Jews, they believe that non-whites have no soul, and they anticipate with relish a violent revolution against the US Government, even if they have to start it. Many of the groups are armed to the teeth and have plenty of members with military backgrounds who have studied and practiced the intricacies of unconventional warfare. Members and supporters of white nationalism have committed murder and have pulled off major terrorist attacks, such as Timothy McVeigh, who killed 168 and injured more than 800 others in Oklahoma City, and Eric Robert Rudolph, whose pipe bombs killed 2 and injured more than 100 others during a celebratory concert at the Atlanta Olympics in 1996. White nationalist groups are on our list because of their intentions and potential capabilities; however, historically, their movement has been relatively disorganized, has lacked funding, and its adherents have not been as ideologically committed as they have been committed to a social network and cults of personality. This is an essential difference between the white nationalist movements and the militant Islamist groups. Nevertheless, given what we stated above about numbers of people, access to weapons and explosives and the likelihood of a triggering event, groups such as the National Socialist Movement, Stormfront, and the National Alliance must remain under a watchful eye. 


3. Lebanese Hizballah:

A group must have the access to weapons and explosives. They must have the motivation and the requisite skills in order to carry out a successful attack here. Another very important prerequisite, and the one that places Lebanese Hizballah (LH) on the list on this high a rung, is that LH has undoubtedly carried out the pre-attack surveillance necessary not only to carry out at least one attack, but to do it in short order after receiving the “Go” from their masters in Tehran and Beirut. Members of the group have insinuated themselves into many of the major metropolitan areas of the US. Their criminal activities (Please see Doug Farah’s columns on, among other things, cigarette smuggling) provide them far more money than would be needed for an attack. We would be foolish to believe that LH has not already formulated the tactical plans for an eventual attack in the US. Their history in Buenos Aires, alone -- which we will recount - demonstrates conclusively that they belong on the list and on this rung.


4. Palestinian Islamic Jihad:

Originally an offshoot of Egyptian Islamic Jihad, Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ) merits a place on the list by virtue of the fact that its so-called Military Wing - the Al-Quds Brigades - has been responsible for countless attacks on Israel from its base in the Gaza Strip, both suicide bombings and the firing of rockets. “Al-Quds,” it should be mentioned, is the Arab alternative to “Jerusalem,” demonstrating the group’s hatred for the current arrangement. Against that backdrop of demonstrated capability and intent, you should be aware that PIJ has had an infrastructure in the US for decades. The quality and depth of that infrastructure was shown clearly following the assassination of PIJ leader Fathi Shqaqi in 1995, when University of South Florida Computer Engineering Professor Ramadan Shallah immediately left Florida, journeyed to the Middle East and assumed the chairmanship of PIJ. As is the case with other groups here in the US, including HAMAS, the Tamil Tigers, PIJ presently devotes the greatest share of its efforts to fund raising. We echo the words of others, though, in saying that the PIJ capability for carrying out attacks has been amply demonstrated.

5. HAMAS: 

In the relatively short time span of just 21 years, the group formed by ranking members of the Gaza wing of the Muslim Brotherhood has gone from a pure terrorist organization to a much more highly effective Palestinian movement that is now the Majority Party in the Legislative Council of the Palestinian Authority. As contrasted with PIJ, which has remained smaller and concentrated virtually solely on armed action against Israel, HAMAS mutated into a political party, opened schools, dispensed funds, provided foodstuffs, operated clinics, and challenged (successfully) the existing powers of Yasser Arafat’s Palestinian Authority. CT Blog has presented readers over the years with what is likely the single most comprehensive, in-depth coverage of HAMAS’ activities in the US. This is especially true of Steven Emerson’s reporting on the lengthy legal proceedings against the largest HAMAS fund-raising arm-- The Holy Land Foundation for Relief and Development-- at one time the leading Islamic charity in the US, extracting millions of dollars annually for its chosen “work” back home in Gaza and the West Bank. Even more strident than PIJ, HAMAS regularly and frequently trumpets its raining of rockets and the sending of suicide bombers to Israel. Notwithstanding its emphasis on fund raising here in the US, its diatribes signal its capabilities to carry out attacks here at a time of its choosing.


6. Hizb ut-Tahrir:

Hizb ut-Tahrir (HT) is a transnational political Islamist organization that is present in approximately 45 countries, including the United States. In its more than 50 years of existence, HT has not been directly linked to a terrorist attack; its published ideological doctrine and strategy for development specifies non-violent means to reach its objectives, which are identical to AQ’s. 

Although HT has not been designated a Foreign Terrorist Organization by the US government it is a group that merits a close watch due to its ability to radicalize and propel people along the spectrum of the acceptance of violent extremes. The group does not operate openly under the name Hizb ut-Tahrir in the United States, which makes even the matter of identification of its activities challenging. It is important to raise awareness of the indicators of HT’s presence in the United States so that the communities exposed to the group can make informed decisions about whether or not to open their doors to HT and its particular brand of Islamism. In arriving at that decision, previous HT involvement should raise serious concerns in readers’ minds. The quality and results of HT’s recruitment and indoctrination efforts are perhaps most visible in the number of HT students and members who went on to greater notoriety. 


7. Muslim Brotherhood:

The Muslim Brotherhood (MB) is arguably the most influential of all Islamist groups, and perhaps the most controversial. Nearly every jihadist or political Islamist group that can be named is an offshoot of MB, or even an offshoot of an offshoot of MB. Many scholars have described the MB as a wily outfit that hides behind legitimizing fronts in the US and elsewhere. Although the MB has officially opposed violence as a means of achieving its objective of establishing an Islamic State ruled by Islamic law, its activities and statements have exposed its continued support for violent operations. While some scholars argue that the MB has reinvented itself and is a legitimate political actor that is sincere in its efforts to work cooperatively within democratic political systems to prevent future terrorist attacks, we and others in the CT Community will keep waiting and watching for MB’s actions to match its words.

8. USA General Store:

Finally, there are the terrorist groups that are not believed to have specific aspirations of committing a terrorist attack on US soil but that do exploit market systems, immigrant populations, and spotty national security systems to keep themselves in business, so to speak. Groups such as the Tamil Tigers have long used extortion tactics to extract funds from Tamil communities in the US. The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) depends on its network of drug peddlers in the United States to fatten its billfold. It should be remembered that, in addition to attacks inside the US, the threat of attacks on US interests abroad deserve serious consideration because of the thousands of Americans worldwide who staff those facilities.

Foreign conflicts do have a tendency to spill over borders, and targets that are less secure because they are not in the obvious line of fire become more attractive. These groups have bases of support already in place, which makes it easier to conduct pre-operation surveillance, obtain explosives through means that would not necessarily draw the attention of law enforcement, and move operatives in and out of the US through legitimate-looking channels. 
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The Strategic Vulnerabilities of Oil Dependence

By Daveed Gartenstein-Ross

In late May, I produced a policy briefing at FDD's web site analyzing the high cost of our dependence on oil -- including the significant disadvantage it poses in the global war on terror, the economic consequences of oil dependence, and the connection between high oil prices and the worldwide food-price crisis. Today I have a new briefing at FDD's web site examining in greater detail the strategic vulnerability that our oil dependence poses in the fight against terrorism. An excerpt:

Saudi Arabian police made a worrisome discovery in September 2005. A 48-hour shootout at a villa in the seaport of al-Dammam ended on September 6 after Saudi police introduced light artillery. Newsweek reported that when police searched the compound in the aftermath, they found not only "enough weapons for a couple of platoons of guerrilla fighters," but also forged documents that would have provided the terrorists with access to some of the country's key oil and gas facilities. Saudi interior minister Prince Nayef bin Abdul Aziz confirmed to the daily newspaper Okaz that the cell had planned to attack oil and gas facilities, and stated, “There isn’t a place that they could reach that they didn’t think about.”

On February 24, 2006, terrorists affiliated with al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula tried to attack the refinery at Abqaiq operated by the state-owned Saudi Aramco. A statement by Saudi Arabia’s interior ministry explained that two cars tried to enter through one of the facility’s side gates, and that a firefight broke out when security officers challenged them. The vehicles were laden with explosives, and the interior ministry claimed that they “exploded near the entrance.” Saudi security adviser Nawaf Obaid told the Arab News shortly after the attack that it was “another indication of how tight and impenetrable the existing Saudi security system is at the main petroleum infrastructure around the country.” However, written evidence submitted to Britain’s House of Commons by Neil Partrick, a senior analyst in The Economist Group’s Economist Intelligence Unit, notes that “other sources create a more disturbing impression than this apparently efficient ‘counter-terror interception’ would suggest.” Partrick writes:

Apparently the first of three perimeter fences of the Abqaiq facility was broached by men dressed in ARAMCO uniforms and driving ARAMCO vehicles. Only as they approached the second perimeter fence were they shot at. The fact that insurgents either had inside assistance from members of the formal security operation of the state-owned energy company to the extent that … they gained vehicles and uniforms, or that security was sufficiently [lax] that these items could be obtained and entry to the site obtained, is seriously concerning.

Indeed, in a 2007 interview with The Futurist, former CIA director James Woolsey said that if the terrorists had gotten within mortar range of the facility, “they could have taken out the sulfur clearing towers. Robert McFarlane, President Reagan’s National Security advisor, tells us that would take six or seven million barrels of oil a day off line for probably over a year.”

The entire policy briefing can be found here.

UPDATE, AUG. 14, 2008: Today the Daily Standard published an article based on this policy briefing entitled "Jihad for Oil." It can be found here.
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The Real Danger of the ICC Indictment of Bashir in Sudan

By Douglas Farah

It is a tired mantra being trotted out by those who oppose the indictment by the International Criminal Court of Omar al Bashir, and that is, that the peace process will be put in danger.

As if there were a viable peace process, and as if the government of Sudan (a radical Islamist state, claiming to act in the name of Islam responsible for genocide, without the slightest recrimination from other Muslim nations) were remotely interested in peace.

It should be noted that Bashir and his sometimes ally and sometimes nemesis Hasan al Turabi, have jointly and separately presided over state-sponsored meetings of radical Islamist terrorist organizations from around the world, as well as sheltering and nurturing al Qaeda and protecting Osama bin Laden. Not a pretty picture.

Then there is the matter of Sudan's state-sponsored genocide. 
Someone should be held accountable, as as head of state, Bashir is one of those. 

ICC prosecutor Luis Moreno Ocampo said a three-year investigation has shown that "there are reasonable grounds to believe that... [al-Bashir] bears criminal responsibility in relation to 10 counts of genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes."
But there is a real danger associated with the indictment, as that is that it will once again lay bare the powerlessness of the international community to implement the steps it claims it will take. My full blog is here.
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Seven Years Later and Still Not Prepared?

By Andrew Cochran

A series of reports and hearings in Washington last week, reported in CQ Homeland Security, were discouraging indications of how unprepared the U.S. still is in so many areas, almost seven years after the 9-11 attacks:

1. The law passed in 2007 which codified the 9/11 commission’s recommendations included two sections intended to protect the nation from natural or man-made biological threats by establishing a new office and setting deadlines by which to measure progess. But implementation of the new office, as well as improvements in detection technology to be used in a nationwide early-warning bio-terror program, are missing important deadlines.

2. An office set up three years ago at the Department of Homeland Security to detect and thwart the smuggling of nuclear materials into the country has little programmatic authority to do either. Sen. Joseph Lieberman, who chaired the oversight hearing on the status of nuclear detection programs, reported that, "Between 1993 and 2006 there were 1,080 confirmed incidents of illicit trafficking in nuclear materials. Eighteen of these cases involved weapons-grade materials and another 124 involved material capable of making a so-called “dirty bomb” that would use conventional explosives to spread nuclear material." But our coastline and borders are so unprotected that we can't prevent the smuggling of a nuclear device into the U.S. One witness said, “If a terrorist or rogue state somehow gains possession of a nuclear device and intends to use it against the United States, we are in big trouble.”

3. In response to questions raised at a Congressional hearing in June, the Government Accountability Office reported to Congress last week that, "DHS’s and FEMA’s current efforts do not provide information on the effectiveness of homeland security funds in improving the nation’s capabilities or reducing risk." In plain English, that means that the Department of Homeland Security cannot tell the American people if the billions spent by its thousands of employees have actually improved homeland security. I can understand the difficulty a government agency encounters in proving the negative, but there must be some way of quantifying an improvement in capabilities, at least during the nationwide "TOPOFF" homeland security exercises run by DHS.

4. In that same document, GAO also reported that major programmatic gaps unearthed during Hurricane Katrina have not been resolved. "Following Katrina, we reported that there were major capability problems in several key areas, including: (1) situational assessment and awareness; (2) emergency communications; (3) evacuations, particularly for those who do not have transportation or otherwise have mobility limitations; (4) search and rescue; (5) logistics; and (6) mass care and sheltering. These areas continue to present challenges, although DHS and FEMA have taken actions to address the problems that surfaced in Katrina." Finally, GAO reports continued weaknesses in "national preparedness for catastrophic events include pandemic influenza and response to nuclear attack." 

Not all the news on homeland security is dark and foreboding, but these four examples of inadequacies should motivate and remind us of the homeland security challenges we still face.
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Somalia Faces Humanitarian Crisis

By Daveed Gartenstein-Ross

Somalia has faced a humanitarian crisis for much of the year, but now it appears to be growing noticeably worse. A confluence of factors—including disease outbreaks, a growing famine, the absence of government, and the targeting of aid workers—make the country's future appear bleak. Describing the situation, UN secretary general Ban Ki-moon has stated: "Humanitarian conditions have taken a dramatic turn for the worse owing to the ongoing conflict, increasing food prices, a deepening drought that has hit a wide swathe of central Somalia, a poor start to the rainy season and increasing civil insecurity."

The food crisis is a global phenomenon. But a senior military intelligence officer noted to me that while the governments of other African countries are making tentative steps to address the problem, "in Somalia it is literally every man for himself." The UN places acute malnutrition rates above 20% in places like the Juba Valley and the Gedo, Bakol, and Bay regions—and UN officials believe the country is heading toward a "full-blown famine." Along with starvation, Somalis face the outbreak of diseases. Reuters reports, for example, that at least 18 children under age five have died from a measles outbreak in southern Somalia "that threatens hundreds of infants in the war-ravaged Horn of African country."

The humanitarian crisis is naturally exacerbated by the absence of an effective central government. Somalia jumped to number one in the Failed States Index released in late June by Foreign Policy and the Fund for Peace. Somalia's transitional federal government (TFG) is unable to enforce order in most of territorial Somalia, and the only thing preventing the TFG from being toppled by Somalia's Islamist insurgency is Ethiopian forces' continued presence. But even aid workers upon whom millions of Somalis depend in the absence of an effective government have become targets of violence, and are now fleeing the country. The International Herald Tribune reports:

They are being driven out by what appears to be an organized terror campaign. Ominous leaflets recently surfaced on the bullet-pocked streets of Mogadishu, Somalia's ruin of a capital, calling aid workers "infidels" and warning them that they will be methodically hunted down. Since January, at least 20 aid workers have been killed, more than in any year in recent memory. Still others have been abducted…. The attacks on aid workers—including Westerners, Somalis working for Western organizations and Somalis working for local groups—have escalated this month. Two weeks ago a high-ranking UN official was shot as he stepped out of a mosque. Last Sunday, a trucking agent in charge of transporting emergency rations was killed. On Thursday, three elders who were helping local aid workers distribute food at a displaced persons camp were shot and killed.

The International Herald Tribune notes that in response, the UN is withdrawing some employees. Other aid workers are fleeing the country, while some aid organizations are considering suspending operations there.


Read More »



There is some dispute about where responsibility lies for the attacks on aid workers. The International Herald Tribune notes that Shabab leader Sheik Muktar Robow Abu Monsur has "said Islamic militants were actually guarding food convoys," while Mohamed Olad Hassan of the BBC has said that "it is not clear who is behind the killings, since many factions in Somalia's chaotic war stand to benefit from the violence." The theory that blames the TFG holds that "unsavory elements" within the government might be killing aid workers "to discredit Islamist opposition groups and draw in UN peacekeepers." On the other hand, the U.S. intelligence source with whom I spoke is convinced that Shabab is behind the targeted killings. Islamic militants have targeted aid workers in Somalia in the past, and my source noted that many within Shabab regard the presence of aid workers—particularly Western aid workers—as proof of a conspiracy to undermine Islam in Somalia. He also said that the late Shabab leader Aden Hashi 'Ayro held conspiratorial views about vaccinations similar to those of Mullah Fazlullah in Pakistan's Swat valley.

The threat to Somali aid comes not only by land, but also by sea. Aid ships delivering supplies have been under the threat of piracy for months, with at least two dozen ships headed for Somalia being attacked this year. The U.N. World Food Program has said that these attacks on aid vessels exacerbate the drought conditions, making massive famine more likely.

Though the TFG and the Alliance for the Re-Liberation of Somalia (ARS) insurgent faction reached a ceasefire agreement in recent months, it remains unimplemented. Not only have some high-level ARS leaders decried the agreement, but also Shabab appears to be a more powerful insurgent faction than ARS. Most occurrences of towns being overrun by militants or suicide bombings being successfully executed have been attributed to Shabab rather than ARS. Shabab also has more of a global jihadist outlook than ARS, as American-born jihadist Abu Mansoor al-Amriki explained in a communiqué released earlier this year. Thus, this agreement is unlikely to diminish Somalia's deepening humanitarian problems.


« Close It


July 21, 2008 10:05 AM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

Iran's insidious expansion campaign

By Olivier Guitta

Since 1979, Iran has been trying to export its Islamic revolution. One of the aspects of this campaign has been to convert Sunni populations to Shiism. This campaign has recently accelerated reaching very varied places around the globe.
I just wrote an article for the Middle East Times on that topic.
You can read the whole article here.
Here is an excerpt:
While Iran is flexing its muscles and looking to expand throughout the whole Middle East by way of military force, it is also orchestrating an insidious campaign to control the region's religion. In fact, Iran is spending money, energy and time to proselytize local populations and de facto trying to take over Islam.
The success of this Iranian-sponsored operation has pushed Sunni states to react. Of all the Sunni countries, Saudi Arabia is the one feeling the most threatened by this new wave of Shiite proselytizing. "If it's not to export the revolution like in the time of the Khomeini regime, Shiism exportation - as we see it today - is still unacceptable," noted Saudi Social Affairs Minister Abdel Mohsen al-Hakas.

Interestingly, Saudi King Abdullah accused Shiites of trying to convert Sunnis and added that he knew exactly who was behind this campaign, clearly pointing his finger at Tehran. It is a vital issue for the kingdom, which does not want more potential destabilization, since its own Shiite minority already represents 10 percent of the total population and is located in the oil-rich region of the country.

The other Sunni super power in the region, Egypt, is also feeling the Shiite heat. That is why several Egyptian leaders have warned about the slow insidious infiltration of society by Tehran-sponsored forces. For example, they point out to the fact that groups of Shiite preachers are present in numerous Egyptian towns striving to convert local residents.
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Is Iraq the “Central Front” in the War On Terror?

By Evan Kohlmann

When the Bush administration made the fateful decision in 2003 to open an active military frontline in Iraq, for many Al-Qaida supporters, the experience was not unlike witnessing the fulfillment of divine prophecy. Former White House counterterrorism czar Richard Clarke would later write in his memoirs, “It was as if Osama bin Laden, hidden in some high mountain redoubt, were engaging in long-range mind control of George Bush, chanting ‘invade Iraq, you must invade Iraq.’” Given the opportunity to confront an aggressive American invasion of the Islamic world, Bin Laden would “become a hero in the minds of people,” explained noted Saudi jihadi ideologue Dr. Saad al-Faqih to me over cups of sweet black tea shared at his suburban London flat. “It is a golden opportunity for them, for the American, for the infidel—the invading infidel—to be in his [military] uniform in a Muslim country, in an Arabic country even.” 

The conditions facing arriving Al-Qaida envoys in Iraq in 2003 were nothing short of ideal: an embattled Sunni minority under siege by marauding Shiite militias; a weak and shamelessly corrupt post-Saddam government in Baghdad firmly divided along religious and sectarian lines; and, most importantly, an intensely unpopular “crusader” occupying force, which was unprepared for a real insurgency and spread thinly across vast geographic regions. Inside Iraq’s Sunni Triangle, Al-Qaida’s forces were spearheaded by a charismatic and resourceful commander named Abu Musab al-Zarqawi—a daring underdog who was revered among untold numbers of younger devotees as the so-called “Shaykh of the Slaughterers.” In April 2006, Al-Qaida Deputy Commander Dr. Ayman al-Zawahiri boasted, “The group Qaida al-Jihad in Mesopotamia alone has carried out 800 martyrdom operations in 3 years, besides the sacrifices of the other mujahideen, and this is what has broken the back of America in Iraq.” 

Yet, somewhere along the way to establishing a utopian Islamic state and a fortified base for jihad in the Middle East, something went terribly wrong for Al-Qaida. Indeed, it can hardly be denied that, over the past two years, Al-Qaida has suffered a series of crippling setbacks in Iraq—marked by consistent and startling accusations from fellow Islamic militants of corruption, fanaticism, and even murder. Major Sunni insurgent organizations in Iraq, even former Al-Qaida allies, have adamantly distanced themselves from Zarqawi and his ilk, even going so far as to suggest that “the Al-Qaida network has actually made people here think that the occupation forces are merciful and humane by comparison.” When asked about the repeated, insistent demands by Al-Qaida’s Deputy Commander Dr. Ayman al-Zawahiri for Sunni insurgents to join under the banner of Al-Qaida in Iraq, a spokesman for a dominant insurgent faction known as the “Al-Rashideen Army” countered, “There is a problem in Tibet for China—is it possible for me to prescribe the solutions for their problem? We are a people in this region for 6000 years before Christ, end[ing] with Islam, and we are fully capable of rolling and managing our own affairs. We do not need others to tell us what to do.”

In light of these realities, it seems difficult to see how anyone can reasonably argue, as presumptive Republican presidential nominee Senator John McCain recently has, that Iraq remains the “central front” in America’s war on terrorism. It is even tougher to rationalize when one considers the dramatic upswing in violence in Afghanistan and Pakistan—and that more U.S. soldiers are now dying in that conflict than even the most treacherous reaches of Iraq’s Sunni triangle. Meanwhile, as Pakistan continues to serve as an active base for major international terrorist plots (such as the 7/7 bombings in London and the smashed plots targeting the U.S. Ramstein Airbase in Germany last September), Al-Qaida has utterly failed in its mission to turn Iraq into parallel hub for terrorist activity. When asked to assess the sole major Al-Qaida terror plot conclusively linked to the jihad in Iraq—the November 2005 bombings of civilian hotels in neighboring Jordan—Dr. Saad al-Faqih’s eyes flashed with frustration as he insisted to me, “In their own standards, it was a very stupid act—just a children’s game. There is no aim to be achieved by that.” 


A new analytical chart from the NEFA Foundation which contrasts the shifting patterns in propaganda releases by the Taliban in Afghanistan versus Al-Qaida’s “Islamic State of Iraq” (ISI) over approximately a one year period (from April 2007 to July 2008) seems to confirm this general trend. The numbers on the chart represent the total number of political communiques and claims of responsibility for military operations issued by a respective organization over a given month. At least according to these numbers, the ISI seems to be in the midst of a free-fall collapse in Iraq, while the Taliban has been sharply on the rise in Afghanistan—and markedly so since February 2008. 

No doubt, we are still a long way from resolving the serious problems challenging both the Iraqi government in Baghdad and U.S. military forces struggling to maintain stability in the region. But the idea that Al-Qaida has any long-term viable future in Iraq—or that Iraq somehow poses more of a terrorism problem than the lawless regions along the Afghan-Pakistani border—which have become a hotbed for terrorist guesthouses and training camps of every shape, size, and variety—plainly ignores the basic facts. Both the administrations of President Bush and his eventual successor in the White House owe it to the American people to fight the war on terrorism in an intelligent, thoughtful, and focused manner. Ironically, it seems that there is near universal agreement—among senior U.S. military commanders, terrorism experts, Iraqi insurgents, and even former colleagues of Usama Bin Laden—that such a campaign should be squarely targeted on Pakistan and Afghanistan, and not the counterproductive occupation of Iraq. 
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Why Expand Visa Vaiver-Eligible Euro Countries When Al Qaeda Seeks Valid Euro Passports?

By Michael Cutler

A recent news report addressed the issue of how the administration was attempting to have the Czech Republic join the list of Visa Waiver countries by the end of this year. I understand that the government of the Czech Republic has been cooperating with the United States and is helping with the installation of a missile system that Russia has opposed. Now we see statements made by Secretary of State Rice about how the administration was moving forward for its plans to include the Czech Republic in the VWP.

So I wonder what information may have prompted the Secretary for Homeland Security to make the announcement about the potential that Al Qaeda terrorists may have entered the United States using "European Union" passports. What Mr. Chertoff did not discuss but, in my opinion may well be behind the use of European citizens carrying legitimate European passports is the simple and basic fact that Europeans are able to enter the United States without first securing a visa! And yet the Administration seeks to expand the number of countires in the Visa Waiver Program, thus enabling terrorists from entering the U.S. without a visa from the Czech Republic. 

I have made these points before but I believe that they are worth repeating today, given the comments made by Michael Chertoff: Security is best done in layers. If you want to protect a building you would generally place the fence you erect to protect that building at the furthest extremities of the property on which that structure is located. You would then want to install strong locks on the doors and windows and reinforce those potential entry points against a forced entry. Shrubbery is often trimmed to keep the would be burglars or muggers from having foliage to hide behind as they wait for the opportunity to strike. You would probably also install alarms and other such devices.

By requiring that aliens seeking entry into the United States first apply for and obtain a visa, in effect we move our nation's borders out to the U.S. embassies and consulates where aliens who wish to enter the United States would have to go in order to apply for a visa. The thing that must be remembered is that 
there is an undeniable link between immigration and the threat of terrorism. There are those who will claim that there is no such link but the exercise of reasoning and the review of the facts make this link perfectly clear. 
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Members of the Presidential Commission on the Terrorist Attacks of 9/11 wrote a voluminous report entitled “The 911 Commission Staff Report on Terrorist Travel." The preface of that report addresses this precise issue:

“It is perhaps obvious to state that terrorists cannot plan and carry out attacks in the United States if they are unable to enter the country. Yet prior to September 11, while there were efforts to enhance border security, no agency of the U.S. government thought of border security as a tool in the counterterrorism arsenal. Indeed, even after 19 hijackers demonstrated the relative ease of obtaining a U.S. visa and gaining admission into the United States, border security still is not considered a cornerstone of national security policy. We believe, for reasons we discuss in the following pages, that it must be made one.”

As daunting a task is the screening of potential alien visitors to the United States in this perilous era, the Visa Waiver Program makes this screening process all the more difficult. It is important to understand just how advantageous the visa requirement is. The visa requirement provides 5 important benefits that come into play when aliens enter the United States under the aegis of the Visa Waiver Program. These benefits are: 

1. The visas requirement subjects aliens who seek to enter the United States to tighter scrutiny including those alien airline passengers on airliners that are destined to the United States. Richard Reid, the so-called "Shoe Bomber" was able to board an airliner destined to the United States, although he had no intentions of entering the United States. His apparent goal was to blow up the airliner and its many passengers somewhere over the depths of the Atlantic Ocean by detonating explosives he had concealed in his shoes. Because he is a subject of Great Britain, a country that participates in the Visa Waiver Program, Reid did not need to obtain a visa before he boarded that airliner. 

2. The CBP inspectors are supposed to make a decision in one minute or less as to the admissibility of an alien seeking to enter the United States. The visa requirement helps them to do a more effective job. Their's is a tough job I can certainly attest to, I began my career at the former INS as an immigration inspector at John F. Kennedy International Airport in New York and worked there for 4 years before I became a special agent.

3. The application for a nonimmigrant visa contains roughly 40 questions that could provide invaluable information to law enforcement officials should that alien become the target of a criminal or terrorist investigation. The information could provide intelligence as well as investigative leads 

4. If an alien applicant lies on the application for a visa that lie is called "visa fraud." The maximum penalty for visa fraud starts out at 10 years in jail for those who commit this crime simply in order to come to the United States, ostensibly to seek unlawful employment or other such purpose. The penalty increases to 15 years in jail for those aliens who obtain a visa to commit a felony. For aliens who engage in visa fraud to traffic in narcotics or commit another narcotics-related crime, the maximum jail sentence that can be imposes rises to 20 years. Finally, when an alien can be proven to have engaged in visa fraud in furtherance of terrorism, the maximum penalty climbs to 25 years in prison. It is important to note that while it may be difficult to prove that an individual is a terrorist, it is usually relatively simple to prove that an alien has committed visa fraud.

5. The charge of visa fraud can also be extremely helpful to law enforcement authorities who want to take a bad guy off the street without tipping their hand to the other members of a criminal conspiracy or terrorism conspiracy that the individual arrested was being arrested for his involvement in terrorism or a criminal organization.

To now have Mr. Chertoff publicly discussing the potential that terrorists from Europe may enter our country should concern every American! Consider this sentence:

"The terrorists are deliberately focusing on people who have legitimate Western European passports, who don't appear to have records as terrorists," Chertoff told lawmakers. "I have a good degree of confidence we can catch people coming in. But I have to tell you ... there's no guarantee. And they are working very hard to slip by us."

In October 2002, just a bit more than one year after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, an article appeared in the National Review about the nexus between laxity in the visa process and the ability of the majority of the terrorists who attacked our nation to game the system. The visa process could have kept most of the terrorists out of our country. Had that happened, the attacks of 9/11 would not have taken place. Thousands of lives would have been saved and the cascade of issues that continue to plague our nation to this very day would never have occurred!

So why are we turning back the clock now?
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Hizballah Terrorist Samir Kuntar Basks in Freedom While Syria Tortures Innocent Lebanese

By Andrew Cochran

On July 16, I posted a report from CTB Newslinks Assistant Editor Phillip Smyth on the release in Lebanon of convicted terrorist Samir Kuntar. Here is a follow-up report from Phillip.
-----------
As the number one star in the Hizballah “Divine Victory” lineup, Samir Kuntar has been the flaming sword that Hizballah holds aloft to show the Lebanese and the world that Nasrallah is in charge. Promising to strike Israel again, Kuntar said, “I return today from Palestine, but believe me, I return to Lebanon only in order to return to Palestine.” Kuntar went beyond just attacking the “Little Satan” (Israel), and moved onto criticizing the “Great Satan” (the United States of America). While attending a ceremony honoring the recently assassinated Hizballah terrorist-extraordinaire, Imad Mughnieh, Kuntar let his true feelings be known. "We swear to God...to continue on [Mughnieh’s] same path and not to retreat until we achieve the same stature that Allah bestowed on you." Mughnieh was implicated or accused of organizing operations such as the hijacking of TWA Flight 847, the Beirut Marine Barracks bombing, and the 1983 bombing of the US embassy in Beirut. 

The prisoner swap also had broader repercussions on internal Lebanese politics. Riding the wave of Hizballah’s victory, the Free Patriotic Movement (FPM), largely discredited in many Christian circles for standing by their Hizballah ally during the May fighting, has started justifying their choice in having pro-Syrian allies. Lebanon’s telecommunications minister Jibran Bassil (a senior FPM member), stated that following the prisoner exchange, Israel would randomly harass Lebanese, “The phone would ring, the person would answer and they would hear a message saying, "This is from the state of Israel. Abandon Hizbullah or there will be another war, like there was in 2006.'" Funny, considering many in March 14th were saying (publically and privately) that if the FPM didn’t abandon their Hizballah ally that it could embolden Hizballah into another 2006 style war.

While Lebanon was shut down for celebrations yesterday, how did the new Lebanese president treat the newly arrived Kuntar? Other than congratulating and praising Samir Kuntar, he did refer to Lebanese prisoners abroad, albeit, in a pro-Syrian political posture. He deliberately neglected to inform the audience which state these prisoners were held: Syria. In reference to these prisoners, President Sulieman used the ambiguous term, “al-mafkoud”or, “the lost”. Where were these people “lost” and why? A friend in Lebanon quipped, “what was he referring to? [Sulieman makes it sound as if] A Lebanese was going for a hike and [just] got lost in a place like Canada or Panama.” 

The real knock-out punch didn’t just come from Lebanon’s new president’s cowering to Syria. Unbelievably, the number two official in the Lebanese Forces, the smiling George Adwan, was in attendance at the “welcome home” celebrations for Kuntar. This is a far cry from Adwan’s statements during the funeral for assassinated anti-Syrian journalist Gibran Tueni in 2006, “hold on to Gebran's dream and don't go for half solutions or compromises.” Interestingly the LF’s leader, Samir Geagea did offer his criticism of the Kuntar affair, saying, “[only] when prisoners are freed from Syrian jails and when those who sought refuge in Israel return to their homes,” can Lebanon can be truly celebrate.
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While the conditions for Lebanese prisoners in Syria are a taboo discussion point in Lebanon, what were Kuntar’s conditions in the Israeli prison system? For the record, all Lebanese prisoners held in Israeli jails committed crimes and essentially invaded sovereign Israeli territory (note: all Lebanese prisoners and their dead compatriots were released in the prisoner exchange). Even with a heinous record, Kuntar was afforded a university education, and eventually achieved a bachelors degree from the Open University of Tel Aviv. According to a McClatchy-run story, “he even took a course on the Holocaust.” Needless to say, it didn’t teach Kuntar much. While in prison Kuntar married an Israeli Arab, and was allowed to have, “conjugal visits from his wife.” Moreover, “As the wife of a prisoner...[She received] a monthly stipend from the government.” 

The conditions of Lebanese prisoners in secret Syrian prisons is a uncomparable to that of Israel’s. Almost all Lebanese prisoners in Syria were illegally taken (as opposed to arrested while invading and/or killing) from Lebanon, and then brought to Syria. Can these new and old inmates get a university education, married, or for that matter have conjugal visits? The answer is quite clear: No. One Lebanese described his conditions inside the infamous Mazzeh prison, 

“They pulled out my fingernails and my toenails.
They beat me on my genitals and impaled me with sharp instruments.
They applied electric shocks to my nose, my ears and my throat.
They burned me with cigars and cigarettes.
They sat me on the German chair [a device used for inducing greater amounts of pain].
They hanged me on a wheel.
They hanged me for nine days by a ‘ghost’ winch with the black bag over my head.”

Out of all of this, it is assured that neither Hizballah, nor her sister militias will not be launching a “deep penetration” operation to release Lebanese journalists, political leaders and/or former anti-Syrian fighters from Tadmour Prison. Moreover, as Nasrallah makes more pronouncements to “liberate Shebba Farms”, he will again ignore the Syrian military presence occupying almost 180km of Lebanese territory.
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Swiss Envoy's Relationship With FARC Under Investigation

By Andrew Cochran

From the pages of Die Weltwoche comes news that Jean-Pierre Gontard, the special envoy from the Switzerland Ministry of Foreign Affairs whom the Colombian government invited to assist in hostage negotations with FARC, is now under investigation himself. Information developed from the computer of Raul Reyes, the FARC senior commander killed by Colombian troops on May 1, implies that Gontard was a FARC sympathizer and provides details of strategic advice that Gontard gave to Reyes in meetings in 2004. From a recent DW article translated into English: "The Swiss professor reportedly tells Reyes that a FARC demand for one hundred million dollars in exchange for a six month ceasefire is realistic. And verbatim: 'He says that Ingrid is a jewel [una joya] in the hands of the FARC, because she is very important for the French government.' According to the e-mail, Gontard suggests to the FARC that as a first step they could exchange kidnapped Colombian army personnel and politicians against captured guerrilleros. Then, as a second step, they could arrange to set free Ingrid and four other hostages under the patronage of Switzerland and France. In exchange, the UN would provide the FARC a platform in Geneva. On Gontard’s estimation, this would amount to recognition of the organization as party to an armed conflict."

Die Weltwoche also reports that President Uribe personally criticized Gontard upon release of the emails in the Reyes computer. "(O)n 27 June 2008, just a few days before the army freed Ingrid Betancourt, a hostile encounter took place in Bogotá between Colombian President Álvaro Uribe and the two negotiators, Jean-Pierre Gontard and his French counterpart Noël Saez. Uribe brought up the e-mails with the two negotiators and sharply criticized them: “That’s bad, very bad!” Uribe was particularly outraged by the meetings that the two “mediators” held with Reyes behind his back (meetings made public two weeks ago by Die Weltwoche)." 

The most explosive charge against Gontard was made on July 5 by the Colombian Defense Minister, that Gontard served as a courier for FARC, bringing in $500,000 for its use in another hostage matter. The Swiss ambassador to Colombia has denied the charge in this translated interview in El Tiempo.

Whether Colombia prosecutes Gontard or not, the episode is another example of how Switzerland sometimes "dances with the devil." See Olivier Guitta's post on the Swiss Foreign Minister's siding with Iran and my post last December on the Swiss' dropping all charges against Yassin al-Qadi, designated by the U.S. in 2001 for his activities as an Al Qaeda financier.
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The Way Back from Islamism

By Matthew Levitt

On July 11, 2008, Maajid Nawaz addressed a Policy Forum at The Washington Institute. Mr. Nawaz was a longtime member of the British leadership committee of Hizb al-Tahrir (HT), an international Islamist movement. In 2002, while studying in Egypt, he was arrested for his membership in the group and was imprisoned in Egypt's Mazra Tora prison until 2006. He returned to Britain upon his release and publicly announced his withdrawal from HT in 2007. Mr. Nawaz now directs the Quilliam Foundation, which describes itself as "a counter extremism think tank” which was “created by former activists of radical Islamist organisations."

Having met with Maajid and his colleages from Quilliam, and having had the opportunity to ask them the "tough questions" Jeffrey Imm refers to elsewhere on this blog, I am convinced of their sincerity. Asking who our allies are in the battle of ideas is a critical question, and I submit that if Mr. Nawaz and his colleagues at Quilliam are not moderate enough for Mr. Imm he is not likely to find anyone who is.

Another important question that needs to be asked, and one that has often been given short-shrift (including on this blog) is how to leverage the ideological fissures that develop between and among our adversaries -- even when the more moderate wing is still not as moderate as we would like them to be. In the UK, for example, a distinction is often made between "jihadi salafists" and "political salafists," with the government willing to work with some groups that fall into the latter category but none in the former. (For the record, Quilliam has come out against working with groups that fall into either category). Not only do the political salafists have credibility when it comes to deradicalizing others, but as the Dutch argue it may be better to keep them in the larger tent than drive them further underground. In addition, having recently spent time in the UK (as well as France and Holland), talking to counterterrorism officials and local community leaders, it is striking how concerned they are about the threat of an imminent attack. Against that background, it becomes more understandable why they're trying to find allies wherever they can. The British realize they may have significant differences with "political salafists" who think "resistance" in Palestine or Iraq is legitimate, but are thinking about ways that they can at least leverage them and their positions in an effort to de-radicalize the most severe extremists (taqfiris) randomly targeting civilians today. 

These are issues which bear further exploring. It is impossible to fully grasp the reality of the threat on the ground in Europe, as well as the governments' responses, without spending time in the communities, as my colleague Mike Jacobson and I recently did in East London, for example. While Mr. Imm is right that not every extremist or terrorist renouncing their former way of life is fully deradicalized, to dismiss all of them is not only short sighted, but risks missing valuable opportunities for the US and its allies. 

A rapporteur's summary of Mr. Nawaz’s address to The Washington Institute is available here. You can listen to an audio recording of his full speech here.
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"Representatives" of Thai Insurgents Declare a Cease Fire. Don't Hold Your Breath.

By Zachary Abuza

Thai newspapers are reporting that representatives of the Thai insurgents have declared a ceasefire. Three alleged insurgents appeared on Thai TV and stated "We have come to an agreement to have a cease-fire from July 14 onward, We want to see peace and stability in the region." 

Don’t hold your breath. This is not the real deal. 
First, they claim to speak for a group that no one in Thai intelligence or the military has ever heard of, the United Southern Underground.

Second, the self-described spokesman, was identified as Mali Peng Khan, a former militant who was active in the period from 1984-1987, when the insurgency was dominated by PULO and a few other splinter groups, not the group most responsible for the violence today the Barisan Revolusi Nasional Coordinasi (BRNC).

Members of PULO have attempted to speak on behalf of the insurgents and negotiate with the government in the past. This has always led to a spike in violence and attacks on the previous generation of militants.

Third, Mali Peng Khan said that his group included the RKK. The RKK is not an organization, only mistakenly described as such in the press.

Fourth, the insurgents have never spoken publicly, appeared in the media before. Why would they start now? Though the violence has decreased in the past year since the Royal Thai Army (RTA) implemented their own “surge,” the insurgents are not losing the war. The average rate of violence remains roughly 3 people per day. Though the government claims to have increased the number of arrests, most (over 90%) are freed after the 28-day holding period. Few are charged with crimes and convicted. Few leaders have been caught and the financial pipeline has not been shut down. While they may not be winning the war, nor are the losing it. And if one looks at some of their internal documents, they are right on track on their 40-year timeline.

The proof is in the pudding. After the televised statement, a convoy of soldiers was ambushed. 
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False Reports of Jihadists "Quitting" or Abandoning Islamic Supremacism 

By Jeffrey Imm

Another strategic error in the failure to address the ideological basis of Jihad in Islamic supremacism is that the lack of such a strategic debate allows a series of false and misleading reports about Jihadists allegedly "renouncing" jihad or abandoning Islamism. The point of these media reports are to suggest that either (a) there is no jihadist threat, or (b) what threat does exist is diminishing as "extremists" realize the folly of violence. Such reports have one clear purpose: quash public debate on the real ideological basis behind Jihad, with the secondary purpose of questioning Jihad as a "real threat."

The Jihadist who is still a Jihadist
One example is the July 13, 2008 UK Guardian/Observer article by Lawrence Wright "The heretic -- How Al-Qaeda's mastermind turned his back on terror." It is clear from a close reading of the article that the headline simply is not accurate, but the Guardian/Observer doesn't expect most of the public to read the article closely, they are simply looking for a headline to influence public opinion. 

Mr. Wright's article is to "inform" the public how Sayyed Imam Al-Sharif, aka Dr. Fadl, has rejected terrorism. In Mr. Wright's first paragraph, he trumpets how Al-Sharif was "rejecting al-Qaeda's violence," having written in a 2007 fax that "[w]e are prohibited from committing aggression, even if the enemies of Islam do that." (The last part of Al-Sharif's sentence should have been a tip-off to the observant reader.) Mr. Wright goes on in "Part One" of his article about the importance of Al-Sharif to Al-Qaeda, and how important his alleged defection from "terrorism" is.

In "Part Two" of Mr. Wright's article, 75 paragraphs later, he writes that "[d]espite his previous call for jihad against unjust Muslim rulers, Fadl now says such rulers can be fought only if they are unbelievers, and even then only to the extent that the battle will improve the situation of Muslim." So, how does that make Al-Sharif against Jihad? Only if rulers are "unbelievers"? After all, per Mr. Wright's own article, Al-Sharif is the one with the historical ideology that identified virtually every Muslim who didn't agree with him as a takfiri (unbeliever).

Further on in "Part Two" of Mr. Wright's article, in paragraph 78, Mr. Wright states: 

"Fadl [aka Al-Sharif] does not condemn all jihadist activity, however. 'Jihad in Afghanistan will lead to the creation of an Islamic state with the triumph of the Taliban, God willing,' he declares. The jihads in Iraq and Palestine are more problematic. As Fadl sees it, 'If it were not for the jihad in Palestine, the Jews would have crept toward the neighbouring countries a long time ago.'" 

In paragraph 79, Mr. Wright goes on to state: "Speaking of Iraq, he [Al-Sharif] notes that without the jihad there, 'America would have moved into Syria.'"

In summary, Mr. Wright claims that Al-Sharif is against Jihadist terrorism, except for Afghanistan, Iraq, Israel, the Palestinian territories, and rulers who are "unbelievers." This is how Al-Sharif "turned his back on terror." Anywhere else where Al-Sharif supports Jihad? Who knows where else Al-Sharif might call for Jihad if you asked him for more details? Thailand, Philippines, Somalia, etc? But the Guardian/Observer expects that its readers and the public will never get that far and will not realize that the article is merely a transparent attempt to discourage debate on the Jihadist threat.
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A Non-Revolt against Jihad
On June 11, 2008, the New Republic published an article by Peter Bergen and Paul Cruickshank, "The Unraveling - The jihadist revolt against bin Laden." In the article, the authors once again refer to Al-Sharif's [aka Fadl's] so-called beliefs on "illegitimate" terrorism and bombings in "Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and elsewhere." Apparently, per Lawrence Wright's July 13, 2008 article, "elsewhere" does not include Afghanistan, Iraq, Israel, etc. This is not mentioned in the Bergen/Cruickshank article, as they are focused on Al-Sharif's condemnation that "jihad ... was blemished with grave Sharia violations during recent years." In commending Al-Sharif's "harsh words," it never occurs to the writers to question the Sharia ideology of Islamic supremacism itself; the focus of such writing is to concentrate on specific individuals and tactical actions -- reviewing their ideology or the basis for Jihad is not a topic for discussion. 

Then the Bergen/Cruickshank article moves on to the alleged progress in the "ideological battle against Al Qaeda" in the growing Islamist sinkhole of the United Kingdom, without actually detailing what "ideologies" form the basis of such battles. Based on the authors' interviews with "militants who have defected from Al Qaeda, retired mujahedin, Muslim community leaders," the authors state that "when Al Qaeda's bombs went off in London in 2005, sympathy for the terrorists evaporated." The authors make no mention of the British Jihadist terror attempts and plots since 2005, including the 2006 transatlantic airline plot to attack the United States, as Jihad is not really their concern, just "Bin Laden."

As Melanie Phillips points out regarding the UK, the Bergen/Cruickshank article argues the fallacy that "the only extremists are al Qaeda and others who support terrorism in Britain. They thus extol as moderates those who oppose al Qaeda and terrorism in Britain." This is clear from those portions of the Bergen/Cruickshank article such as "Kamal El Helbawy, the Muslim Brotherhood leader who helped bring in moderates," when the Muslim Brotherhood ("Jihad is our way") is anything but "moderate." Melanie Phillips also references comments in the article about the Masjid-al-Tawhid mosque and Usama Hassan, pointing to reported comments by Hassan's father Sheikh Suhaib Hassan seeking "the establishment of an Islamic state under Sharia law," and a letter from Usama Hassan stating that "I, of course, support a just Caliphate based on the Prophetic model.... your charge that I reject the Caliphate is a lie and slander, may Allah preserve us."

The Bergen/Cruickshank article then sheepishly admits that "[m]ost of these clerics and former militants, of course, have not suddenly switched to particularly progressive forms of Islam or fallen in love with the United States (all those we talked to saw the Iraqi insurgency as a defensive jihad)." Since there is popular support against the tactical measures in Iraq, this is a transparent argument to conceal the fact that such Jihadists are indeed still Jihadists. 

But the real point of the Bergen/Cruickshank article is that the values of equality and freedom do not matter when addressing Islamic supremacism. The authors state that: "If this is a war of ideas, it is their ideas, not the West's, that matter." This is where the mass denial among the free press on Jihad and Islamic supremacism has taken our culture. Our values of equality and freedom don't matter in a war of ideas against Islamic supremacism.

Imagine news writers stating in the late 1960s that the values of freedom and equality don't matter in the war against white supremacism - just the views of whites who sought segregation or racial inequality, or in the 1940s in the war against Nazi supremacism arguing that just the views of Aryans who sought to create a "master race" mattered. This failure to defend the values that enable a free press is where denial on the ideology of Islamic supremacism leads us.

Failure to Ask Tough Questions
With a free press unwilling to defend the values that enable it, it is not surprising that tough questions are not asked to groups and individuals who appear to condemn "terrorism."

The UK-based Quilliam Foundation's recent testimony on political Islamism to the Senate Homeland Security panel was beneficial. But while the Quilliam Foundation is lauded as an anti-Islamist organization, tough questions about the Quilliam Foundation's ideological basis are not being asked in the media, or answered by the foundation.

In March 2008, I challenged the gullibility of the American media as shown by the March 6, 2008 report by U.S. News and World Report "Egypt's Grand Mufti Counters the Tide of Islamic Extremism." In my March article, I stated that alleged "moderate" Egyptian Grand Mufti Sheik Ali Gomaa (also spelled "Ali Gum'a") was anything but "moderate," providing a series of his comments (translated by MEMRI) in articles such as: "The New Egyptian Mufti - Dr. Sheikh 'Ali Gum'a: Opinions About Jihad, Supporting Suicide Bombings, and Forbidding Muslims in the U.S. Military From Fighting Other Muslims," "In Interview, Egyptian Mufti Ali Gum'a Questioned On Treatment of Women in Islam, Blames 'Secularists' For Terrorism Worldwide," or "The Mufti of Egypt: The True Face of the Blood-Sucking Hebrew Entity has Been Exposed." Yet the U.S. News and World Report article portrayed Sheik Ali Gomaa as "moderate" calling for "sharia law... [as] the best antidote to Islamic extremism."

A month later, Robert Spencer of JihadWatch.org asked questions about the Quilliam Foundation that have not yet been addressed, and challenged the Quilliam Foundation to reject Islamic supremacism. He pointed to the Quilliam Foundation's web site where it describes itself ("About Us") as stating: "Just as Muslims across the globe have adopted from and adapted to local cultures and traditions, while remaining true to the essence of their faith, Western Muslims should pioneer new thinking for our new times. Here, Muslim scholastic giants, such as the noble Abdullah bin Bayyah and Shaikh Ali Goma (Mufti of Egypt), have provided ample guidance." 

This "Shaikh Ali Goma (Mufti of Egypt)" is the same individual referenced in my March 2008 challenge to the U.S. News and World report. To date, the Quilliam Foundation has not publicly replied to this or changed its website defending him as a "Muslim scholastic giant." In addition, UK Islamist groups have reported that the UK's Abdullah Quilliam was both a proponent of Jihad and the Islamic caliphate. I have not seen a response to this either. 

We need to have the courage to ask ideological questions of other potential allies in fighting Jihad as well as defend the values of equality and freedom. This won't happen without a real debate on the ideology that forms the basis for Jihadist action. However, many in the press want no debate on such an ideology, because they claim that there is no global Jihadist threat at all.


The Media's Big Lie on Jihad and the Civil War of Ideas in America
An organization that provides commentary space for terrorist supporters and promotes individuals that seek non-intervention against Jihad might be considered a fifth columnist organization during war time.

But what happens when such an organization is the Washington Post newspaper? What happens when a major U.S. newspaper decides to refuse to print the news on the most important story in the world? Sadly, that it is precisely the circumstances that Americans find themselves in today with major media organizations and major newspapers such as the Washington Post and the New York Times.

The problem is summed up in the Washington Post's July 13, 2008 column by Glenn L. Carle "Overstating Our Fears," where the author states "we do not face a global jihadist 'movement'."

That position has become the mantra of the Washington Post's and New York Times' editorial boards and the editorial managers of the major news media outlets. It is a predetermined bias by which news reporting, news analysis, and commentary is filtered. This denial on global jihad is why less than 10 to 20 percent of the news regarding Jihad ever reaches the masses of the American public. This media denial on global jihad is why most of the American electorate has not yet been encouraged to seek its elected representatives to deal with this issue or to develop strategies to examine the ideological basis for Jihad.

Such media managers have successfully accomplished promoting the "big lie" that global jihad does not exist, with the presumption that if you deny it frequently enough, you will silence the debate. This concerted effort to suppress news reporting on Jihad and its ideological basis has allowed media managers to control the debate so completely that the Washington Post has no fear in actually coming right out and publishing its mantra that "we do not face a global jihadist 'movement'" in its Sunday newspaper commentary section.

In the context of media managers programming the public that there is no global jihadist threat, it is little surprise that there are not mass objections to deceptions on Jihad in other media sources. What's the problem with authors saying that our values shouldn't be the basis for a war of ideas? What's the problem with authors claiming that Jihadists are against terrorism when they obviously support Jihadist terrorism in most of the major battlefields of Jihad? What's the problem with the Washington Post providing editorials for Hamas, Hezbollah, promoting non-interventionists against Jihad, and condemning critics of Islamic supremacism? So what if the Washington Post published Bin Laden's 1998 declaration of war 10 days after the 9/11 attacks? To many, there is no problem, because they are programmed to believe there is no global jihadist threat.

The fact is that global Jihadist threats continue to grow. But to news organizations that won't report a majority of the news, such facts are invisible to the public. This is why I started publishing a daily news feed of anti-terrorism news in 2002. It soon became clear that after the initial year of the shock from the 9/11 attacks, news reporting on Jihad was rapidly becoming inconsistent, due to debates over a potential war with Iraq. In a society where news reporting on Jihad was almost exclusively reactive in nature, the Iraq war became a new focus and a different interest. The media focus went from the immediate post-9/11 "how to defend America" viewpoint to a focus on "how to prevent war in Iraq and other parts of the world." Non-interventionist ideology, previously a focus of ultra-conservatism and xenophobes, was then newly embraced by left-wing media managers. With the failure to find WMDs in Iraq in 2003, such growing non-interventionist ideology in the media grew from a whisper to a full-throated shout.

At the same time, I saw an increasing number of global jihadist attacks around the world, which has continued to grow today. In September 2006, I wrote about this problem of the media failing to adequately cover news reporting on Jihad. As previously mentioned, due to the inconsistency of any major American media source to consistently cover global news on Jihad, I created my own daily news feed. In 2003, I saw the global Jihadist news in global media sources increase to about 2000 unique reports per year, increasing to 6400 reports by 2004, 5400 reports by 2005, 7000 reports by 2006. By 2008, I am seeing 10,000+ reports on global Jihadist activity per year (this is being very conservative). 

Anyone who reads the daily newslinks on CounterterrorismBlog.org or other sources can readily tell you that the numerous Jihadist reports around the world are hardly isolated incidents as the Washington Post editorial board would have the public believe. 

You won't see the majority of these reports on global Jihadist activity in the Washington Post or the New York Times, and if the story is not about Iraq, you will see very few on the front page. You won't see the majority of these on CNN, FOX News, or the major networks. This is not because of the inability of these news media to report the news on global jihad, it is because of an editorial policy dictating that there is no global Jihadist threat, which has grown out of a non-interventionist world view on Jihad from media managers themselves.

According to the Washington Post, its principles include: 
-- "The newspaper shall not be the ally of any special interest, but shall be fair and free and wholesome in its outlook on public affairs and public men."
-- "The newspaper shall tell ALL the truth so far as it can learn it, concerning the important affairs of America and the world."

Americans should ask themselves how the Washington Post and much of the American media changed from organizations with such principles to apologists for terrorist groups such as Hamas and Hezbollah, and to organizations with a focus to suppress the news when it comes to global jihad.

The war of ideas is not just between Western values of equality and freedom versus Islamic supremacism. 

America also faces a civil war of ideas between the ideologies of Jihadist denial versus the Jihad confrontation. To get to the war of ideas against Islamic supremacism, we must overcome the civil war of ideas on denial versus confrontation on Jihad. In this civil war, every advocate of liberty and equality must assume a role in ensuring that the truth on global jihad and Islamic supremacism continues to get to the American people, regardless of the obstacles provided by the ideology of denial and the mass media. 

This is our fight for America.
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NEFA Foundation Report: "The July 21, 2005 London Transport Bombings - An In-Depth Look at the Planning, Execution, and Failure of the Attack"

By Evan Kohlmann

[image: image2.jpg]


As the third anniversary of the botched 7/21 bombings approaches, the NEFA Foundation is releasing a PowerPoint briefing, authored by NEFA Senior Analyst Josh Lefkowitz, titled, "The July 21, 2005 London Transport Bombings: An In-Depth Look at the Planning, Execution, and Failure of the Attack." Drawing on police surveillance photos, extensive CCTV footage, and other exhibits released by the Metropolitan Police Service during the course of the conspirators' trial, the report offers an unprecedented glimpse into the planning and execution of a terrorist attack. The briefing includes surveillance photos of the bombers training for jihad at a camp in Cumbria; pictures of the conspirators purchasing massive quantities of hydrogen peroxide; as well as images of their bomb factory, the interiors of the trains they attempted to blow up, their unexploded devices, and their flight from authorities. Further, the report documents the extensive support network that aided the bombers in the lead-up to and aftermath of the failed attack. 

The report can be accessed via the NEFA Foundation website.
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Hizballah's "Divine Victory" Accomplished

By Andrew Cochran

Phillip Smyth is the the CT Blog's Assistant Newslinks Editor and a contributor to the Aramaic Democratic Organization. He spent 2 months last summer in Lebanon talking with and interviewing anti-Hizballah NGOs in addition to Hizballah supporters, and he maintains contact with many there. He wrote the following about today's Hizballah-Israel prisoner swap.
---------------
It was a dark night on April 22, 1979 as an inflatable speedboat sped from the southern Lebanese port of Tyre to rendezvous with destiny in the Israeli border port of Nahariya. The four men on the boat all belonged to the pro-Iraqi Palestine Liberation Front (PLF), and were planning to assault the Israeli town, “to protest the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty.” As the four men came ashore, an Israeli policeman discovered them; he was subsequently gunned down. The four then made their way into an apartment building, taking a man, Danny Haran and his four-year-old daughter hostage. Danny’s wife, Smadar, mother to that daughter hid from the PLF terrorists with her two-year-old daughter, Yael. As the two-year-old cried, Smadar covered her face so the PLF group wouldn’t hear them; tragically Yael soon suffocated. The party of four, along with their two hostages, made their way out of the apartment building and down to the beach. Soon the IDF and Israeli police arrived on the scene. Instantly two of the PLF terrorists were killed. Samir Kuntar, a Lebanese Druze and member of the terrorist group, tried to escape with the hostages and the last member of his group. Kuntar fired his AK-47 into the back of Danny Haran, killing him instantly. Kuntar then moved onto the remaining hostage, Danny’s four-year-old daughter Einat. Kuntar dragged Einat to a rock and proceeded to beat the little girl with his Kalashnikov until she died. Kuntar and his compatriot Ahmed al-Abras were captured (he was released in 1985 in a prisoner exchange), and for the murders Kuntar received four life sentences. Instead of serving his sentence, Kuntar was released this morning and driven to the Israel-Lebanon border into the arms of Hizballah. Furthermore, this was not the first, and will definitely not be the last time that kidnaps and exchanges will happen in the broader Middle East.

Kuntar has been at the center of a number of spectacular terrorist attacks and the recent 2006 Hizballah-Israel war. The infamous October, 1985 PLF hijacking of the liner, Achille Lauro, was launched by the PLF, in part, to free Kuntar. That operation resulted in the murder of wheelchair-bound Leon Klinghoffer. Since then, Kuntar became the cause célèbre not just of the leftist-Palestinian groups and broader Palestine Liberation Organization, but instead became the rallying cry of the Shia Islamist Hizballah. The original name of the operation that sparked the 2006 war was, “Freedom for Samir al-Kuntar and his brothers.” While the operation’s name was subsequently changed, the operation eventually achieved its stated goals.

Today, most of Lebanon has been officially shut down for a “hero's welcome” for Kuntar. Kuntar was to be greeted at Beirut airport sometime around 6pm (Lebanon time), dressed in military fatigues. Kuntar came about an hour late, arriving in a Lebanese Army helicopter (emphasis mine). (Please take note of CT expert David Schenker’s MESH blog entry on arming the Lebanese Army, and why it isn’t always a “reliable” organization.) His welcoming committee didn’t just include Hizballah or their leader Sayyed Hasan Nasrallah, but President Suleiman and Prime Minister Sanoria were also in attendence. This is ironic considering no more then 2½ months ago Hizballah and Sanoria’s militias fought each other in pitched street battles throughout Beirut. Suleiman, the accepted compromise president, said of Kuntar and other released terrorists that they were, “the freed heroes.” Kuntar was then driven to the Rayeh stadium, where the official Hizballah welcome commenced. Acording to an-Nahar, around 9:50pm Kuntar pledged his loyalty to Hizballah’s Nasrallah.


Read More »



The Beirut daily ad-Diyar proclaimed, “Today Lebanon witnesses an unprecedented victory over Israel.” Sheik Nabil Kaouk, commander of Hizballah in south Lebanon said of the deal, that, “[It’s an] official admission of [Israel’s] defeat”. What did Israel get in return for this latest swap? Not the live bodies of their kidnaped soldiers, instead they received two coffins. What about Ron Arad, the Israeli airman shot down and thought to still be in captivity? Israel received, not Arad, nor his body, but “concrete evidence about what happened to him.” In essence, the Hizballah commander was correct - Israel gave into terrorist demands, and got little in return. The goals of Nasrallah’s 2006 War has been confirmed. Hizballah’s operation and Israeli concessions have now fully solidified the modus operendi in the broader Middle East: Kidnap/destroy to get what you want, in other words extortion using terrorism. Furthermore, terrorist apparatuses throughout the region see this as a major victory Hamas, which kidnaped Israeli soldier Gilad Shalit during a cross border raid in 2006, said, “It proves that a useful way to liberate prisoners from the jails of the occupation is to capture Zionist soldiers.” 

What costs did the Lebanese, whom Hizballah purports to defend, pay so that this child-murdering terrorist could be freed? Up to 1300 Lebanese civilians were killed, much of the south of Lebanon, the al Dahiyeh section of Beirut, and numerous other bridges and roads were destroyed. This was Nasrallah’s “Divine Victory.” Even before the war, Lebanon was in debt due to Civil War (1975-1990) reconstruction costs. Following the war, the economy was destroyed, and downtown Beirut was devoid of any foreigners. The 2006 War led directly to the latest May, 2008 Hizballah coup attempt. In Nasrallah’s eyes, if Israel could be taken on, surely so could Sanoria, Hariri and Jumblatt. This belief cost another 26-70 Lebanese civilians their lives, and further drove Lebanon to be seen not as a democratic beacon in the Middle East but as a moribund terror-appeasing state.

The view that “most Lebanese will celebrate Kuntar’s release” is another extreme point of contention. For many Christians, his freedom merely highlights the complete hypocrisy of Hizballah. The argument goes, “if Kuntar, a child-killing terrorist can be freed, why are Lebanese Christians, who didn’t engage in child murder still being held prisoner in Syria?” On the new global communications and networking medium of Facebook, this has been highlighted with many people uploading photographs featuring a picture Boutros Khawand, next to Kuntar, with an ‘X’ through Kuntar’s face. Below the photos a statement reads, Release the real resistants from Syrian jails!” Khawand, a Lebanese Forces (LF) militia leader and Kata’ib party member, led the LF in its fight against Syrian occupation during the so-called “100 days War” in 1978-1979 (ironic considering at the same time Kuntar was training for his terror operation in Israel). As one of the LF commanders who knew Khawand put it, “[unlike other militia leaders, Khawand] didn’t have civilian blood on his hands” (according to a former Lebanese Forces intelligence (Jihaz Amine) member interviewed on July 20, 2007). Khawand “disappeared” along with countless other Lebanese who opposed Syria in 1992, following the Taif Agreement. 
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Regardless of the fact that anywhere from 200-1000 (I’ve even seen 10,000 mentioned) Lebanese are thought to still linger in Syrian dungeons, the message is clear: anyone who opposed Syria’s occupation of Lebanon from 1976-2005 and “disappeared” is doomed to spend the rest of their life in a hellish prison such at Tadmour, or find eternal rest in a mass grave somewhere in the Syrian desert. The Christian parties of the pro-Western March 14th movement, and private citizens inquiring as to what happened to loved ones, have been successfully silenced by other leaders both within March 14th and by Hizballah. Their pleas to have people released will most likely go unheard. For now, Kuntar will be one of the few imprisoned Lebanese to return to his country, although unlike many other who were imprisoned, he was a legitimate terrorist.

So far, communities throughout the Hizballah- and Amal-dominated northern Bekaa Valley, al Dahiyeh and south of Lebanon are firing off volleys of automatic gunfire in celebration. With Lebanese governmental authorities reviewing and congratulating Kuntar in addition to other former prisoners, the government has now given de facto tacit approval for the 2006 War and by extension Hizballah’s actions following the war. The resonant hopefulness that followed the 2008 fighting that Hizballah would now have to act within the new regime have been quashed with their latest victory: Kuntar’s return. 
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Hizballah's Military Wing Under Pressure Despite Political Gains

By Matthew Levitt

Hizballah has much to celebrate. With the formation of a national unity government in Lebanon last week, it is now well positioned to block any effort to dismantle its military wing. Today, the organization is celebrating the release of five Lebanese prisoners and the remains of several Hizballah and Palestinian militants. But even as Hizballah enjoys the political dividends of its successes, its military wing finds itself under pressure at home and abroad. 

Notably, yesterday Britain's parliament approved a Home Office order issued earlier this month banning Hizballah's military wing, al-Muqawam al-Islamiyya or Islamic Resistance. Hizballah's terrorist wing, often called the Islamic Jihad Organization (IJO) or, as in Britain, the External Services Organization (ESO), was banned in 2001. Condemning "Hizballah's violence and support for terrorism," the ban outlaws raising funds, encouraging support for, or belonging to, Hizballah's military wing. Prime Minister Gordon Brown informed members of parliament that the decision to act now was based "on the sole grounds of new evidence of [Hizballah] involvement in terrorism in Iraq and the occupied Palestinian territories." According to reports in the British press, these include "planning to kidnap British security workers in Iraq," echoing the charges of two Iraqi parliamentarians claiming that Hizballah planned and oversaw the kidnapping of five Britons -- still missing -- from the Iraqi Finance Ministry in May 2007. 

My complete article is available here.
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Why Terrorists Quit: Gaining from al Qaeda's Losses

By Michael Jacobson

I had a piece in this month's Sentinel -- the journal issued by the West Point Combating Terrorism Center. In it, I discuss an area that has not received the attention it deserves -- the issue of why seemingly committed terrorists walk away from these organizations. This is a phenomenon which appears to be happening more lately, but which has been occuring for many years. In crafting our counterterrorism strategy, there's a lot that we can learn from studying this diverse group. 

Here's an excerpt:

In recent months, there has been a spate of seemingly good news in the counter-terrorism arena, as former terrorist leaders and clerics have renounced their previous beliefs. Former Egyptian Islamic Jihad head Sayyid Imam al-Sharif (also known as Dr. Fadl), whose treatises al-Qaida often cited to justify its actions. has written a new book rejecting al-Qaida's message and tactics. Shaykh Salman bin Fahd al-Awda, an extremist cleric whose incarceration in the 1990s by the Saudis reportedly helped inspire Usama bin Ladin to action, went on television to decry al-Qaida's operations, asking Bin Laden, "How much blood has been spilt? How many innocent people, children, elderly, and women have been killed . . . in the name of al Qaeda?" In the United Kingdom, former members of the radical group Hizb al-Tahrir (also spelled Hizb-ut-Tahrir) established the Quilliam Foundation, which describes itself as "Britain's first Muslim counter-extremism think tank." 

While these are clearly positive developments and may have a real impact on preventing the next generation from going down the path of extremism, what effect will these rununciations have on al-Qaida's current members, and on others who are well on their way to becoming terrorists? What are the factors that can turn would-be terrorists away from this dangerous path? Do former terrorists' and extremists' messages carry particular weight with this group? 

To read the rest of the piece, click here
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Senate Committee To Address Expanded Iran Sanctions Bill Tomorrow (updated July 17 with bill draft)

By Andrew Cochran

Last week, I posted on the prospects for Congressional action on a new Iran sanctions bill before the end of the year and discussed two versions under consideration. Now comes word that the Senate Banking Committee will act tomorrow on its version of such a bill (the Senate Finance Committee already approved another version, as I reported last week). The draft bill, titled "The Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability and Divestment Act of 2008," would: 

· expand sanctions on business activities with Iran to cover financial institutions, insurers, and oil and gas pipelines and tankers; 

· codify in law the current Executive Orders prohibiting imports and exports, with the exception of food, medicine, and other humanitarian aid;

· mandate the freezing of the U.S. funds and assets of Iranian diplomats and representatives of other government, military, or quasi-governmental institutions;

· prohibit U.S. parent companies from using a subsidiary to circumvent the sanctions law;

· provide millions in new funding to the Treasury Department to combat terrorist financing;

· include a modifed version of the Iran Sanctions Enabling Act on which I reported last week; and

· authorize and mandate several Executive Branch agencies to work together to ensure that sensitive technologies are not diverted through other countries to Iran.

The sanctions would expire if Iran is removed from the "state sponsors of terrorism" list and ceases pursuit of weapons of mass destruction. 

Passage of this bill in some form would facilitate Senate passage of a single bill after reconciliation with the Senate Finance Committee's version. Whether the White House would veto it after reconciliation with a House version, as I discussed last week (and there are provisions of this bill that the White House will oppose), is the question.

UPDATE, July 17: Here is the draft bill (the "Chairman's mark") introduced today. Amendments adopted today to the bill encourage divestment from shipping firms that deal with Iran and encourages the Administration to designate Iran’s central bank. Here is an explanation of its provisions in plain English.
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Use of energy to avert war

By Olivier Guitta

The UN sanctions against Iran coupled with the US treasury campaign to get international banks to stop doing business with Iran are starting to have some effect. But hey are far as being effective enough to get Iran to comply with the international community demand to stop its military nuclear program.
One of the last resorts to avert war would be to use the energy weapon that could choke the Iranian economy quite quickly. I wrote an article on that topic for the Middle East Times.
You can read the full article here.

Here is an excerpt:
The sounds of saber rattling have been growing louder by the day in the Persian Gulf. While Israel has recently performed an impressive exercise over the Mediterranean, Iran proceeded last week to test its long-range missiles. The region has been preparing for a while for a likely war and negotiations are at a standstill. Since the international sanctions on Iran have not had the desired effect, it now maybe high time to use the only weapon that can avert a war: energy.

At first sight, a country (Iran) which has the second gas and oil reserves in the world should not be so worried about the international community focusing on energy sanctions. But two important facts about Iran's economy prove that specific sanctions against Iran's energy sector could be the clincher to solve the current standoff.

First, 85 percent of Iran's revenue come from oil. Second, Iran imports most of its consumption of refined products, like gasoline. In fact, Iran consumes a half million barrels of petroleum products per day, of which 40 percent is imported, at a cost of $4 billion to $5 billion per year. Also, the fact that in the past few years, the consumption of petroleum products has increased by 10 percent per annum is putting added pressure on the oil sector.

Iranian authorities are very much aware of their vulnerabilities.
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Paris Moves to End Syria’s Isolation

By David Schenker

This weekend, French President Nicholas Sarkozy hosted his Syrian counterpart Bashar Asad along with officials from 43 other nations at the inaugural meeting of the “Union for the Mediterranean.” Damascus is touting the invite and the feting of Asad as end of Syria’s international isolation. At the very least, the reception in Paris was a real boon to Syrian public relations that will complicate efforts to maintain diplomatic pressure on a recalcitrant Asad regime. There may also be some economic benefits for Syria: If Israeli reports are true, Damascus walked away from the visit with an airbus deal. 

Many in France weren’t pleased with Asad’s welcome in the Elysées. In particular, French veterans were offended by the Syrian President’s attendance at the Bastille Day parade: Syria, among others, was implicated in the 1983 bombing of the French headquarters in Drakkar that killed 58 French peacekeepers. Based on Syria’s presumed involvement in the 2005 murder of former Lebanese premier Rafiq Hariri, former French President Jacques Chirac likewise refused Sarkozy’s invitation to attend the festivities. 

The most notable development at the meeting was what appeared to be a calculated effort to silence these critics: the Sarkozy Administration changed the longstanding French assessment regarding Syrian involvement in the 1983 attack just a day before Asad’s attendance at the parade. According to a “senior French official” in Sarkozy’s office, “The Drakkar wasn't Syria…The Drakkar was Iran and Hezbollah.” 

Until recently the French policy toward Syria had been to pressure the Asad regime on its presumed role in the Hariri assassination. In an abrupt turnaround, the new French position appears to be intended to facilitate the reintegration of Syria into the international community. While politically expedient, it’s unclear on which facts the revised assessment was based. Indeed, most sources—most notably the The Report of the DoD Commission on Beirut International Airport Terrorist Act, October 23, 1983—indicate “at least indirect involvement…by Syria” in the destruction of the US Marine Barracks. This attack preceded the Drakkar outrage by only 2 minutes. 

Back in 1983, the French attempted to bomb Hizballah’s Sheikh Abdullah headquarters in response to the Drakkar. The then head of Hizballah military operations, Imad Mughniyyeh—widely believed to be responsible for the 1983 attacks against US and French targets in Beirut—subsequently took up residence in and was provided sanctuary by, Syria. Mughniyyeh was assassinated in Damascus late in 2007. 

It’s unclear when the new French assessment on Mughniyyeh’s relations with Syria will be issued.
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Developments in Islamic Saudi Academy and Saudi Textbook Issues

By Andrew Cochran

Now that we've recovered from a server crash at our host company, I want to update readers on the latest developments in the use of extremist textbooks in the Islamic Saudi Academy of northern Virginia, about which I last posted on June 26, and on a new study of Saudi textbooks in general. 

Rep. Frank Wolf, who wrote to Secretary of State Rice on June 24 about the textbooks use in the Islamic Saudi Academy in northern Virginia, has written another letter to Secretary Rice, first reported by CQ Homeland Security, to ask her to convene a meeting of State Department and USCIRF representatives and "conclusively determine, prior to the start of the 2008 school year, what precisely is being taught at ISA and what steps, if any, need to be taken." Rep. Wolf cites information about the direct links between the ISA and the Saudi Embassy: "The school's lease with Fairfax County plainly indicates that one ofthe school's properties is being leased by 'the Royal Embassy of Saudi Arabia d/b/a/ (doing business as) the Islamic Saudi Academy.' The school's other property is owned by the embassy. Further, the Saudi ambassador to the U.S. chairs the school's board and the school uses the Saudi Embassy's Internal Revenue Service employer tax number."

Rep. Wolf also noted that the U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia told Congress two years ago that the Kingdom was conducting a thorough cleansing of textbooks and educational curricula, but a new report casts doubt that the Kingdom is serious about that effort. The Hudson Institute's Center for Religious Freedom, in conjunction with the Institute for Gulf Affairs, has issued a report, "2008 Update: Saudi Arabia’s Curriculum of Intolerance," building on work begun by Nina Shea, the Center's director, in 2005 (and Ms. Shea is also the editor of the USCIRF report about the ISA's textbooks): 

"They assert that unbelievers, such as Christians, Jews, and Muslims who do not share Wahhabi beliefs and practices, are hated “enemies.” Global jihad as an “effort to wage war against the unbelievers” is also promoted in the Ministry’s textbooks: “In its general usage, ‘jihad’ is divided into the following categories: …Wrestling with the infidels by calling them to the faith and battling against them.” No argument is made here that such references to jihad mean only spiritual and defensive struggles. 

Lessons remain that Jews and Christians are apes and swine, Jews conspire to “gain sole control over the world,” the Christian Crusades never ended, the American universities of Cairo and Beirut are part of the continuing Crusades, the Protocols of the Elders of Zion are historical fact, and on Judgment Day “the rocks or the trees” will call out to Muslims to kill the Jews.

They teach that it is permissible for a Muslim to kill an “apostate,” an “adulterer,” and those practicing “major polytheism.” Shiites are among those identified as “polytheists.” One lesson states that “it is not permissible to violate the blood, property, or honor of the unbeliever who makes a compact with the Muslims,” but is pointedly silent on whether security guarantees are extended to non-Muslims without such a compact. Other lessons demonize members of the Baha’i and Ahmadiyya groups."

The report also notes that Muslim World League, which the Kingdom founded and sponsors, invited 200 representatives of different faiths to join King Abdullah in interfaith talks in Spain this week. Steven Emerson has written a detailed article on this meeting which exposes the backgrounds of its sponsors. For instance, Abdullah al-Turki, secretary general of the MWL and organizer of the conference, has blamed U.S. policy for the 9-11 attacks and supported Palestinian terrorist attacks.

As one of the Contributing Experts to this site told me in 2006, the foreign policy of Saudi Arabia is to export oil and Wahhabism. That won't change, at least with respect to Saudi-funded schools and mosques in the U.S., until Congress forces a change in U.S. policy towards the Saudis through the State Department appropriations bill.
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Jihad and Outreach to Islamic Supremacist Groups

By Jeffrey Imm

One of the most critical aspects of a strategic battle against the ideology behind Jihad, Islamic supremacism, is an honest definition of the term "civil rights and civil liberties." "Civil rights" are based on the American value of equality - that all men and women are created equal - a value that Islamic supremacism as an ideology does not embrace. So when federal government agencies claim to be making outreach efforts to organizations that espouse and/or support Islamic supremacist viewpoints -- such outreach efforts are actually contrary to America values of "civil rights," not promoting "civil rights."

As I mentioned in my July 2 article "The Struggle against Jihad and Supremacist Ideologies," the FBI aggressively engaged in a "war of ideas" against white supremacists. The FBI sought no guidance from white supremacist non-violent organizations in that war. It used the FBI COINTELPRO to spy on and disrupt white supremacist groups, and it used contacts in the media to discredit and demoralize white supremacist groups. The FBI did so because the war on white supremacism was a battle to defend equality as an American value itself, and white supremacism was inimical to equality. The war against supremacism was a war for equality as realized through civil rights. 

So the July 10, 2008 Congressional Quarterly's (CQ) article "Experts Debate Efficacy of FBI Outreach to CAIR" should raise deep concerns among advocates for civil rights as well as anti-Jihadists. Why would any federal government agency defend outreach to a group whose leaders support Islamic supremacist organizations? The Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR) is an unindicted co-conspirator in Holy Land Foundation (HLF) terror trial involving funding and material support to the Hamas Islamic supremacist organization. CAIR's incorporator and current executive director, Nihad Awad, is a documented supporter ("I am in support of the Hamas movement") of the Hamas Islamic supremacist organization. The Islamic supremacist group Hamas has a charter which incorporates the antisemitic Protocols of Elders of Zion (in Hamas charter, Article 32), promoted by Adolf Hitler in his "Mein Kampf." Moreover, as the Investigative Project on Terrorism (IPT) has pointed out, "CAIR has co-sponsored and taken part in multiple Islamist conferences in the United States." During last summer's HLF trial, the IPT also reported that CAIR was identified by the FBI as part of the Muslim Brotherhood's Palestine Committee; the Muslim Brotherhood is another Islamic supremacist organization whose founder called for the creation of a global Islamic caliphate.  The real debate is not on CAIR itself, which IPT has thoroughly documented, but on the whether or not to acknowledge Islamic supremacism as an ideological basis for Jihad.

Ignoring the ideological basis of Islamic supremacism in Jihad prevents an honest debate on such issues, as well as an honest discussion of civil rights and liberties. Outreach efforts to pro-supremacist organizations have nothing to do with "civil rights and liberties," but are part of a more important choice between employing short-term tactical counterterrorism measures or defending our national values.


Read More »



Concern in CAIR Training and Government Outreach Efforts to CAIR
The July 10, 2008 CQ article reports on a Senate Homeland Security panel where the subject of homegrown terrorism was being discussed and testimony was being provided by expert witnesses. In the course of this panel discussion, questions were raised regarding CAIR training efforts to FBI employees. The Hudson Institute's Zeyno Baran was quoted as stating "for months now, FBI agents have been trained by CAIR to be sensitive to Muslims... this is completely self-defeating." Zeyno Baran is also quoted as stating that "the agents are going to be misinformed and they will be overly sensitive and they will not ask certain questions," and later stating that CAIR "does not reflect the Muslim community as a faith community, but as a political group."

Such CAIR efforts to "train" FBI employees were reported by Insight on March 18, 2008: "CAIR trains FBI agents across the country on Islam and how to treat Muslims. CAIR's archived press releases show numerous instances of CAIR representatives training the FBI, as well as the Marine Corps, local law enforcement and government employees." 

Such CAIR training for law enforcement has been reported since 2004. In 2004, CAIR's Florida branch, CAIR-FL, was reported to issue a statement that "more than 150 law enforcement agents, including FBI and Joint Terrorism Task Force supervisory personnel" attended a CAIR-led workshop.

In addition, such CAIR "training" has also been provided to Immigration and Customs Enforcement, and CAIR's Ibrahim Hooper has stated that "representatives of CAIR chapters nationwide have met with TSA, Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and Customs and Border Protection (CBP) officials on issues related to cultural sensitivity and national security and the Department of Justice." 

The IPT's Steven Emerson also provided the Senate panel with a written statement which concludes on efforts at outreach towards CAIR:

"Despite the known ties of the above mentioned organizations [CAIR, MAS, ISNA] to the Muslim Brotherhood, the U.S. government insists on engaging in 'outreach' and dialogue with them. This has led to an almost comical situation in which one side of the Department of Justice labels CAIR as an unindicted coconspirator in what has been alleged to be the biggest case of terrorist financing in the history of the Republic while the other side of the Department of Justice meets with CAIR officials and attends CAIR conferences in an effort to perform outreach with the Muslim-American community. While it can be argued that outreach with the Muslim-American community is a necessary component to a successful counterterrorism strategy, there is absolutely no reason that this outreach has to go through organizations that ascribe to the ideology of the Muslim Brotherhood. Alternatively, outreach can be performed at the grassroots level and through individuals respected in the Muslim-American community, like doctors and local businessmen, instead of through groups such as CAIR, ISNA, and MAS."

To show the level of disconnect within the federal government on these groups, while this Senate hearing was being held, the July 11, 2008 New York Sun reports that federal prosecutors were submitting court filings defending the identification of such organizations as co-conspirators in the HLF terror trial.


CAIR Defended by Apologist Seeking Engagement with Islamic Supremacist Groups
George Mason University Professor Peter Mandaville was also present at this Senate panel and reportedly disputed such links between CAIR and such Islamic supremacist groups. For context, Peter Mandaville has also been advising the West Point military that America should "engage" with the Islamic supremacist international organization the Muslim Brotherhood, and has stated that he does not view that Hamas is really a terrorist organization.

In the June 2008 issue of the West Point Military Academy's Combating Terrorism Center (CTC) publication "Sentinel," Peter Mandaville argues that Islamic supremacists are not a threat, but should be engaged as allies. In the West Point publication, Mr. Mandaville criticizes the idea that "the default assumption still appears to be that Islamism of any kind is more likely to be part of the problem rather than a potential component of counter-terrorism solutions." 

Therefore, it is hardly surprising that Peter Mandaville would be arguing at the Senate Homeland Security panel that the outreach program to CAIR is something that the federal government should pursue.


The "Full-Spectrum" Outreach Strategy to Islamic Supremacism
At the same Senate hearing, National Counterrorism Center (NCTC) Director Michael Leiter referenced efforts to engage with groups such as CAIR, as part of a "full-spectrum" outreach strategy to engage with groups that disagree with U.S. policies. The July 10, 2008 CQ report quotes Mr. Leiter as stating that the hard line is "if a group espouses violence, it's quite clear that the U.S. government should not be associated with it."

In my May 16, 2008 article on Michael Leiter's confirmation hearing, I pointed out that Mr. Leiter views that one of his primary qualifications in fighting terrorist tactics is his legal experience and his "respect for civil liberties." Under Mr. Leiter's leadership, the NCTC has worked to do anything but engage in a "war of ideas," as vaguely promised during his confirmation hearing, but has instead promoted "terror lexicon" recommendations to avoid defining the enemy, such as "never use the term 'jihadist' or 'mujahideen'." 

His "full-spectrum" outreach approach is basically to appease "non-violent" Islamic supremacism, which is quickly becoming the official policy of the current administration.

We saw such an appeasement strategy beginning last summer, when in the middle of the HLF terror trial, the Department of Justice (DOJ) decided to send representatives to the annual conference of the Islamic Society of North America (ISNA), another unindicted co-conspirator in HLF terror trial, while DOJ prosecutors were actively engaged in the HLF terror trial. 

ISNA conference speakers included supporters of terror groups and character witnesses for convicted terrorists attacking America. Moreover, ISNA conference speakers included individuals supporting Islamic supremacism as:
-- Muzammil Siddiqi - thanked by the Hamas Islamic supremacist organization for his support
-- Siraj Wahhaj - a man who reportedly called for replacing the American government with a caliphate
-- Ihsan Bagby: "we [Muslims] can never be full citizens of this country... because there is no way we can be fully committed to the institutions and ideologies of this country."
-- Zaid Shakir: "Every Muslim who is honest would say, I would like to see America become a Muslim country" 
In addition, we later learned that the FBI, U.S. Army, and the Department of Homeland Security attended the ISNA convention. The Department of Homeland Security booth at ISNA was located next to the Hizb ut-Tahrir organization's booth, a group dedicated to global Islamic supremacism.

During last summer's ISNA convention debacle, many of us made the tactical error of primarily arguing that it was inappropriate for DOJ members to offer legitimacy to an organization that was a co-conspirator in a terrorist trial. This argument was certainly correct. But the argument that then gets made by apologists for such groups is a factual debate over whether or not such groups are really linked to "terrorism" or not. This is essentially the same argument that Mr. Mandaville and Mr. Leiter made at the July 10 Senate hearing regarding CAIR. When we allow the debate to fall into the weeds of such details, the larger argument about defending our values gets lost.

The larger, more critical argument is that such efforts at outreach to supremacist organizations are not legitimate "civil rights" outreach at all. Anyone who has "respect for civil liberties," as Mr. Leiter alleges, would not seek federal government outreach to supremacist organizations. Supremacist organizations, by definition, represent the antithesis of civil rights, the antithesis of civil liberties; supremacist groups are against equality.

Would NCTC's Leiter seek an outreach effort to the American Nazi Party Aryan supremacist group? Would DHS' Sutherland seek an outreach effort to the White People's Party white supremacist group? Would such efforts be viewed as "full-spectrum" outreach efforts to promote civil rights and liberties? Of course not.

Yet Mr. Leiter argues in favor of a "full-spectrum" outreach to Islamic supremacist organizations as CAIR, and Mr. Sutherland gives speeches at ISNA conventions where known Islamic supremacists are featured speakers. Both men are proud of their records in respect for civil rights and liberties; both are educated, dedicated men who do understand that civil rights and liberties are about equality, not supremacism. They are well aware that the FBI did not go to George Wallace for training on how to handle white supremacists during the 1960s and 1970s.

So clearly, these outreach efforts to CAIR, ISNA, MAS, etc. have absolutely nothing to do with promoting equality in civil rights and civil liberties. This is an important false argument that we need to shatter. This continuing false argument --  that such "full-spectrum" outreach to Islamic supremacist groups is designed to promote civil rights and liberties -- keeps us from having the necessary debate on what is really happening and on identifying the tough decisions that our nation needs to make about defending our values.
 
A Values Debate, Not A Tactical Debate
So if such outreach to Islamic supremacist groups is not about civil rights and liberties, what is it about?

The NCTC, DHS, FBI, and Department of Justice have enforcement-level operational responsibilities at the core of their mission. With a primary tactical focus on a "war on terror," these organizations' emphasis is on preventing additional terrorist attacks and in gaining intelligence sources on individuals and groups that may be planning such terrorist attacks, using any means possible.  At the same time, such organizations do not have a coherent strategy on understanding who and what we are fighting other than "extremists."

This is yet another disastrous symptom from the tactical-centric approach by the current administration in dealing with Jihad. The executive branch has focused exclusively on preventive measures and reactive tactics, rather than identifying the enemy and developing a comprehensive strategy, including identifying the ideology behind Jihad. Therefore, America's approach is one of growing appeasement and tolerance towards Islamic supremacist groups, if they appear "non-violent," despite the fact that Islamic supremacism provides the basis for Jihad actions. The basic concept is that such appeasement to "non-violent" Islamic supremacist groups will help avoid "incitement" of Muslims to join violent Jihadist groups.

It is the same failed "Gentlemen's Agreement" policy that the United Kingdom had with Islamic supremacists until the July 7, 2005 bombings, which the UK now seeks to reconstitute after having insufficient courage to battle the supremacist ideology itself.

But do such strategies represent America's identity and values? Do we want to become a country willing to appease and legitimize Islamic supremacist groups for potential short-term intelligence on terrorists? Will we sacrifice the concept that "all men and women are created equal" for tactical security maneuvers? Do we really believe that abandonment of our hard-won values in defending equality and rejecting supremacism will really work over time? Or will such a strategy effectively accomplish Islamic supremacists' goals in undermining who and what America is?

These are the questions that the nation and its future leadership must address. But to have this debate, we need to get out of the weeds in debating whether such "outreach" efforts are tainted due to details of whether or not a group or person was proven in a court of law to support a terrorist organization, and refocus the argument on condemning outreach to Islamic supremacist groups, simply because supremacist ideologies are against the values of equality that define who and what we are as a nation.


The Real FBI Values and Hope for the Future
In September 2007, after the ISNA conference debacle, the Senate Homeland Security commission once again had a panel to discuss domestic homeland security issues. As reported by the Washington Times, this panel was to address the "war of ideas." The DHS and NCTC leaders told Senator Lieberman that they had no such initiatives in such a "war of ideas," and clearly nothing has changed since. The Washington Times reported that "FBI Director Robert S. Mueller III revealed during the hearing that the FBI has no counterideology response other than its 'outreach' to Muslim-American communities so they 'understand the FBI' and address 'the radicalization issue'."

But it is important to understand that post 9/11-era FBI Director Mueller's comments do not represent the culture and the values of the FBI organization, but rather represent the failing tactical-centric whirlpool that has drained the creative thinking of executive branch agencies responsible for American security. The 100 year history of the FBI represents a different set of values altogether. In fact, the FBI has had a war of ideas against Communism, Nazism, and white supremacism. It is only in the present reactive administration that a war of ideas against Islamic supremacism is non-existent. Clearly the FBI and the country needs better leadership.

When you join the FBI, all employees (agents to clerks) are required to swear to defend and uphold the Constitution of the United States, specifically:

"I will support and defend the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic; that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the same; that I take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion; and that I will well and faithfully discharge the duties of the office on which I am about to enter. So help me God."

This oath is based on defending the values of equality and liberty that are the basis for our Constitution and our nation. It is complemented by the FBI's organizational values of "Fidelity-Bravery-Integrity" that form the FBI's motto.

I know this first hand, because I once made such an oath myself, and I remain proud of the values that the Bureau has inherent in its organization and in its many dedicated employees.

Unlike such new federal organizations as the DHS and NCTC, the FBI has a 100 year history of fighting for such values, and has a history in a war of ideas against supremacist ideologies. Americans who seek solutions in the fight against Islamic supremacism must consider the history of who has actually fought, understands, and defeated supremacist organizations. History shows this to be the FBI, in its efforts from the 1920s through today in fighting supremacist groups, especially in a war against white supremacism during the 1960s and 1970s. 

Americans need to revisit these historical lessons and learn what a total war on a supremacist ideology can achieve, without sacrificing our ideals, values, and integrity. Post-9/11 reactive organizations and leaders who lack the history or understanding of what it takes to fight supremacist ideologies are doomed to continue down the failed path of reactive appeasement. We can't count on them for leadership or strategies.

It is essential that we intervene in this vital national security debate and use our representative democracy to change our nation's direction on Islamic supremacism. We must not tolerate the transparent fraud that appeasement of supremacist groups is being done in the interest of "civil rights." The American people and its historical institutions committed to the values of equality must change the debate on Islamic supremacism from legalisms to ideas, from operations to strategy, and from tactics to values. 

America's battle cry against Islamic supremacism must be a resounding, defiant commitment to defending the value that "all men and women are created equal." 

Then we will have begun to fight.
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UN SYSTEM FOR DESIGNATING TERRORISTS IS FALTERING

By Victor Comras


The UN system for designating terrorists is weak, under attack, and needs to be reformed. That is the thesis I present in an article just published online in Perspectives on Terrorism. And the challenges are coming from all sides. 

In Europe the EU’s Advocate General, Miguel Poiares Maduro has sided with terrorist financier Yassin Kadi and is calling on the European Court of Justice to lift its directive imposing sanctions against Kadi, and possibly others who have been designated by the UN’s Al Qaida and Taliban Sanctions Committee. (See Jonathan Winer's Blog). This is not because Maduro doubts the role Kadi played in financing terrorism, but rather, because he questions the method of his designation by the UN. The UN designation process, he argues, violates rights guaranteed by the European Convention of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. Similar challenges are being made in several countries, including in the United States. 

Political challenges have also been launched in the European Parliament, the Council of Europe, and national parliaments around the world. And voices are being raised within the United Nations calling for current 1267 Committee designation procedures to be reformed. This controversy has already led many governments, never eager to participate in the designation process, to refrain from submitting names to the 1267 Committee; and now threatens to seriously undercut designation as a primary weapon and methodology in the war against terrorism financing. 

Responding to criticism, the Security Council, in resolution 1730 (2006) established procedures to consider delisting requests. But these measures fall well short of the steps called for. This was the result of reluctance on the part of several countries, including the United States, to subject national judgments on delisting to third party review. That resolution did establish a Focal Point in the Secretariat to receive de-listing requests, but limited its function to forwarding the requests to appropriate governments, and to the full committee for follow-up. Advocate General Maduro complained in his Kadi case filing that “There is no obligation on the Sanctions Committee actually to take the views of the petitioner into account. Moreover, the de-listing procedure does not provide even minimal access to the information on which the decision was based….. In fact, access to such information is denied regardless of any substantiated claim as to the need to protect its confidentiality.”

What Needs To Be Done
Whatever the outcome of the Kadi case, reform will be necessary to maintain and improve the effectiveness of the UN designation system. Such reform must serve to better impede terrorist mobility and funding; but must also consider the sensitivities of intelligence gathering; the right of those designated to be heard in their defense; and the need for independent oversight to guard against abuse. The first step must be to put in place improved procedures, guidelines and standards for accurately identifying and listing all those organizations, actors and supporters that manage, run and maintain al-Qaida and the Taliban. While including all al-Qaida and Taliban foot-soldiers would be impracticable, targeting key personnel and entities, including those providing resources and funding to them, is essential. 

A way must also be found to reduce the political and intelligence sensitivities often associated with presenting names to the Al-Qaida and Taliban Committee for designation. To this end, an independent monitoring group should be empowered to propose names (along with supporting justifications) to the committee. INTERPOL and other international enforcement agencies might also be enlisted in this process. This would provide additional insulation to governments sensitive about themselves initiating the designation process. 

The Focal Point concept, which now provides little more than postmen services, should take on an expanded expert/advocacy role - that is, to also serve as a panel empowered to consider substantiating or rebutting information provided by a petitioner seeking delisting. If the panel finds some merit in the petition, it might then formally present the petitioners case and invite the interested countries, including those that had requested the designation, to respond, in camera, if necessary. In any event the final determination for de-listing should remain with the Al Qaida and Taliban Committee. 

These steps are essential to re-invigorating the UN Designation Process.

To Read my full discussion and article on this subject click here 
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Force vs. FARC: Israel's Contribution

By Aaron Mannes

On being rescued, Ingrid Betancourt stated: "This is a miracle, a miracle. We have an amazing military. I think only the Israelis can possibly pull off something like this."

Her comment set off immediate speculation that there had been an Israeli hand in the dramatic operation. It is high praise for Israeli special forces that so many would readily assume that an effective commando operation was their handiwork. From a practical standpoint, the Israeli contribution to Betancourt’s rescue was modest (dwarfed by the U.S. contribution). But Israel’s philosophical contribution was enormous.

Technical Support
Yossi Melman of Haaretz (a leading Israeli daily) reported: 

The Israeli activity, involving dozens of Israeli security experts, was coordinated by Global CST, owned by former General Staff operations chief, Brigadier General (res.) Israel Ziv, and Brigadier (res.) Yossi Kuperwasser….. 

"It's a Colombian Entebbe operation," Ziv said Thursday when he returned from Bogota. "Both regarding its national and international importance. Betancourt has become a symbol of the struggle against international terror. This is an amazing operation that wouldn't shame any army or special forces anywhere in the world."

Asked about the Israeli involvement in it Ziv said there is "no need to exaggerate."


The complete post can be read here.
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Passports and the Criminal/Terrorist Networks

By Douglas Farah

Seems that the UK is tightening its entry requirements for South Africa. The reason:

Britain has threatened to impose a visa regime on visitors from South Africa amidst fears that the country is being used as a transit point by al-Qaeda operatives to gain easy entry to the UK.
The Government is also concerned that the country is being used by people smugglers to bring non-South Africans into the UK.
There it is: the criminal/terrorist network. Both groups need the same thing and acquire them from the same place, with the same fixers running the shadow infrastructure that will service anyone who can pay.

Yesterday I attended a conference at the Wilson International Center for Scholars where Félix Maradiaga, Senior Researcher, Institute of Strategic Studies and Public Policies (IEEPP), Nicaragua, discussed how Iranians were flooding into his country because visa controls had been relaxed.

Disturbingly, those who enter Nicaragua without control can then travel without visas to the rest Central America, who, like the EU, have a free transit zone in the region. My full blog is here.
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NEFA Foundation Report: "Jihad Networks in Pakistan and Their Influence in Europe"

By Evan Kohlmann

[image: image4.jpg]


The NEFA Foundation has released a new report I have written titled “Jihad Networks in Pakistan and Their Influence in Europe.” The paper is based upon a presentation I gave on July 10 before the III International Course on “Jihad Terrorism: Contingency Plans and Response”, organized by the Pablo Olavide University and the Granada University in Spain. It assesses the proliferation of jihad training camps in Pakistan—particularly in Waziristan and the region bordering Pakistani-controlled Kashmir—and the subsequent impact that those training camps have had on the proliferation of terrorist networks in Western Europe. 

The report can be downloaded from the NEFA Foundation website.
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Hostage History: From the Levant to Latin America

By Michael Kraft

Thousands of miles away and three decades apart, the rescue of hostages in Colombia and the killing of Israeli hostages by Lebanese terrorists have some unexpected links as well profound differences.

Barring last minute glitches, the Israelis are expected within a week to release five terrorists, including the notorious Samir Kuntar, who bashed a four year old girl to death, in exchange for the bodies of two Israeli Army reservists who were taken hostage by Hezbollah in a cross border raid two years ago that touched off a major conflict.

In my op-ed in today's Washington Times I describe a previous attempt to free Kuntar; the 1985 hijacking of the Italian cruise liner Achille Lauro and the murder of a wheel-chair bound American passenger. The murder of the American, Leon Klinghoffer prompted the passage of a major U.S. counterterrorism law that conceivably could be used against the Colombian kidnappers. 

The dramatic rescue in Colombia last week of Ingrid Betancourt, a former candidate for the Colombian presidency, and three American hostages as well as 14 Colombians also involved more than what was noticeable on the surface. The rescue operation was planned and carried out by Colombian Forces and they deserve full credit for pulling off an audacious operation without loss of life. The ability to stage that complex operation, however, was not developed overnight. The Colombians have been improving their military and civilian capabilities over many years, both with determination on their part and some assistance from friendly countries.

The Colombian rescue operation is in some ways reminiscent of another daring Latin American operation, Peru’s April 22, 1997 rescue of 71 hostages held in the Japanese Ambassador’s Residence by the leftist Tupac Amur terrorist group. All 14 rebel captors were killed. One captive, Supreme Court Justice Carlos Giusti, and two Peruvian soldiers also died. Twenty-five hostages were injured. An elite Peruvian force conducted the operation. The U.S. had previously provided training assistance to Peruvian units and officials but was not involved in the operation.

The current Colombian operation was similar. The Washington Post yesterday described it more details that included a discussion of the U.S. assistance to the Colombian government. The rescue operation was conducted and planned by the Colombians. Americans did not take part directly in the operation, learning of it only after planning had begun, according to the Post. The U.S., however provided intelligence and other logistical help.

The assistance was part of “Plan Colombia,” which was developed in 1999 by Colombian and U.S. officials as a $4 billion dollar program to counter the narcotics trafficking and terrorism that was rampant in the country. Most, although not all of the problems came from the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC), which began in the 1960’s as the military wing of the Colombia communist party but turned into a terrorist group deeply involved in kidnappings for ransom and drug trafficking. 

The US aid, running about $660 million a year, includes a relatively small amount, ($3.3 million in FY 2008) to training for officials under the State Department’s Antiterrorism Training Assistance Program (ATA), especially for the anti-kidnapping units known as Unified Groups for Personal Liberty (GAULA). State Department officials said they understood that GAULA units were not directly involved in this month’s rescue operation but the group has had an impact in reducing additional kidnappings. The number of abductions has fallen sharply, from 3,572 in 2000 to 521 last year, according to Colombian officials. The GAULA training has progressed to the point that its nearly self sustaining and Colombia has begun providing training assistance to some neighboring Latin American countries. 

The Colombians also have received intelligence and other assistance from an Israeli security company owned by former Israeli generals according to recent press reports. Israel also reportedly provides Colombia with light arms and drones.

Another link exists, although more in the legal arena, between the Colombians and Israelis.


Read More »



The Israeli saga began in 1979 when Kuntar, and three other members of the Palestine Liberation Front (PLF) landed on an Israeli beach and took hostage at a nearby house a young father and his four-year-old daughter. They fatally shot the father and afterwards Kuntar killed the girl by bashing her head against the rock. Her two year-old sister was accidentally smothered when her mother tried to quiet her while hiding in their apartment. 

In October, 1985 a group of four PLF terrorists led by Abu Abbas boarded the Italian cruise liner Achille Lauro with the intention of disembarking in an Israeli port and seizing Israeli hostages to trade for Kuntar. Their game plan was quickly changed when a ship’s steward discovered the men with guns in their cabin. The terrorists then seized the ship. Before the passenger liner eventually docked in Alexandria Egypt, Abu Abbas brutally threw overboard Leon Klinghoffer, an elderly American who was confined to a wheel chair. 

The Klinghoffer murder prompted the U.S. Justice Department to propose a so-called “long arm statute” that makes it a crime punishable in American courts to commit an act of terrorism against American persons or property overseas. A Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Vicki Toensing spearheaded the effort and Senator Arlan Spector (R-Pa) sponsored it in the Senate. On the House side, Justice Department officials and I, in my State Department counterterrorism legislative hat, persuaded the House Foreign Affairs Committee to tag it onto a pending State Department Bill. Congress enacted the measure (18 U.S. Code 2332) as part of the Omnibus Antiterrorism Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986. (Public Law 99-399.) 

The law requires the Attorney General to first make a determination that the attack on American persons or property was a terrorist act rather than one of ordinary crime or financial gain. The 1986 legislation also opened the way for the FBI and Justice Department to permanently post large numbers of agents and legal attaches overseas in order to more effectively conduct investigations. Currently there are posts in 58 countries. 

The law has been used to good effect by the Justice Department. High profile cases, including Moussoui Zacarias for the 9/11 attacks, Richard Reid the shoe bomber and John Walker Lindh, the “American Taliban, and earlier this month, Abd al Al-Rahim for the attack on the USS Cole in the Yemen port of Aden.

If and when the Colombian terrorists who captured and held the three American contractors are caught and are not tried in Colombian courts, they could be tried in the U.S. under 18 US.2332 which was prompted by the Achille Lauro hijacking and the Abu Abbas efforts to free a captured terrorist who kidnapped and killed Israelis.

There are major differences of course between the Colombian and Israeli situations. The Colombians and Americans were held for five years in deep jungles. The two Israeli hostages, Ehud Goldwasser and Eldad Regev were captured by Hezbollah forces who staged an unprovoked cross border raid into Israel two years ago. The attack touched off major fighting between Israeli and Hezbollah forces, causing significant casualties on both sides, major damage in Lebanon and Hezbollah rocket attacks on northern Israel. 
It is not known how soon the two reservists died after they were captured.

The Colombian rescue attempt was widely applauded. The planned Israeli swap of live prisoners for bodies of killed servicemen is controversial. It has divided the country between those who feel that fallen soldiers should be brought home and those who feel such deals will encourage even more hostage taking. Long standing U.S. policy is not to make such deals that reward hostage takers. I believe it is a sound one in the long run even though it is painful for the families involved as well as government officials. 

It also is disgusting to see Kuntar being hailed as a hero by some Arabs, with banners reportedly decorating Sidon, Lebaon declaring: " Freedom to the hero." Some hero. He brutally murdered a toddler and indirectly prompted passage of a law that has been used against other terrorists.

Hostage taking is a despicable act, cruel to the hostages and to their loved ones. As the G8 summit said in its counterterrorism summit statement, which I reported in a blog item yesterday:
“Abductions and the taking of hostages are repugnant practices to be strongly condemned.”
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Terrorists Might Already Live and Hide in the U.S.

By Michael Cutler

This article originally appeared in the Washington Post this past weekend, and should make it abundantly clear to our nation's leaders as well as to our citizens, that our nation has serious reasons to be concerned about terror cells operating in the United States. After the attacks of September 11, the President kept repeating the mantra that "We are fighting them over there so we won't have to fight them over here!" As I often pointed out, I believe that we already have them "over here!" 

The report notes that terror suspects arrested in the far-flung corners of the world have been found to have arrest records in the United States. In one instance the report notes that fingerprints that were lifted off of bomb fragments related to individuals who had attempted to enter the United States.

While the news report did not discuss how any of these individuals managed to enter the United States or how those who had been stopped from entering the United States had made that attempt, it is clear that there is a great potential that terrorists are currently present in the United States. They may simply be in this country in an effort to commit crimes to generate funds to support terrorist activities overseas or, they may be awaiting instructions to initiate attacks in our country right now. 

Among the crimes that such terrorists have been involved with in the United States have been mail fraud and coupon fraud, drug trafficking, and identity theft. In the 1980's, I also assisted the NYPD, ATF and the New York Fire Department fire marshals in the investigation of aliens believed to have been committing arson to generate money to fund Middle Eastern terrorist organizations such as the PLO. They had bought small grocery stores that they had used for committing coupon fraud and then, when they tired of that "white collar" crime, they torched those stores that are also referred to as "bodegas." They then sent the money they received from the insurance companies back to the Middle East to fund terrorist activities around the world. 

Meanwhile the residents of the apartments that were located in the floors above the bodegas lost all of their possessions. Many times they were horribly injured or even killed. These victims had no idea that the store that they often frequented to purchase routine groceries were linked to international terrorists, nor did they realize how the presence of those malevolent individuals endangered their safety and the safety of their family members. 

I hope that our officials who are identifying these terrorism suspects as having been previously arrested in the United States are making every possible effort to determine the way(s) that they were able to enter our country and that they are sharing that information with the various agencies that are involved in issues relating to border security and the enforcement and administration of the immigration laws. Among those agencies are CBP (Customs and Border Protection), ICE (Immigration and Customs Enforcement), USCIS (United States Citizenship and Immigration Services) and the U.S. Department of State Office of Consular Affairs. I would also hope that our officials who are encountering these terror suspects overseas are seizing the opportunity to develop intelligence to attempt to weed out their associates who may be present in the United States or other countries.
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Summary of Statement by Maajid Nawaz, Former Hizb ut-Tahrir Official, at Senate Hearing

By Andrew Cochran

Today's hearing by the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs is historic for several reasons. First, as I wrote on Monday, it featured Maajid Nawaz, probably the most senior former official in any radical Islamist group to testify before the U.S. Congress since the 9-11 attacks. I will address other aspects of this hearing in future posts, but I wanted to briefly summarize a key section of Mr. Nawaz' oral statement before the committee, since he did not have time to prepare a written statement, due to the unusual circumstances of his entry into the U.S. for the hearing.

After summarizing his personal journey into and out of Hizbut, Mr. Nawaz discussed four core elements of the 20th-century Islamism which gives rise to extremism, as he has determined through years of experience and extensive academic study. According to Mr. Nawaz, these elements are not representative of previous interpretations of Islam nor of current Islamic thought held by the vast majority of Muslims:

1. Islam is treated as a political ideology rather than as a religion. There is an "Islamic Solution" to everything.
2. Sharia law must be codified into state law.
3. The ummah has a political identity, not just a religious one, and there is no allegience to any other body or group, including non-Muslims. 
4. Muslims must strive to create an expansionist state, the caliphate.

Mr. Nawaz analogized between these elements and the elements of Communist ideology as proposed and developed by and through the leaders of the Sovet Union. He traced the roots of these elements, in part, to membership in the Marxist-oriented Baath Party of the 1920s by the founder of Hizb ut-Tahrir, Sheikh Taqiuddin an-Nabhani.
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Mr. Nawaz also described three types of Islamists:
1. Political Islamists, nonviolent "5th columnists" who work behind the scenes;
2. Revolutionary Islamists, such as Hizbut, which seek to overthrow secular Arab regimes but are peaceful in the West;
3. Militant Islamists, such as Al Qaeda, who use armed struggle at all points. 

He described these as the historical order of progression from the founding of Hizbut and the Muslim Brotherhood in the 1920s and in order of the degree of commitment. He also described Hizbut's influence inside the prison in Egypt in which he was held. For instance, Ayman al-Zawahiri was held in that same prison, was exposed to Sheikh an-Nabhani's writings and ideas there, and expresses virtually the same ideas as those an-Nabhani wrote of in 1953.

Mr, Nawaz explicitly agreed with a statement by Zeyno Baran in her testimony that nearly all individuals involved in Islamic terrorism start out as non-violent Islamists.

I will post the transcript of Mr. Nawaz' oral statement as soon as it is available. Here is a CQ Homeland Security story on the hearing made available to us with my appreciation.
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Steven Emerson's Statement For Senate Committee Hearing on Extremism

By Andrew Cochran

Steven Emerson prepared the following written statement for the record for today's Senate committee hearing on violent extremism, which features Maajid Nawaz, former senior Hizbut official (see this article about the measures taken to bring him into the country this week).


Read More »



Steven Emerson 
Executive Director
Investigative Project on Terrorism
www.investigativeproject.org

Report on the Roots of Violent Islamist Extremism and Efforts to Counter It: The Muslim Brotherhood

Introduction: 

Since the attacks of September 11, 2001, the security apparatuses of United States have dedicated themselves to combating Islamist terrorism and countering its roots. These efforts have been met with varying levels of success. Operationally, the U.S. has been largely successful - thwarting terrorist attacks against the homeland and hardening American targets abroad. However, the primary driver of the violence - ideology - has not been successfully countered or even sufficiently understood. The roots of this ideology are diverse and diffuse, but the primary root of Sunni Islamist violence in the modern era is the Muslim Brotherhood. 

The Muslim Brotherhood (al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun)[1] was founded as an Islamic revivalist movement in the Egyptian town of Isma’iliyaa in March 1928 by school teacher Hassan al-Banna (1906-1949).[2] The vast majority of Sunni terrorist groups - including al Qaeda, Egyptian Islamic Jihad, Hamas, and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad - are derived from the Muslim Brotherhood.

The Brotherhood’s goal has been to promote the implementation of Shari’ah (Islamic law derived from the Quran and the Sunnah).[3] Early in its history, the Brotherhood focused on education and charity. It soon became heavily involved in politics and remains a major player on the Egyptian political scene, despite the fact that it is an illegal organization. The movement has grown exponentially, from only 800 members in 1936, to over 2 million in 1948, to its current position as a pervasive international Sunni Islamist movement, with covert and overt branches in over 70 countries. 

“I did not want to enter into competition with the other orders,” al-Banna once said. “And I did not want it to be confined to one group of Muslims or one aspect of Islamic reform; rather I sought that it be a general message based on learning, education, and jihad.”[4] According to al-Banna, “It is the nature of Islam to dominate, not to be dominated, to impose its law on all nations and to extend its power to the entire planet.”[5] That helps explain the Muslim Brotherhood’s motto: “Allah ghayatuna Al-rasul za'imuna. Al-Qur-'an dusturuna. Al-jihad sabiluna. Al-mawt fi sabil Allah asma amanina. Allah akbar, Allah akbar.” (“God is our goal, the Quran is our Constitution, the Prophet is our leader, struggle [jihad] is our way, and death in the service of God is the loftiest of our wishes. God is great. God is great.”)[6] 

The Brotherhood has reached global status, wielding power and influence in almost every state with a Muslim population. Additionally, the Brotherhood maintains political parties in many Middle-Eastern and African countries, including Jordan, Bahrain, Tunisia, Algeria, Jordan, Iraq, Syria, Sudan, Somalia, Yemen, and even Israel. The Syrian Muslim Brotherhood attempted to overthrow the Syrian government in the 1980s, but the revolt was crushed. Aside from the Muslim Brotherhood in Israel proper, the terrorist organization Hamas was founded as the Palestinian chapter of the Muslim Brotherhood. In fact, Article II of the Hamas charter states:

The Islamic Resistance Movement is one of the wings of Moslem Brotherhood in Palestine. Moslem Brotherhood Movement is a universal organization which constitutes the largest Islamic movement in modern times. It is characterized by its deep understanding, accurate comprehension and its complete embrace of all Islamic concepts of all aspects of life, culture, creed, politics, economics, education, society, justice and judgment, the spreading of Islam, education, art, information, science of the occult and conversion to Islam.[7]

Since its founding, the Muslim Brotherhood has openly sought to reassert Islam through the establishment of Sunni Islamic governments that will rule according to the strict and specific tenets of Shari’ah. To the Brotherhood, this is the correct primary endeavor of human civilization, with the ultimate goal being the unification of these regimes under the banner of the Caliphate - or universal Islamic state.

According to al-Banna, the Caliphate must govern all lands that were at one time under the control of Muslims. He stated:

We want the Islamic flag to be hoisted once again on high, fluttering in the wind, in all those lands that have had the good fortune to harbor Islam for a certain period of time and where the muzzein’s call sounded in the takbirs and the tahlis. Then fate decreed that the light of Islam be extinguished in these lands that returned to unbelief. Thus Andalusia, Sicily, the Balkans, the Italian coast, as well as the islands of the Mediterranean, are all of them Muslim Mediterranean colonies and they must return to the Islamic fold. The Mediterranean Sea and the Red Sea must once again become Muslim seas, as they once were.[8]

Once that is accomplished, the Caliphate is to be expanded to cover the entire globe, erasing national boundaries under the flag of Islam. This concept was elucidated by the Brotherhood luminary, Sayyid Qutb, who wrote in his seminal work, Milestones (1964), that Muslims are not merely obliged to wage jihad in defense of Islamic lands, but must wage offensive jihad in order to liberate the world from the servitude of man-made law and governance.[9]

Organizational Structure:
The Muslim Brotherhood used activism, mass communication, and sophisticated governance to build a large support base within the lower class and professional elements of Egyptian society. By using existing support networks built around mosques, welfare associations, and neighborhood groups, the Brotherhood was able to educate and indoctrinate people in an Islamic setting. The organization is headed by a Supreme Guide or Secretary General and is assisted by a General Executive Bureau (Maktab al-Irshad), and a constituent assembly known as the Shura Council. There have been six Secretaries General of the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood,[10] which is widely seen as the leading branch of the worldwide organization. 

Ideology: 
The Muslim Brotherhood seeks to restore the historical Caliphate and then expand its authority over the entire world, dismantling all non-Islamic governments. The Brotherhood aims to accomplish this through a combination of warfare - both violent and political. 

The Muslim Brotherhood has provided the ideological model for almost all modern Sunni Islamic terrorist groups. When discussing Hamas, Al Qaeda, and Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Richard Clarke - the chief counterterrorism adviser on the U.S. National Security Council under Presidents Clinton and Bush - told a Senate committee in 2003 that “The common link here is the extremist Muslim Brotherhood - all of these organizations are descendants of the membership and ideology of the Muslim Brothers.”[11]

The leadership of Al Qaeda, from Osama bin Laden to his deputy Ayman al-Zawahiri and 9/11 mastermind Khalid Sheikh Mohammed all were influenced by Muslim Brotherhood ideology.[12] In fact, al-Zawahiri was a member of the Muslim Brotherhood as a young man, but he broke with them when his terrorist career began. He later wrote a book called The Bitter Harvest in which he condemned the Brotherhood for neglecting jihad in favor of participating in elections.[13] 

The Brotherhood’s ideology was formulated by its two main luminaries: its founder, Hassan al-Banna - who was assassinated by agents of the Egyptian government in 1949 - and Sayyid Qutb, hanged in 1966. 

Al-Banna once described the Brotherhood as, “a Salafiyya message, a Sunni way, a Sufi truth, a political organization, an athletic group, a cultural-educational union, an economic company, and a social idea.”[14] While studying in Cairo, al-Banna had become immersed in the writings of Rashid Rida (1865-1935), Muhammad Abduh (1849-1905) and Jamal al-Din al-Afghani (1839-1897), who formed the backbone of the Salafiyya Movement.[15] Al-Banna agreed with their ideas that Islam provided the solution to the afflictions plaguing Muslim society. Specifically, in accordance with Salafism, he called for a return to what he perceived to be true Islam. 

Salafism is an austere form of Islam within the Sunni sect that attempts to return to what its adherents believe to be unadulterated Islam as practiced by Muhammad and his companions. In order to achieve this, Salafists strip out what they see as bida, or innovations, from the practice of Islam as it has developed over the centuries. According to Salafists, only pure Islam can solve the political, economic, social, domestic, and external issues of the Muslim nation (ummah). As such, Muslim societies should be governed according to Shari’ah.

While al-Banna drew almost exclusively on early Islamic doctrine in his works, it is also important to understand the strong anti-colonialism sentiments driving his ideology. Al-Banna was writing and working at a time when European powers had colonized the Middle East.

Jihad, death, and martyrdom have been lauded throughout the history of the Brotherhood, not only as a means to achieve the above goals, but as an end unto itself. In his seminal work, The Society of Muslim Brothers, Robert P. Mitchell the late University of Michigan Professor of Near Eastern History, quotes and paraphrases al-Banna:

The certainty that jihad had this physical connotation is evidenced by the relationship always implied between it and the possibility, even the necessity, of death and martyrdom. Death, as an important end of jihad, was extolled by Banna in a phrase which came to be a famous part of his legacy: “the art of death” (fann al-mawt). “Death is art” (al-mawt-fann). The Qur’an has commanded people to love death more than life. Unless “the philosophy of the Qur’an on death” replaces “the love of life” which has consumed Muslims, then they will reach naught. Victory can only come with the mastery of “the art of death.” In another place, Banna reminds his followers of a Prophetic observation: “He who dies and has not fought [ghaza; literally: raided] and was not resolved to fight, has died a jahiliyya [ignorance of divine guidance] death.” The movement cannot succeed, Banna insists, without this dedicated and unqualified kind of jihad.[16]

Jihad is a central tenet in the Muslim Brotherhood ideology. In a booklet entitled, “Jihad” and in other works, al-Banna clearly defines jihad as violent warfare against non-Muslims to establish Islam as dominant across the entire world. He wrote:

Jihad is an obligation from Allah on every Muslim and cannot be ignored nor evaded. Allah has ascribed great importance to jihad and has made the reward of the martyrs and fighters in His way a splendid one. Only those who have acted similarly and who have modeled themselves upon the martyrs in their performance of jihad can join them in this reward.[17]

To support his assertions about jihad, al-Banna quotes extensively from the Quran, the Hadith, and great Islamic scholars. These quotes either define jihad as fighting and/or emphasize the obligatory nature of jihad. On the specific subject of “fighting with People of the Book [Jews and Christians],”[18] al-Banna quotes Quran 9:29 - the infamous sword verse:

Fight against those who believe not in Allah nor in his Last Day, nor forbid that which has been forbidden by Allah and His Messenger and those who acknowledge not the Religion of Truth (i.e. Islam), from among the People of the Book, until they pay the jizya [poll tax] with willing submission, and feel themselves subdued.

Al-Banna quotes a Hanafi scholar:

Jihad linguistically means to exert one’s utmost effort in word and action; in the Sharee’ah it is the fighting of the unbelievers, and involves all possible efforts that are necessary to dismantle the power of the enemies of Islam including beating them, plundering their wealth, destroying their places of worship and smashing their idols.[19]

Al-Banna continues:

Islam allows jihad and permits war until the following Qur’anic verse is fulfilled:

“We will show them Our signs in the universe, and in their own selves, until it becomes manifest to them that this (the Qur’an) is the truth” (Surat al-Fussilat (41), ayah 53)[20]

In conclusion, al-Banna writes:

My brothers! The ummah [Islamic community] that knows how to die a noble and honourable death is granted an exalted life in this world and eternal felicity in the next. Degradation and dishonour are the results of the love of this world and the fear of death. Therefore prepare for jihad and be the lovers of death.[21]

To ensure that the Shari’ah would be the “the basis controlling the affairs of state and society,”[22] al-Banna laid out a seven-step hierarchy of goals to be implemented by the Brotherhood for the Islamization of society. The first step is to educate and “form” the Muslim person. From there the Muslim person would spread Islam and help “form” a Muslim family. Muslim families would group together to form a Muslim society that would establish a Muslim government. The government would then transform the state into an Islamic one governed by Shari’ah, as voted by the Muslim society. This Islamic state would then work to free “occupied” Muslim lands and unify them together under one banner, from which Islam could be spread all over the world. 

As Mitchell explains, quoting original Brotherhood sources, these goals would be carried out in three stages. Starting with “the first stage through which all movements must pass, the stage of ‘propaganda, communication, and information.’”[23] In this stage, the Brotherhood would recruit and indoctrinate core activists. The next stage consists of “formation, selection, and preparation.”[24] In this stage, the Brothers would endear themselves to the population by creating charities, clinics, schools, and other services. More importantly, they would prepare for the third and final stage: the stage of “execution.”[25] Of this stage, al-Banna stated:

At the time that there will be ready, Oh ye Muslim Brothers, three hundred battalions, each one equipped spiritually with faith and belief, intellectually with science and learning, and physically with training and athletics, at that time you can demand of me to plunge with you through the turbulent oceans and to rend the skies with you and to conquer with you every obstinate tyrant. God willing, I will do it.[26]

Qutb and Jahiliyya
In addition to al-Banna’s founding philosophy, the works of Sayyid Qutb (1909-1966) also had a major impact on the ideology of the Muslim Brotherhood. Beyond that, Qutb’s books sent shockwaves throughout the entire Islamic world. His most influential works were Fi zilal al-Qur’an (“In the Shade of the Quran”)[27] and Ma’alim fi al-Tariq (“Milestones”). Milestones has come to be Qutb’s most popular work and has influenced Islamic extremists such as Ayman al-Zawahiri,[28] Dr. Abdullah Azzam, [29] and Osama bin Laden.[30] 

Written while Qutb was in prison in Egypt,[31] Milestones’ central thesis was that the world had degraded into a state of ignorance (as existed before the Prophethood of Mohammad) or jahiliyya.[32] He proposed that the overthrow of apostate rulers and the establishment of Islamic societies worldwide though offensive jihad is the only way to solve this state of affairs. In addition to Hassan al-Banna’s ideas, Qutb was heavily influenced by the writings of Indian Islamist Sayyid Mawlana Abul Ala Maududi (1903-1979)[33] and the medieval scholar Taqi ad-Din Ahmad Ibn Taymiyyah (1263-1328). However, Qutb expanded on their ideas of jahiliyyah and jihad. 

As the 9/11 Commission Report found, Qutb came to the U.S. to study in the late 1940s:

Qutb returned with an enormous loathing of Western society and history. He dismissed Western achievements as entirely material, arguing that Western society possesses “nothing that will satisfy its own conscience and justify its existence.” Three basic themes emerge from Qutb’s writings. First, he claimed that the world was beset with barbarism, licentiousness, and unbelief (a condition he called jahiliyya, the religious term for the period of ignorance prior to the revelations given to the Prophet Mohammed). Qutb argued that humans can choose only between Islam and jahiliyya. Second, he warned that more people, including Muslims, were attracted to jahiliyya and its material comforts than to his view of Islam; jahiliyya could therefore triumph over Islam. Third, no middle ground exists in what Qutb conceived as a struggle between God and Satan. All Muslims—as he defined them—therefore must take up arms in this fight. Any Muslim who rejects his ideas is just one more nonbeliever worthy of destruction.[34]

While both Maududi and Ibn Taymiyyah used jahiliyya to describe some contemporaries, Qutb described the whole of the Muslim community to be in jahiliyya, as “the Muslim community has long ago vanished from existence.”[35] Since Arab secular leaders did not follow the Shari’ah, they were considered to be in apostasy for violating God’s sovereignty (al-hakimiyya) on earth. In fact, “any place where the Shari’ah is not enforced and where Islam is not dominant becomes the Abode of War (Dar-ul-Harb).”[36] Jahiliyyah now included all states, whether ruled by Muslims or not. 

To achieve his vision, Qutb advocated for the creation of a vanguard (tali’a), whose members would model themselves after the Prophet Muhammad’s companions. This vanguard would then fight jahiliyya and its influences through

methods of preaching (daw’a) and persuasion for reforming ideas and beliefs; and it uses physical power and Jihad for abolishing the organizations and authorities of the jahili system which prevents people from reforming their ideas and beliefs but forces them to obey their erroneous ways and make them serve human lords instead of the Almighty Lord.[37] 

According to his vision, the vanguard would not “compromise with the practices of jahili society, nor can we be loyal to it,” Qutb wrote. “Jahili society, because of its jahili characteristics (described as evil and corrupt), is not worthy to be compromised with.”[38]

Qutb’s jihad against Dar al-Harb (Abode of War),[39] was not only to protect the Dar al-Islam (Abode of Islam) but also to enhance it and spread it “throughout the earth to the whole of mankind.”[40] Adherence to Shari’ah would free mankind from the jahiliyyah influences. This war would not be temporary, “but an eternal state, as truth and falsehood cannot co-exist on this earth.”[41] 

The Brotherhood Today: 
While many Muslim Brotherhood branches around the world claim to have embraced democracy, the philosophies developed by Hassan al-Banna and Sayyid Qutb still carry great influence within the organization. The Brotherhood continues to be driven by al-Banna’s belief that Islam is destined to eventually dominate the world. The Brotherhood’s declared principles remain steadfast even today. According to their website, the Brotherhood seeks, “the introduction of the Islamic Shari’ah as the basis controlling the affairs of state and society” and “unification among the Islamic countries and states…liberating them from foreign imperialism.”[42] This includes “spreading Islamic concepts that reject submission to humiliation, and incite to fighting it” while “reviving the will of liberation and independence in the people, and sowing the spirit of resistance.”[43] 

Some have contended that there is a “moderate” wing to the Muslim Brotherhood that can and should serve as a bridge between the Islamic world and the West,[44] but this claim has been much disputed in academia and the media. Proponents of this theory claim that beginning with Hassan al-Hudaybi - al-Banna’s immediate successor as Supreme Guide - the Brotherhood took a moderate turn. 

Detractors[45] note the proponents’ lack of background in the subject matter. They also cite the Brotherhood’s persistent support of violence, under the rubric of resistance against occupation, and the greater popularity of decidedly immoderate figures like Sayyid Qutb over al-Hudaybi in the modern Brotherhood (Qutb’s books can be found in a variety of languages all around the world. The same cannot be said for al-Hudaybi’s). One scholar has questioned whether al-Hudaybi even penned the moderate volume, Preachers, Not Judges, that has been credited to him, raising the possibility that the Egyptian intelligence service played a role in its production.[46]

In the fall of 2007, the Brotherhood issued its first official platform in decades. The platform explains, in plain terms, the agenda of the Brotherhood in Egypt and the Islamic world. It calls for: “Spreading and deepening the true concepts of Islam as a complete methodology that regulates all aspects of life.” Here are some other notable excerpts from the platform:

- “The intentions of the Islamic Shari’ah which aim for the realization of the important aspects and needs and good achievements in the realm of religion and spirit and the self and property and intellect and wealth represent the ruling policy in the defining of the priorities of the goals and strategic policies.”
- “Islam has developed an exemplary model for a state.”
- “The Islamic methodology aims to reform the state of limited capabilities to make it into a strong Islamic state…”

Whatever moderating stance the platform takes, in August 2004, the Brotherhood issued a public appeal of support for those fighting coalition forces in Iraq,[47] and the following month, spiritual guide Yusuf al-Qaradawi issued a fatwa deeming it a religious duty for Muslims to fight America in Iraq.[48] 

The Brotherhood also plays an active role today in promoting terrorism against American interests. The Brotherhood actively supports Hamas to “face the U.S. and Zionist strategy” in the Occupied Territories and supports their “legitimate resistance.”[49]

A November 2007 interview with Brotherhood Supreme Guide Muhammad Mahdi Akef shows the group remains committed to violence against those it views as occupiers.

Akef, the Supreme Guide, pledged 10,000 fighters for Palestine but said it was up to a government to arm and train them. In the same interview, Akef denied the existence of Al Qaeda:

“All these things are American Zionist tricks,” Akef said. “The Shi'ites attack one another, the Sunnis attack one another, and the Shi’ites attack the Sunnis. But the Muslim Brotherhood has a principle, which I declared from day one: The Shi’ites and Sunnis are brothers.”
[...]
“I'd like to go back to the issue of Al-Qaeda. There is no such thing as Al-Qaeda. This is an American invention, so that they will have something to fight for...”

Interviewer: “What about Osama bin Laden, Al-Zawahiri, and the Islamic State of Iraq?”

Akef: “When one man, or two or three, fight this tyrannical global superpower - is it worth anything?”[50]

Interviewer: “Thousands have carried out attacks in the Iraq in the name of Al-Qaeda...”

Akef: “That is a lie. Who says so?”

Interviewer: “They do.”

That argument fits with a theory offered by Lt. Col. (res.) Jonathan Dahoah-Halevi, senior researcher of the Middle East and radical Islam at the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. He argues that Al Qaeda and the Brotherhood share the same final goal - the establishment of a global Caliphate - but the Brotherhood fears “that an Al-Qaeda attack against the West at this time might hamper the Islamic movement’s buildup and focus the West on the threat implicit in Muslim communities.”[51]

Thus, the Muslim Brotherhood and spiritual guide al-Qaradawi condemned al Qaeda’s actions in the aftermath of the attacks on the World Trade Center and Pentagon.

However, in an interview on May 23, 2008 with the online Arabic news service Elaph,[52] Akef seemed to change his approach. He was asked: “Regarding resistance and jihad, do you consider Osama Bin Laden a terrorist or an Islamic Mujahid?” In response, Akef said, “In all certainty, a mujahid, and I have no doubt in his sincerity in resisting the occupation, close to Allah on high.”[53] He was then asked about his previous denial about the existence of al Qaeda, and said, “The name is an American invention, but al Qaeda as a concept and organization comes from tyranny and corruption.”

The interviewer followed with this question: “So, do you support the activities of al Qaeda, and to what extent?” Akef said, “Yes, I support its activities against the occupiers, and not against the people.”

Two days later, in another interview the Saudi-owned pan-Arab daily Al-Sharq al-Awsat, Akef tried to clarify some of his comments about al Qaeda after receiving criticism from religious and political leaders about his remarks in the May 23 interview. He said:

We (the Brotherhood) have nothing to do with al Qaeda or Osama bin Laden... we are against violence except when fighting the occupier...When he [bin Laden] fights the occupier then he is a mujahid, and when he attacks civilians, then this is rejected. The word al Qaeda is an American illusion...Bin Laden has a thought ...his thought is based on violence, and we do not approve of violence under any circumstances except one and that is fighting an occupier. We have nothing to do with al Qaeda or Osama bin Laden...we condemn any thought that leads to violence. When bin Laden fights the occupier then he is a mujahid, when he attacks the innocent and citizens then this is rejected.[54]

Al-Qaradawi’s condemnation of 9/11 was based on his assertion that the passengers in the plane and the people in the World Trade Center were civilians. However, in an interview on Al-Jazeera in 2004, al Qaradawi elaborated on the concept of the civilian:

When I was asked, I said that I forbid the killing of civilians. I said that it is permitted to kill only those who fight. Islam forbids killing women, youth, and so on. I said so openly, but I asked, “Who is a civilian?” When engineers, laborers, and technicians enter [Iraq] with the American army, are they considered civilians? Is a fighter only the one inside the tank or also the one servicing it? I am speaking of the interpretation of the word “civilian”.[55]

By this logic, it can be argued that anyone providing support to a military force in a Muslim country - whether it be a tank mechanic, a worker at a defense factory, or even an American taxpayer - is no longer considered a civilian.

In June 2008, Mohammad Habib, the first deputy chairman of the Muslim Brotherhood, sat down with an interviewer from Al Ahrar, an Egyptian daily. In the long interview, Habib spoke to the international Muslim Brotherhood:

Al-Ahrar: But what about the view that the Muslim Brotherhood will perish in the coming twenty years?

Dr. Habib: On the contrary, I see that the future is ours, and we will reach our aspirations. The group is gaining every day more territories and a depth in the consciousness of the Egyptian people. Add to this, the group is not confined to Egypt, it has offshoots in various countries all over the world, it continuously grows, achieves more successes at all levels. 

Al-Ahrar: What about the international Muslim Brotherhood?

Dr. Habib: There are entities that exist in many countries all over the world. These entities have the same ideology, principle and objectives but they work in different circumstances and different contexts. So, it is reasonable to have decentralization in action so that every entity works according to its circumstances and according to the problems it is facing and in their framework.
This actually achieves two objectives: First: It adds flexibility to movement. Second: It focuses on action. Every entity in its own country can issue its own decision because it is more aware of the problems, circumstances and context in which they are working. However, there is some centralization in some issues. These entities can have dialogue when there is a common cause that faces Arabs or Muslims over their central issues like the Palestinian cause. At that time, all of them must cooperate for it. I want to confirm that while some see that Palestine caused rifts among the Arabs, we see that this cause is the one for which all Arabs unite.[56]

The Brotherhood in the West
In the United States, the Brotherhood has had an active presence since the 1960s. They have been represented by various organizations such as the Muslim Students’ Association (MSA) founded in 1963, the North American Islamic Trust (NAIT) 1971, the Islamic Society of North America (ISNA) 1981, the International Institute of Islamic Thought (IIIT) 1981, the Islamic Association for Palestine (IAP) 1981, the United Association for Studies and Research (UASR) 1989, the American Muslim Council (AMC) 1990, the Muslim American Society (MAS) 1992, the Muslim Arab Youth Association (MAYA), the Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR) 1994, and others. In fact, nearly all prominent Islamic organizations in the United States are rooted in the Muslim Brotherhood.

An internal Brotherhood memorandum, released during the terror-support trial of the Holy Land Foundation for Relief and Development (HLF) trial in July 2007 shows that the Brotherhood’s jihad can take more subtle and long range approaches. Dated to May 22, 1991, the memo states:

The Ikhwan must understand that their work in America is a kind of grand Jihad in eliminating and destroying the Western civilization from within and ‘sabotaging’ its miserable house by their hands and the hands of the believers so that it is eliminated and God’s religion is made victorious over all other religions.[57]

That theme was picked up four years later by a Yusuf al-Qaradawi, a Muslim Brotherhood spiritual leader attending a conference in Toledo, Ohio. Al-Qaradawi has been offered the post of General Guide of the Muslim Brotherhood twice, but has turned it down in favor of building and managing several Islamist organizations in the West and the Middle East associated with the Brotherhood.[58] At the Ohio conference hosted by the Muslim Arab Youth Association (MAYA), he said, “Our brothers in Hamas, in Palestine, the Islamic resistance, the Islamic Jihad, after all the rest have given up and despaired, the movement of the Jihad brings us back to our faith.”[59]

He later added:

What remains, then, is to conquer Rome. The second part of the omen. “The city of Hiraq [once emperor of Constantinople] will be conquered first,” so what remains is to conquer Rome. This means that Islam will come back to Europe for the third time, after it was expelled from it twice… Conquest through Da'wa [proselytizing], that is what we hope for. We will conquer Europe, we will conquer America! Not through sword but through Da’wa.
…

But the balance of power will change, and this is what is told in the Hadith of Ibn-Omar and the Hadith of Abu-Hurairah: "You shall continue to fight the Jews and they will fight you, until the Muslims will kill them. And the Jew will hide behind the stone and the tree, and the stone and the tree will say: ‘Oh servant of Allah, Oh Muslim, this is a Jew behind me. Come and kill him!’ The resurrection will not come before this happens.” This is a text from the good omens in which we believe.[60]

Prominent Brotherhood organizations in Europe include the Forum of European Muslim Youth and Student Organizations, the Muslim Association of Britain, the European Council for Fatwa and Research, the Islamische Gemeinschaft Deutschland (IGD), and the Union des Organisations Islamiques de France (UOIF). 

Muslim Brotherhood-affiliated organizations in the West have successfully, but disingenuously, positioned themselves as gatekeepers to the Muslim-American community. The underlying goal of these groups is to redefine moderate Islam and to oversee a separation between Western Muslim communities and their secular host societies in order to promote Islamism reinforce loyalty to the global ummah. Inherent in these goals is a strategy to weaken Western resistance to Islamism. Presenting themselves as the moderate voices of Islam, they have created a narrative to their community that the US government’s campaign against terrorism is, rather, a generalized “war against Islam” that must be shunned, discouraged, and monitored. This characterization serves to demonize the efforts of the U.S. government and the West, which ultimately serves to radicalize and alienate Western Muslims.

To a large degree, the narrative propagated by these organizations is a corollary of the primary message of radical Islam at large: That there is a conspiracy by the West to subjugate Islam. This self-victimization fuels paranoia that Muslims are being selectively targeted for racist reasons, because of “special interests,” or due to anti-Muslim bias in Western foreign policy. This, in turn, inflames self-alienation and degrades any positive connections between Western Muslim communities and their host state. The foundation and histories of these intertwined organizations in America, as well as their actions in the West, should be examined in an effort to shed a light on the radicalizing effect on the local Muslim communities.

Over the last forty years, the movement that began in 1963 with the MSA has transformed itself into a network of like-minded organizations most commonly identified by a wide array of acronyms. ISNA grew directly out of MSA. According to Muslim activist Ihsan Bagby who has long been involved in ISNA leadership, “ISNA has always sought inspiration and guidance from the intellectual leaders of the modern Islamic movement (Maududi, Sayyid Qutb, Hasan al-Banna, etc.)” 

NAIT serves as the financial arm of ISNA and holds the deeds to numerous ideologically compatible mosques and Islamic institutions. Groups such as ISNA attract Muslims of all backgrounds to their conferences. Yet, the leadership has remained committed to uphold the values of conservative Islamism, which looks to Islamicize society within the confines of a very specific interpretation. These organizations have been supported by funding from the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

In 1993, there was a meeting of the Palestine Committee of the Muslim Brotherhood in North America on how to advance the cause of Hamas. As a result of those discussions, three officials from the pro-Hamas, Islamic Association for Palestine (IAP) founded the Council of American-Islamic Relations (CAIR). CAIR’s stated mission is “to enhance understanding of Islam, encourage dialogue, protect civil liberties, empower American Muslims, and build coalitions that promote justice and mutual understanding.” By observing the Washington, D.C. based leadership of CAIR, and some of CAIR’s local branch leaders throughout the United States for twelve-years, it has become clear that CAIR has branched out beyond their stated mission. CAIR resources have consistently been utilized to block any action against radicalism. Since its inception, CAIR has intimidated and silenced critics - even fellow Muslims - while spreading disinformation about any who attempt to oppose or compete with them. Personal attacks on reporters, government officials and others who address issues of radical Islamism are dispatched in lieu of responding substantively to allegations. Almost every time there is a terrorist prosecution or an asset forfeiture of an Islamic charity linked to a terrorist group, CAIR, and other groups such as the Muslim American Society (MAS) - an organization that has been identified by a top Muslim Brotherhood leader as one of their own - condemns it as a fishing expedition meant to demonize Muslims. CAIR does indeed also work to protect the civil liberties of Muslims, an important endeavor, but does so in a way that projects an “us vs. them” mentality to American Muslims, purposefully fomenting isolation from the rest of the country.

Despite the known ties of the above mentioned organizations to the Muslim Brotherhood, the U.S. government insists on engaging in “outreach” and dialogue with them. This has led to an almost comical situation in which one side of the Department of Justice labels CAIR as an unindicted coconspirator in what has been alleged to be the biggest case of terrorist financing in the history of the Republic while the other side of the Department of Justice meets with CAIR officials and attends CAIR conferences in an effort to perform outreach with the Muslim-American community. 

While it can be argued that outreach with the Muslim-American community is a necessary component to a successful counterterrorism strategy, there is absolutely no reason that this outreach has to go through organizations that ascribe to the ideology of the Muslim Brotherhood. Alternatively, outreach can be performed at the grassroots level and through individuals respected in the Muslim-American community, like doctors and local businessmen, instead of through groups such as CAIR, ISNA, and MAS. 

Muslim voices which promote accountability, democracy, human rights and freedoms must be elevated and embraced. Short of that, organizations, individuals and institutions in the West and in the Muslim world that are knee-jerk anti-American, and pro-terrorist, or, at a minimum, apologists for terrorism, should be denounced and avoided. The U.S. should not seek to embrace or promote the “least worst option” for lack of a better solution. All organizations with ties to the Muslim Brotherhood need to be treated for what they are: fascistic, paternalistic organizations that seek the return of the Caliphate, and organizations that are apologists for radical Islam and terrorism, and are not prepared to be responsible actors in democratic systems, and will not support the future pluralistic liberal institutions which much be built throughout the Muslim world in order to strengthen the promotion of democracy.

Rather than countering the ideology promoted by the Muslim Brotherhood and the terrorist groups that it has spawned, the U.S. has empowered the Muslim Brotherhood and, by extension, its uncompromising message by reaching out to the group itself in a poorly targeted effort to find allies in the Muslim world. Domestically, government agencies, departments, and officials at the federal, state, and local levels have unwittingly empowered front groups of the Muslim Brotherhood by making them the dominant focus of their outreach to the Muslim community and thus anointing groups with an extremist bent and a documented ulterior agenda as the gatekeepers to the Muslim-American community. This policy, which continues to this day despite the criminal connections of many of these organizations, can only end in disaster for the interest of the United States both domestically and abroad.

Current and future U.S. outreach efforts need to be viewed through this lens, as the promotion and legitimacy of dangerous elements needs to be avoided at all costs, lest we allow short term and short sighted efforts of outreach, that mostly serve our goals only for the sake of appearances, yet do much damage to legitimate and genuine moderates by promoting elements which seek to exclude moderate voices, trump the more important long term needs and goals of the region, and U.S. national security. 

The Muslim Brotherhood movement should be considered a strategic enemy of the United States. It should be designated as a foreign power and a threat, from a counterintelligence point-of-view, to the national security of the United States. The Muslim Brotherhood has stated clearly that it considers the United States to be its enemy, despite claims by some commentators that there exists a moderate wing of the movement that somehow does not support the movement’s core goals and ideology.
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G8 Summit Statement on Counterterrorism

By Michael Kraft

Overlooked in the reporting on the G8 summit’s discussions in Rusutsu, Japan, this week on climate change and other subjects, was a major statement on counterterrorism, reaffirming that ”abductions and the taking of hostages are repugnant practices to be strongly condemned.” 

The terrorism issue was scarcely mentioned in articles found on a Google search except for an interesting Canadian news article focusing on Afganistan. 

However the statement was a useful reaffirmation of goals: “We, the leaders of the G-8 summit, condemn in the strongest possible terms all acts of terrorism, and commit ourselves to take every possible measure to counter this threat to the international community.”

The statements issued at summit conferences in themselves have little direct immediate impact, although they do provide a statement and goals for the bureaucracies. 

The statement of shared principles included: ”All terrorist acts are criminal and unjustifiable, and must be unequivocally condemned, especially when they indiscriminately target or injure civilians.”

This phrase had a contemporary and historic ring to it. While it apparently was aimed at those who attempt to justify the Al-Qaeda-inspired mass bombings of civilians, it was also an echo of the Reagan Administration’s public diplomacy efforts to label terrorists as criminals and undercut their image in some quarters as romantic “freedom fighters.”

The phrase previously on hostage taking undoubtedly was drafted before the dramatic rescue of hostages, including three Americans, in Colombia last week. It also has a bearing though on the pending swap between Israel and Hezbollah of four terrorists for the bodies of two Israeli soldiers who were kidnapped by the Lebanese-based group in a cross border raid two years ago touching off a major conflict. One of the terrorists who is being released in the controversial swap is Samir Kuntar, a Lebanese terrorist who in 1979 raid took hostage a young Israeli father and his four-year-old daughter, bashing her head against a rock. 

The G8 statement also urged the strengthening of the United Nations efforts to counter terrorism. This an effort that is being encouraged by an increasingly active non-government organization, the Center on Global Counterterrorism Cooperation, which has published a number of studies on the subject.

Many observers feel the UN efforts have been lagging after the inital surge following 9/11 but say the UN is being re-energized by the recent appointment of Mike Smith, an experienced Australian diplomat as United Nations Assistant Secretary-General, and Executive Director of the UN Counter-Terrorism Committee Executive Directorate. 

For reference, the full text of the July 8 G8 statement follows.


Read More »



G8 Leaders Statement on Counter-Terrorism
July 8, 2008

We, the leaders of the G8, condemn in the strongest terms all acts of terrorism, and commit ourselves to take every possible measure to counter this threat to the international community. We have taken cooperative actions against terrorism, particularly in successive G8 Summits since 2001, including strengthening the role of the United Nations, improving information sharing, and combating the financing of terrorism, strengthening the security of land, sea, and air transport, undertaking measures for better control of Man-Portable Air Defense Systems, and launching the Secure and Facilitated International Travel Initiative. Still, terrorism remains one of the most serious threats affecting all countries and peoples in the world. 

Our work is and will be guided by shared principles, including the following: 
- All terrorist acts are criminal and unjustifiable, and must be unequivocally condemned, especially when they indiscriminately target or injure civilians.
- Suicide bombings are a particularly despicable tactic, and recruiting the young or disadvantaged to carry out such acts must be uniformly condemned.
- Abductions and the taking of hostages are repugnant practices to be strongly condemned.
- Conflict, oppression, and poverty do not excuse or justify terrorism.
- Terrorist abuse of freedoms inherent to democratic societies to spread hatred and incite violence, such as through abuse of modern technologies and open borders, will not be tolerated.

Today in Hokkaido Toyako, we reaffirm our commitment to countering terrorism with every means at our disposal, while ensuring the rule of law and respect for human rights and international law. Our success in combating terrorism will lie not only in countering present terrorist threats, but in providing the hope and reality of a vision that undercuts the false appeal of violent extremism. Thus, we welcome the report submitted by the G8 experts on international terrorism and transnational organized crime, and underscore our pledge to further strengthen our cooperation to counter the terrorist threat including the following:

1. We recognize the United Nations' central role in countering terrorism and express our firm support for UN efforts. We call on all Member States to implement UN measures to counter terrorism including the Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy and relevant Security Council resolutions. We also stress the importance of concluding and implementing international conventions and protocols against terrorism.

2. We emphasize the critical role of capacity building for countries requiring assistance to meet their international counter-terrorism commitments. In this regard, we will further strengthen cooperation among the G8 and the UN, especially by enhancing efficient coordination with the Counter-Terrorism Committee/Counter-Terrorism Executive Directorate (CTC/CTED) through the Counter-Terrorism Action Group (CTAG). We also encourage and support regional cooperation.

3. In light of the diversified threats and methods of terrorism, we will reinforce our efforts to tackle a wide array of threats including Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear (CBRN) terrorism, attacks on critical energy infrastructure and transportation systems, and the abuse of information/communication technology.

4. We commit also to strengthen our efforts to combat terrorist financing, including the prevention of bulk cash smuggling to finance terrorism and the risk of terrorist exploitation and abuse of charities, while mindful of the overall valuable role of charities. We stress the urgent need for full implementation of existing standards, including Financial Action Task Force (FATF) Special Recommendations VIII and IX, and ask our experts to take steps to share information, evaluate threats, assess new trends and promote implementation and review these efforts next year.

5. We recognize the critical importance of preventing radicalization leading to violence as part of efforts to curb and stop terrorism. We will continue to develop measures to counter and prevent such radicalization.

6. We welcome the G8 Foreign Ministers' Statement on Afghanistan. We reaffirm the importance of economic and social development along with counter-terrorism measures in the Afghanistan-Pakistan border region, which can play a critical role in bringing lasting peace, stability and security to this region. To this end, we are committed to further strengthening the coordination of our efforts in the border region in cooperation with the respective countries, international organizations, and other donors.

Today, we reaffirm our unshakable belief that terrorism cannot and will not succeed. Our response to the terrorist threat will respect our common democratic values. We must protect individuals and uphold human rights while we confront terrorism. We must promote freedom and security, protect democracy, and ensure justice. 
(END)
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Will Iran's Missile Test Result in New U.S. Sanctions Law?

By Andrew Cochran

Today's missile tests by Iran might be the last straw in efforts on Capitol Hill to enact new sanctions. In late June, the Senate Finance Committee passed S.3227, "The Iran Sanctions Act of 2008," which included a host of provisions to isolate Iran's nuclear program and financial system. But that act is opposed by the Administration for several reasons. 

Senate leadership could merge S.3227 with another Iran sanctions bill, the Iran Sanctions Enabling Act (S.1430). The ISEA has a different emphasis, that of enabling and encouraging further disinvestment from Iran-related investments (the "divest terror" approach). The ISEA passed the U.S. House last year (HR2347) but has not been passed through the relevant committee in the Senate, the Senate Banking Committee. The lead Senate sponsor is Democratic Senator Barack Obama, and Senate leaders might decide that merging the two bills meets both policy and political goals. 

But in an election year with a shortened Congressional session, nothing is certain. Congress would have to iron out any differences between the Senate and House versions before final passage. Any Iran sanctions bill could be subject to Presidential veto if it includes the provisions already opposed by the Administration or if it is attached to another bill also opposed by the President, The lack of committee approval of the ISEA, to date, is a stumbling block to final passage of a merged bill (if that is the intention of Senate leadership).
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Some Rays of Hope in Recent Operations

By Douglas Farah

I have been rightly described as extremely pessimistic about the way our intelligence and law enforcement communities-with the exception of isolated pockets-are facing (or not) the challenges I see as most pressing for the 21st century.

These include the growing and spreading threat of non-state armed actors, the criminal-terrorist nexus, the spreading narco mini-states across Central and northern South America, and the world of shadow facilitators that tie disparate networks together.

In my experience, most of the problems center on a lack of understanding of how the world really operates, and a distinct inability to see things beyond how we have experienced them for ourselves, meaning the world is often viewed as operating according to our cultural and political experience, rather than operating as it operates.

But a string of recent successes (two by the Drug Enforcement Administration and one by the Colombian army with U.S. military support) show rays of hope. Some of the risk-aversion is being overcome, creative thinking is being more welcomed and human intelligence is again the key.

The cases are the arrest of Viktor Bout; the successful arrest and extradition of Monzar al Kassar; and the freeing of the FARC hostages.
What these cases have in common is the creativity with which the operations were conceived, the flexibility in the implementation of them, the correct identification of high-value targets, and the extensive use of human intelligence to develop the operations and carry them out successfully. My full blog is here.
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Assad's moment of truth

By Olivier Guitta

Syrian President Bashir al Assad is going to have to make a decision soon if he wants to cut its ties to Tehran and reintegrate the international community.
For an extensive coverage of the Levant, please see The Croissant (subscriptions available for $99/year).

I just wrote an article for the Middle East Times on this topic.
You can read the whole piece here.

Here is an excerpt:
The international community had shunned Syrian President Bashar al-Assad completely since 2005 when he was forced to "officially" remove his troops from occupied Lebanon. But he is not a pariah anymore. He has now become a hot ticket courted from Jerusalem to Ankara and Paris, to name a few. How did Assad realize this tour de force?

While many analysts viewed Assad as a weak pawn, facts are contradicting this assessment. Indeed, on the contrary Assad turns out to be an astute strategist playing his cards quite well.

First he weathered a nasty storm in 2005, clinging to power and fending off successfully all his adversaries including former French President Jacques Chirac, U.S. President George W. Bush and Saudi King Abdullah. Then, he started "secret" peace negotiations with Israel while at the same time closing ranks with Iran and profiting from Tehran's financial largesse.

But now the crucial time has come and Assad is going to have to decide in the next few months which camp he really belongs to: the West's side or Iran's.

The first major public event that really put things in motion was the assassination in February in Damascus of Hezbollah's terror master Imad Mughnieh. In an article for the Middle East Times, right after Mughnieh's murder, I made the case of Syria's involvement and the possibility that this was part of a deal with Israel. 
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Winning the War of Ideas

By Matthew Levitt

Engagement in the battle of ideas and strategic communication has long been the missing ingredient in the government-wide effort to combat terrorism. Now, with a restructured public diplomacy bureaucracy at the State Department and elsewhere in the interagency process, engaging foreign publics has formally and strategically become part of the toolkit to combat radical extremist ideologies. Today, in his first major public address in his new position in Washington, Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs James Glassman addressed The Washington Institute for Near East Policy's Special Policy Forum on "Winning the War of Ideas." The prepared text of his remarks is available here. 

July 8, 2008 02:54 PM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

NEFA Foundation Report - The Evolution of the Taliban in Pakistan: Feb-May 2008

By Evan Kohlmann

[image: image5.jpg]


The NEFA Foundation has released a new report by NEFA Senior Investigator Claudio Franco titled "The Evolution of the Taliban in Pakistan during the February-May 2008 Period: The Peace Accord Era." Franco explores the evolution of the insurgency in North-Western Pakistan from February-May 2008, a time characterized by an attempt to stabilize the area by means of a negotiated effort. The new Pakistani cabinet, led by Yusuf Reza Gilani, initiated a dialogue with the insurgents in Malakand and Swat, eventually finalizing two distinct peace accords in April and May 2008. But have the Pakistani authorities been more successful than the West has noticed in stabilizing the region, or is this another ephemeral exercise in tribal diplomacy? Will the undeniable results achieved by Pakistan benefit the Coalition's forces across the border? And more importantly, what kind of conflict are the tribes of North-Western Pakistan bracing for: An Islamist insurgency or conflict by proxy across the border? In the report, Franco also examines the emergence and consolidation of non-Taliban Islamist militias in the northern tribal areas of Pakistan, paying particular attention to Mangal Bagh's Lashkar-e-Islam (LI); LI is the Khyber-based Islamist militia targeted by the army in the first military operation ordered by Yousuf Reza Gilani, Pakistan's first post-Musharraf Prime Minister. 


The report can be downloaded from the NEFA Foundation website.
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(NBC/NEFA) - Voices from the Iraqi Insurgency: An Exclusive Interview with the Islamic Army in Iraq (IAI)

By Evan Kohlmann
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(See also - MSNBC Deep Background: "Iraqi insurgents weigh in on American election") 

In an effort to help Americans better understand the evolving dynamics behind the Sunni insurgency in Iraq, I have begun conducting a series of exclusive interviews with prominent Sunni insurgent organizations. The third group to accept my invitation was the Islamic Army in Iraq (IAI), a dominant Sunni faction that has come into frequent conflict with Al-Qaida over the past year. From MSNBC's Deep Background:

A spokesman for one of Iraq’s most prominent insurgent groups declares in a rare interview that he favors the Democrats in the upcoming presidential election. “We believe that the Democrats are more aware of the severity of the American situation in Iraq, and, therefore, they can give more attention to safeguarding American interests in this region,” the spokesman said. The comments are part of an exclusive interview that NBC News terrorism analyst Evan Kohlmann recently conducted with Dr. Ali al-Naimi, spokesman for the Islamic Army in Iraq. Kohlmann, who also serves as Senior Investigator for the NEFA Foundation, has now conducted several interviews with the leading insurgent groups in Iraq. The on-the-record conversations have revealed the rifts that have arisen amongst the Iraqi insurgent groups and al-Qaida. In the recent interview, al-Naimi denounces al-Qaida and its foreign fighters. “The errors of al-Qaida in regards to spilling the blood of the innocent are more numerous than can possibly be covered in a single response, statement, or interview,” al-Naimi said. The IAI, as it’s commonly referred to, is one of the largest insurgent groups in Iraq. It claims to have been founded in the years prior to the U.S. invasion, “when all signs indicated that Bush was going to lead the Americans to slaughter the peaceful people of Iraq,” al-Naimi said. Its mission is to kill and drive out U.S. forces, which it derides as occupiers. "We wish the American soldiers would leave us in peace, for we are not murderers and we do not experience joy in killing anyone. But if they insist on staying here in order to satisfy the whims of Bush, then American families should expect to receive many more bodies," al-Naimi said. “Send my blessings to the intelligent people of America and let them know of my point of view,” he concludes.


A complete translated transcript of my exclusive interview with the IAI can be downloaded from the NEFA Foundation website. 
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FISA Surprise: Bill Amendment Could Mean No Telecom Immunity for Months (corrected)

By Andrew Cochran

CORRECTION, July 8: The amendment referred to my original post refers to an amendment to be offered during Senate debate, and not to Section 301 in the House-passed bill, as I first reported. The error is mine and I regret any confusion I might have caused by my original post. The post below now reflects the correction.)
-----------
The U.S. House passed the "FISA Amendments Act of 2008" right before the July 4 recess, which provided a mechanism for immunizing telecommunications companies from possible lawsuits resulting from cooperation provided for the NSA wireless surveillance program after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks. At the time, it was characterized as a victory for the telecoms, and the White House supported it. The Senate will vote on another provision to the bill which guarantees that immunity wouldn't become effective for months after the President signs the bill, and the White House is now demanding that the Senate remove that provision. 

Under the amendment to be offered by Sen. Bingaman, at least four Inspectors General must review the entire program, starting from the 9-11 attacks through January of this year (corrected), and report to the Congress; the immunity becomes effective 90 days after that report is sent to Congress. The requirement has drawn a veto threat from the Adiminstration (see this letter to the Congress).

I worked for over 10 years as a supervisory auditor in the Commerce Department Inspector General's office, and I can guarantee that such a report as contemplated, presumably to be prepared and written under generally accepted government auditing standards, cannot possibly be completed in any less than 15 months, and perhaps not for as long as two years. The original Section 301 in the House bill gives the IGs a year after enactment but does not delay the implementation of the bill for the report. The Bingaman amendment is expected to be defeated.

July 7, 2008 05:08 PM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

The Ties That Bind

By Douglas Farah

The Washington Post's recent article on the surprises that the biometric database is turning in among those arrested abroad shows in part the ties that bind terrorist and criminal groups.

It also shows the power of sharing data across institutional lines, as well as the inherent issues related to individual privacy that will have to be navigated as the we move forward.

What the biometric database that has been developed since 9/11 shows is that many of those arrested in Iraq, Somalia, Colombia and elsewhere are wanted criminals in the United States. The hit rate is above 1 percent, which may not seem like a lot, but offers only a glimpse into the number of criminals now participating in wars against the United States.

These criminal records, matched by fingerprints, and is some cases iris scans and other measures, show just how vulnerable the United is should terrorists (whether Islamist extremists or other groups) choose to attack.

"I found the number stunning," said Frances Fragos Townsend, a security consultant and former assistant to the president for homeland security. "It suggested to me that this was going to give us far greater insight into the relationships between individuals fighting against U.S. forces in the theater and potential U.S. cells or support networks here in the United States."
So, many people who lived here, know the system and voluntarily or involuntarily leave to join radical Islamist movements abroad or carry out terrorist activities with other groups. And the ones that are known are those who have had the misfortune to get arrested and leave a criminal record. My full blog is here.
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The Threat Here -- 2008

By Madeleine Gruen & Frank Hyland

This is the first article in a series by Madeleine Gruen and Frank Hyland, portraying the seriousness of the threat of homegrown terrorism in the United States for readers of The Counterterrorism Blog.

Every American remembers and can identify with what happened on 9-11-2001; however, in the years since, America’s sense of urgency about terrorism has diminished. Few Americans realize the potential of reoccurrence in the United States because the incidents and indicators are spread out both geographically and over time. It is worth recalling and updating from time to time, then, the true scope of the threat within the US. 

A lot of emphasis, and rightly so, is placed on the terrorist threat in Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and similar locales. In contrast, we have not been hit in the Homeland since 9/11. Since those attacks, however, we have witnessed a series of major attacks and plots in Europe, and understand that the spread of Jihadi ideology by radical clerics and Islamist organizations in Europe is the primary cause. 


Read More »



The problem of radical Islamism in the United States is by no means as widespread as it is in Europe or in other parts of the world; we have a more diverse population, a unique sense of nationality, better opportunities for immigrants, and provide a more optimistic future for the children of immigrants. We also have many fine examples of rejection of radical ideology by American Muslim leaders and communities. 

Nevertheless, there have been a number of cases of attacks and plots in the United States executed by individuals or small groups inspired by the same jihadist ideology that inspired the March 2004 Madrid train bombings, the July 7 and 21, 2005 London Transit bombings, and 2007 Glasgow Airport car bomb attack, as well as other major plots. 

American examples include; 

The 1993 World Trade Center Bombing; 

The attack on the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill students by an Iranian-American who sought to “avenge the deaths of Muslims worldwide;” 

The 2007 plot to kill American soldiers at Ft. Dix;

The 1997 shootings atop the Empire State Building by a Palestinian-American;

The July 2006 shootings at the Jewish Federation of Greater Seattle, committed by a lone American gunman of Pakistani descent as an act of retribution against the United States and Israel for their foreign policies. 

While each case generally receives the intensive investigation it is due, there is a tendency for authorities to dismiss each case as a “one-off;” a stand-alone circumstance put to an end with an arrest and trial. Countless cases of attacks committed by individuals from every ethnic and religious background can be recounted, but the above-listed examples bear a common thread based on ideological motivation. That ideology exists in pockets in the US, and is rarely discussed, likely due to our sense of American exceptionalism and to our sense of political correctness that often prohibits analytical inspection of a minority population or religion.

Initially, exceptionalism and political correctness caused Western Europeans, too, to be dismissive about the spread of radical Islamist ideology, which enabled radicalizing agents to spread their influence further and more deeply until the problem became pandemic. 

This analytic series will examine events of the past and spotlight current trends as a means of evaluating the Homeland threat in a levelheaded way, and, it is hoped, enhance awareness that will help obstruct the further spread of Jihadi ideology and the threat of a homegrown attack in the United States. Future articles will look at the individuals and organizations that have been accused of spreading radical ideology in the US, the hubs or nodes where radicalization shows signs of taking root, methods of operation, capabilities, intentions, and tactics. 
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Maajid Nawaz, Former Senior Official in Hizb ut-Tahrir, to Testify Before U.S. Congress

By Andrew Cochran

Maajid Nawaz, currently Director of the Quilliam Foundation in the UK, will testify on Thursday before a U.S. Senate committee on the subject of the roots of violent extremism and how to counter it. Mr. Nawaz became famous for publicly renouncing his membership Hizb ut-Tahrir, in which he had become a leader in the UK, and denouncing it as an extremist organization. In a September 2007 op-ed in the Sunday London Times, Nawaz described the allure of Hizbut to him in his youth, his activities in the group, and the events which led to his withdrawal. That account sounds so familiar to anybody interested in the process of homegrown radicalization - Nawaz was a third-generation British Muslim. On the Quillium website, Nawaz describes how he debated with Muslim Brotherhood members while in prison in Egypt and came away convinced, as he wrote in the Times op-ed, that "what I had been propagating was far from true Islam. I began to realise that what I had subscribed to was actually Islamism sold to me in the name of Islam. And it is with this realisation that I can now say that the more I learnt about Islam, the more tolerant I became." Nawaz still suffers from his years in Hizbut and his imprisonment; just today, the Guardian reports that he has been denied permission to train as a lawyer in the UK. The official denial referred to his "knowingly engaging in political activities whilst in a country in which those activities were banned."

Nawaz might be the most senior former leader of an Islamic extremist group to testify before the Congress since the 9-11 attacks. Also testifying with him will be Zeyno Baran, a former Contributing Expert here who coined the term "conveyor belt for terrorists" to describe Hizbut's role in radical Islam. Other scheduled witnesses include the Director of the National Counterterrorism Center, Michael Leiter.

One of the topics for the hearing will be the role of the Muslim Brotherhood in fostering extremism, a topic about which this site has been a leading source of information, from our panel on the Brotherhood's role in the formation of the Holy Land Foundation and other Muslim charities in the U.S. to numerous other posts on the MB's international influence.

The hearing is another in a series on islamic extremism held by the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, chaired by Sen. Joseph Lieberman. The committee issued a report in May, "Violent Islamist Extremism, The Internet, and the Homegrown Terrorist Threat," and I posted in May on Sen. Lieberman's efforts to convince Google to remove Internet videos produced by terrorist organizations, such as Al-Qaeda, from its YouTube subsidiary.
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After Islamabad, its Karachi Now !

By Animesh Roul

After Sunday’s suicide blast in the capital Islamabad, now its Karachi’s turn to face terrorists' wrath. Monday evening, the port city of Karachi was rocked by a series of 8 low intensity blasts, which have killed at least two , while injuring more than 50 odd people. Soon after, panic stricken people stoned and vandalized many shops and cars. Rioting broke out in most part of the city following these blasts.

According to media reports, the first blast occurred in a garbage dump, near the Banaras Chowk petrol pump, followed by another after a few minutes on a nearby footpath, injuring 16 persons. A third blast occurred in a truck in North Nazimabad area of Shahra-e-Noor Jehan near Sohail mosque, injuring eight. The fourth blast, in Haidri Children School, injured another eight. The fifth blast occurred in a bomb planted in motorcycle in Qasba colony, injuring a policeman and which also killed the motorcyclist himself. A policeman was injured in the sixth blast in a bicycle in Manghopir. Two simultaneous explosions occurred in Pak colony wounding more than 12.

October last year in Karachi, more than 150 people were killed in twin bombings during Benazir Bhutto's homecoming rally. Undoubtedly, these serail blasts were triggered only create an atmosphere of fear and tension in the city at large. However, the provincial government blamed on the elements who have been trying to destabilize coalition government in Sind. 

Karachi has been always in the news for sectarian and political violence. Looking at the recent developments and Karachi’s history of sectarian discord, I would zeroed on the proscribed Sunni outfit, Sipah-e-Sahaba Pakistan (SSP) or its militant wing, Lashkar-e- Jhangvi who has ties with Pro-Taliban and al Qaeda elements. SSP, late last month, had declared its new name (read ‘incarnation’) Ahle Sunnat wa Aljamaat Pakistan (ASWJP). In Karachi, SSP is powerful and pervasive. Without its knowledge or help, no underground outfit can operate freely. Monday's blasts may be a declaration of ASWJP's arrival in Pakistan's 'bloody' horizon. 
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Islamic D-8 Summit Agenda in Malaysia Promotes Trade, Energy Revenue Sharing 

By Jonathan Winer

As the G-8 plows forward in Hokkaido with its solutions to counter soaring crude oil prices, global inflation and increasing protectionism, in Kuala Lumpur, the Summit of the Developing Nations, or D-8, consisting of the eight most populous Islamic nations, will be announcing its own initiatives to strengthen economic development and governance in the D-8 member states of Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Malaysia, Nigeria, Pakistan and Turkey.

Two years ago, meeting in Bali, the D-8 signed agreements to push trade, emphasized the need for universal membership of the WTO and called on members of the WTO to accelerate the accession process for all developing countries. Moreover, the D-8 urged that developing countries cooperate to develop alternative and renewable energy resources, among others bio-fuel, biomass, hydro, solar, wind; to address "the digital divide between the developed and developing countries," and to develop emerging technologies, including biotechnology. Unsurprisingly, the D-8 also called for the peaceful use of nuclear energy -- a principle demanded by Iran -- but one also supported by the G-8 as well.

Two years later, as the heads of state were meeting in Kuala Lumpur, both the promise and the limits of the D-8 process remained evident. The proposed D-8 Preferential Tariff Agreement (PTA) on selected goods of member countries remained stalled as only Malaysia and Iran of the four states necessary for it to come into force had ratified the agreement. As the summit began, Malaysian Prime Minister Abdullah Badawi was emphasizing the importance of securing that agreement in order to accelerate intra D-8 trade beyond its current level of $60 billion per year. Malaysia was also emphasizing that strengthening manufacturing activities in sectors such as food, textile, electrical and electronics as well as the oil and gas industries would drive growth in trade, and thereby drive development and jobs. Malaysia's pragmatic agenda for the D-8 included the signing of customs agreements and visa agreements between member states to facilitate the movement of goods and to enable smooth travel of the business community from one member state to another. 

Finally, Malaysia said it would propose that nations which gain windfalls from soaring oil prices share their profits with other developing member states hit by the current energy crisis.

There is an obvious congruence between the D-8 agenda to the G-8 agenda, which deals with each of these issues. But interesting, the D-8 agenda, while less comprehensive, is in its core area of trade, customs, and visas, more concrete than anything in the vast list of G-8 initiatives.

Notably, at the end of the D-8 summit, Indonesian President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono will attend the final day of the G-8 summit, to speak on food security and on climate change, thus potentially uniting the thinking of the D-8 with that of the G-8.

What is remarkable here is the degree of convergence and agreement on this agenda between the leaders of the most developed economies in the world (annual incomes circa $44,000 per capita to $32,000 per capita) and the diverse countries that make up the D-8, whose incomes range from prosperous Malaysia ($5500 per capita) to impoverished Bangladesh ($480 per capita), and which include the otherwise problematic country of Iran. 

The world may not be as far apart in some central policy issues as we might think. 
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Suicide Attack on Indian Embassy in Kabul

By Animesh Roul

The death toll in the suicide bombing outside the Indian embassy in Kabul on Monday (July 07) morning reached nearly 40 and counting, with more than 140 others, mostly civilians sustained injuries. The incident took place when an explosive laden car rammed into the vehicles parked outside the Embassy in the morning as many people were waiting to collect their visas. The death of India's defense attaché Brigadier R. Mehta and political and information counselor V. Venkateswara Rao were confirmed so far. The other two Indians killed in the attack were identified as security force personnel belonging to IndoTibetan border police.

Monday’s blast was considered to be the deadliest since the U.S.-led offensive began in Afghanistan on October 2001 and first ever on Indian Embassy abroad. Indian government sources believe that this could be handiwork of Taliban, backed by Pakistan’s intelligence agency. 

Timeline of major terrorist strikes in Afghanistan in 2008
April 17, 2008: A suicide bomb explodes outside a mosque in southwest Afghanistan, killing 24 people.

February 18, 2008: A suicide car bomber trying to hit a Canadian military convoy kills 38 Afghans at a crowded market in Spin Boldak, Kandahar province.

February 17, 2008: A suicide bomber penetrates a crowd watching a dog fighting competition in Kandahar, killing more than 100 civilians. 


Read More »



For Yearwise Terror Timeline, See, 

Deadliest attacks in Afghanistan since Taliban ousted 
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Pakistan: Deadly Suicide Blast Marks Red Mosque Siege Anniversary

By Animesh Roul

A powerful suicide explosion near Melody Square in Islamabad has left nearly 20 people, including 10 security force personnel, dead and more than 40 people critically injured. The Sunday evening (July 06, 2008) blast occurred in front of Aabpara police station. The blast coincided with the first anniversary of deadly Lal Masjid (Red Mosque) raid. Earlier in the day hundreds of people, mostly supporters of Islamic radicals comprising clerics and students, descended to the streets of Islamabad to mark the anniversary. Needless to say, the weeklong raid last year marked the resurgence of Islamic violence and wave of suicide bombings across Pakistan. Government forces have stormed the pro-Taliban Mosque on July 03 last year only to evict terrorists who had taken sanctuary within it. When the Mosque administration established Shari’ah court hundreds of Pro-Taliban terrorists belonging to Lashkar-e-Jhangvi, Jaish-e-Mohammad, Harkat-ul Mujahedeen entered Islamabad and made Lal Masjid their 'ideological shelter'. 

Today's blast, according to sources, targeted at the Reserve police personnel and took place immediately after the crowd gathered near the Mosque to mark the anniversary, dispersed after the meeting. Media covering the rally informed that many leaders of militant outfits (e.g. Sipah-e-Sahaba Pakistan and Jaish-e-Mohammed) have attended the event.


Read More »



News Links
Pakistan Islamists vow jihad year after mosque siege
Thousands in Pakistan mark Lal Masjid operation anniversary
For pictures from Blast Site, See, Suicide bomber kills 11 Pakistani policemen
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Europe's most dangerous terrorist released to house arrest

By Roderick Jones

It isn’t every morning that you wake up and read in the newspaper that one of the worlds most dangerous terrorists has been released on bail but that is exactly what happened today when the New York Times reported on the release of Abu Doha (aka Amar Makhlouf, aka the Doctor, aka Rachid) from custody in the UK. For those that aren’t familiar with Abu Doha it is worth re-stating the threat he posed to American and western interests during the late 1990s and period prior to 9/11. He is widely known to have been a senior leader within the GSPC and a founder member of one of al-Qaeda’s training camps in Afghanistan subsequently becoming one, if not the most senior member of al-Qaeda operating in Europe. Prior to his arrest in February 2001 by a Special Branch officer, while he was attempting to flee to Saudi Arabia during operation ODIN he was responsible for: plotting an attempted attack on Los Angeles airport, a plot to bomb the US embassy in Rome, an attempt to bomb unspecified targets in Strasbourg as well as having a hand in organizing al-Qaeda cells for operations against United States targets within Germany. This is on top of the large number of recruits he managed to bring into the movement. 

One of the more bizarre parts of this case is the fact that the British press is constrained from reporting who exactly this man is and have to refer to him as 'U' - no such restrictions applied to the New York Times - although the UK’s Ministry of Justice did feel able to provide the exact address of his house arrest to British journalists! (See report in the UK Guardian).

The legal problems which, have led to his release to the south-east of England stem from the collapse of the extradition case the United States was pursuing against him based on evidence provided by Ahmed Rassem (the LAX plotter). Rassem had provided full details on Doha’s involvement in pulling him from a camp in Afghanistan and sending him to Canada in order to attack LAX. However, sometime in 2003 Rassem stopped co-operating with US authorities and by the time of his trial in 2005 had ‘forgotten’ all the details he had previously supplied regarding Doha’s involvement. By then the plots Doha had been linked to in Germany and France had been through judicial procedure and these countries could no longer extradite him for involvement in those crimes. This has left the UK trying to pursue its own case against him. And herein lies the problem. For all the misplaced grandstanding of the current British government regarding 42-day pre-detention times the UK has not developed a robust counter-terrorist legal response. The latest changes in legislation do allow for the use of surveillance and wiretap evidence under some circumstances but these are so constrained as to make them practically unworkable (review of changes provided here by BBC). This makes the UK one of the weaker legal jurisdictions with regard to counter-terrorism at the same time that it faces possibly the greatest threat - it is not an accident that Abu Doha decided to base himself in the UK. 

The UK is now only left with the option of continuing to attempt to extradite Abu Doha to Algeria. This doesn’t too look hopeful given the UK and EU legal requirements that individuals cannot be extradited to countries where they may face torture. There does therefore, exist the very real possibility that one of the most accomplished and dangerous terrorists to emerge from the original al-Qaeda organization may walk free. It is a testament to Doha’s quality as a terrorist that his true identity remains unknown and he is on the verge of walking away from captivity. 

The ability to use accepted legal means to detain terrorists of the caliber of Abu Doha is a significant measure of a countries counter-terrorist capability -- in this the UK continues to be found wanting. The contrast with the United States policy couldn’t be starker, with al-Qaeda leaders around the world finding 500lb bombs dropped on their heads rather than house arrest that includes, ‘time in the garden only between 9am and 8pm’. Neither, of these courses is sustainable. Real legal and administrative innovation is still needed on both sides of the Atlantic which, recognizes the need for a legitimate legal process as a key element of a counter-terror policy as well as providing an effective tool for detaining the world’s most dangerous individuals.

(There are numerous articles regarding Abu Doha available across the Internet, which makes the UK's ruling that the press can only refer to him as 'U' seem misguided. Previous rulings regarding Abu Doha from the Special Immigration Appeals Commission can be found here)
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U.S. Troops Dying on Afghan Border With ... IRAN?

By James Gordon Meek

Allied combat deaths in Afghanistan surpassed those in Iraq for a second straight month in June. Meanwhile, New Yorker reporter Sy Hersh writes that U.S. covert operators are infiltrating Iran.

What do these two developments have in common? Maybe nothing. But as we report in Thursday’s New York Daily News, one new factor in the record high casualties of the ever-escalating Afghan war is that American troops are suddenly dying along the country’s border with Iran.

At least 10 Americans have been killed in action since May 25 in Afghanistan’s Farah province, which lies on the Iranian border.

It’s worth noting that Hersh’s story claims U.S. operatives are cultivating Sunni allies opposed to Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who live in Iran’s Baluchestan province - which just happens to abut Afghanistan’s Farah province.

According to Pentagon statements, a few of the casualties were killed during operations ostensibly in two eastern Farah districts: Gulistan and Bala Baluk, which are near Helmand province. Helmand has been the site of some of the war’s worst fighting, and U.S. and NATO commanders say they have squeezed some Taliban out of Helmand and into Farah.

But when I asked the Camp Pendleton, Calif., Marines to identify the Farah districts where their men died, I instead heard back from a New York National Guard colonel, whose task force trains Afghan National Security Forces. Lt. Col. Paul Fanning, the spokesman, wouldn’t name the undisclosed Farah districts where Americans were killed, citing "operational reasons."

"Our personnel," Fanning explained, "absolutely were not in Iran."

So what about the other American and coalition troops killed who were not involved in the ANSF training mission?

One of the fallen was in the secretive Marine Corps Forces Special Operations Command - an elite new unit which basically is Marine Force Recon on steroids - though he died closer to Helmand than the Iranian border. A mysterious casualty who fell somewhere in Farah province was reported by the military on May 29, but has yet to be identified publicly because next of kin cannot be located, according to Army Capt. Christian Patterson, a spokesman for Combined Joint Task Force-101 at Bagram Airfield.

On the other side of Afghanistan, things also are heating up.

In the wake of a mid-June firefight between U.S. forces and opponents who may have been with the Pakistani Army’s notorious Frontier Corps, CJTF-101 has issued no less than six unusual statements about border clashes. A Black Hawk chopper was also shot down Tuesday near Pakistan, though without casualties. Most of the incidents were in Paktika and Khowst provinces on the border and involved rockets and mortars fired by enemy forces inside Pakistan, which were responded to by the U.S.-led coalition.

UPDATE: A CJTF-101 spokesman was apparently mistaken about the casualty on May 29 still being unidentified because next of kin couldn't be located. A review of reports at iCasualties.org shows that a Green Beret from the 7th Special Forces Group (Airborne), Sgt. 1st Class David Nunez, was killed in a firefight that day in Shewan, which is in the eastern part of Farah province, closer to Helmand than Iran. A reader who was an Army officer training Afghan forces in Farah until six months ago also wrote to cast serious doubt that there would be any reason for coalition forces to operate along the province's border with Iran, "either conventional or covert."
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Questions About the Rescue in Colombia

By Aaron Mannes

The dramatic rescue of the FARC hostages raises a host of important questions, here are a few, with short answers following and lengthy answers below: 

Was the rescue the cover for an arrangement with the FARC?
Probably not.
What effect will this have on future hostage releases?
It will probably lead to more units dissolving and possibly releasing their hostages.
Colombian security used a ruse claiming to be an NGO, could such ploys undermine the legitimate role of NGOs?
Possibly, it’s complicated.
Read the in-depth answers here.
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Gap in Tracking Terrorist Financing Through Money Service Businesses?

By Andrew Cochran

The Treasury Department's Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN) appears to have responded to a published report of a potential gap in the pursuit of critical information needed for terrorist financing investigations. On June 13, Moneylaundering.Com reported that FinCEN has never forwarded special information requests, authorized under Section 314(a) of the Patriot Act, to money services businesses (MSBs) to assist in money laundering or terrorist financing investigations. Under the Act, institutions which receive "314(a) requests" are required to search records for information, determine if they had recent activity with the subject, and respond to FinCEN. 

The 314(a) program was one of the investigatory innovations included in the Patriot Act while I was a counsel on the House Financial Services Committee. Financial institutions wanted to assist law enforcement on new cases and saw Section 314 as a means of providing specific information in response to a specific request. But implementation was not complete until February 2003, when an email process enabled law enforcement to send requests in batch to thousands of institutions. On March 1, 2005, FinCEN ceased using e-mail and instead posted 314(a) requests on a secure website. That system was secure enough to survive a cyber hack into FinCEN's entire e-mail list, reported first on this site in 2005. 

Experts disagree on the impact of FinCEN's decision to not send 314(a) requests to MSBs. Several experts told Moneylaundering.com that the lack of requests leaves a "huge hole" in the AML-CFT regime. But a former deputy director at FinCEN said that FinCEN "purposely" left out MSBs because they "really don't have customers. We felt it would be too overwhelming for MSBs to comply or for FinCEN to even track it. For FinCEN to add MSBs, they would have to reconfigure everything and I don't think anyone is ready to take that on." I wrote on January 22 about several MSB cases as proof of the difficulty in stopping terrorists' funds flows, and we reported on the initial issuance of Patriot Act regulations on MSBs back in 2005. The first "U.S. Money Laundering Threat Assessment," issued in 2006, reported, "FBI field offices consistently identified MSBs (money service businesses) as the third-most utilized money laundering method that they encounter..." Patrice Motz, who was Chief of the Money Services Business Section at FinCEN in 2001-2002 and is now a consultant, told me, "My experience both in government and industry suggests that the government investigators could benefit greatly from directing Section 314a Requests to the larger MSBs, especially in those areas involved in money movement, including money transmitters and stored value issuers and sellers." (EDIT:) Another veteran analyst, Brett Wolf, disagrees: "It's this customer anonymity that makes MSBs a money laundering threat and also prevents them from meaningfully responding to 314(a) requests. Therefore, asking them to conduct 314(a) searches would be a pointless and costly waste of time and resources." 

The Treasury Department's Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN) has apparently responded to the new story by issuing a new data sheet on the 314(a) requests and clarifying the criteria for sending them. Included in the fact sheet rae updated statistics on the results:

Terrorism/Terrorist Financing - 275 cases
Money Laundering - 562 cases
Convictions - 47

By comparison, as of September 2005, 314(a) requests had resulted in "157 cases involving terrorism or terrorist financing and 272 cases involving money laundering," and 10 convictions.

This issue represents another of a series which deserve review under a broad assessment of the successes and failures of the changes enacted under Title III of the Patriot Act, as I discussed in detail on May 7.
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The Importance of the Colombian Rescue Mission

By Douglas Farah

As my colleagues Jonathan Winer and Aaron Mannes have written on the Counterterrorism Blog, the spectacular operation by the Colombian military to rescue 15 high-profile hostages was a tremendous blow to the FARC in Colombia.

In the interest of full disclosure, Ingrid Bentancourt is a friend of mine, and I have written about her in the past because of her tremendous courage in acting as a beacon of light in a narco-corrupted congress, and in defiance of her own political party. On a personal level, this was tremendously good news.

As I wrote in this paper published by the NEFA Foundation just before the hostages were freed, the FARC is in a period of decline that will likely end with its implosion and fragmentation into small criminal groups.

Since March the FARC has been pummeled, lost three of its seven members of the directorate, and now, its prize hostages. The FARC's historic leader, Manuel Marulanda, the unifying force of the organization, is dead. His hand-picked successor, Raul Reyes, was killed in an army attack on his camp in Ecuador. Another member of the high command, Ivan Reyes, was killed by his own bodyguards, who collected the reward money.

Dozens of senior and mid-level commanders have deserted, including Karina, the highest-ranking woman in the FARC's ranks.

Now, a brilliantly executed rescue operation by a military that has often (and rightly) been accused of gross incompetence and corruption, takes the one thing of value (besides the cocaine laboratories) the FARC still had.

This is not random, but the product of years of work in human and signal intelligence, almost always hand-in-hand with U.S. counterparts. It is worth studying because it was done right. 

Here are some of the highlights from my sources who are familiar with the operation:

The operation took more than three years to develop. The penetration of the rebel rank over time provided much of the human intelligence that was vitally needed. The infiltrators worked their way up the ranks, until they had access to both the force that protected the hostages and the FARC's general secretariat. The reports of the undercover operatives was wedded, with U.S. help, to signal intelligence, and the combination of the two fed off each other. My full blog is here.
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Indonesian Police Raids in Sumatra Yield Suspects, Bombs

By Kenneth Conboy

Over the past three days, the Indonesian police counter-terrorist formation, Detachment 88, has conducted a series of raids in and around the city of Palembang in South Sumatra province. On 28 June, a Singaporean national named Alim (alias Omar, alias Taslim, alias Abu Hazam) was the first to be detained. According to the Indonesian media, Alim is a bomb-making expert who was trained in Afghanistan prior to 2001 and met Osama bin Laden on several occasions. Alim is said to have received further bomb-making instructions from Dr. Azhari Husein, the Jemaah Islamiyah bomber who was killed in a police shoot-out in East Java in October 2005.

On 1 July, eight (possibly nine) Indonesian nationals at three locations--all said to be members of Jemaah Islamiyah--were arrested. At one of these three locations, twenty assembled bombs and several kilos of explosives were found. The police are still not sure what target(s) were being contemplated by this cell.
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Details on Colombia Hostage Operation Right Out of Spy Thriller

By Jonathan Winer

First accounts on the rescue operation, now being provided by Colombian military officials, while still veiled on some key points, suggest that Colombia carried out a spectacularly successful sting operation in which Colombian commandos pretended to be FARC officials come to take the hostages to a new location for a possible diplomatic negotiated exchange.

According to Colombian Defense Minister Juan Manuel Santos in his Bogota news conference, Colombia infiltrated FARC's 1st Squad and Secretariat. How that infitration contributed to the commando operation was not specified, beyond apparently providing the geographic location of the hostages. Whatever the mechanism -- government agents run inside FARC? -- Colombian intelligence tricked the FARC into believing that the hostages, who had been divided in three groups by the FARC, should be brought together in a single group to be handed over to FARC leader Alfonso Cano for a possible diplomatic, negotiated solution to the hostage crisis that would achieve FARC political objectives. As a result, FARC's high command agreed to travel with the hostages as a means of transferring them to Cano on a helicopter that actually belonged to the Colombian military and was actually manned by Colombian intelligence personnel. 

According to Minister Santos, not only were all of the hostages safely rescued, but two senior FARC officials and some 15 other FARC soldiers were arrested in the process, also without violence.

In short, based on the facts made public so far, Colombia appears to have conducted a sting operation straight out of a spy thriller which actually worked, rescuing the hostages without a single shot being fired, dealing FARC a devastating blow.


Read More »




Of note, CNN has reported that Senator McCain and President Bush were briefed about the operation ahead of time by the Colombians, which took place while Senator McCain was in country. One can only hope that no one will seek to gain partisan political advantage out of what Ingrid Betancourt has termed an "impeccable operation," and a "perfect operation," liberating hostages without any concessions to terrorists.

Ingrid Betancourt is now calling on FARC to end the practice of taking hostages and to move into a process of national unity that allows all hostages to come back safe and sound. 

This is a classic demonstration of how a country can use a mixture of law enforcement, intelligence, military, diplomatic and other mechanisms together, with a great deal of patience and tenacity, to achieve profound results against terrorism. It's an operation that needs to be studied, understood, to see what its lessons are for handling other hostage situations and other terrorist groups.

In the meantime, the US and Colombia have a great deal of further work to do to deal with the underlying narcotics problem, which remains a profound challenge for Colombia for the long term. But this is a day of celebration for 15 people held hostage in the jungle and now restored to freedom, and all those who helped to make it possible.
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FARC is FARC'd: Assessing the Hostage Rescue 

By Aaron Mannes

The first reports about the Colombian military’s rescue of the 15 hostages held by FARC (in Spanish) indicate an impressive intelligence operation. The hostages were held in three separate locations. Colombian intelligence had infiltrated one of the FARC fronts holding the hostages as well as the FARC Secretariat. They told the front commander “Cesar” that the hostages were being transferred on the orders of FARC chief Alfonso Cano. After gathering the hostages in one location the FARC unit was met by a helicopter, ostensibly from an NGO (that doesn’t actually exist). Then the hostages were loaded onto the helicopter and the FARC commander and his deputy were taken captive to be handed over to judicial authorities. The other members of the FARC front were permitted to escape.

The fifteen hostages were rescued without firing a shot. The long nightmare of the hostages and their families is finally over.
There are many implications to this tremendous success.

Read the complete post here.
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Colombia Rescues Ingrid Betancourt and Three US Hostages

By Jonathan Winer

The dramatic news that Colombia had successfully rescued Ingrid Betancourt and three Americans held hostage for years by FARC terrorists represents a further break-through by the Uribe government in what has been an extraordinary year of successes against FARC. 

We still don't have the details, but what is by now clear is that Colombia's decision to raid FARC camps across the border in Ecuador on March 1, which had the result of killing one of its senior leaders, Raul Reyes, and of obtaining critical intelligence held in FARC computers, provided information that in turn helped enable Colombia to secure a series of further objectives against FARC.

So far, all that is known is that the rescue took place in Eastern Colombia following months of surveillance by the Colombian government. Earlier this week, a French-Swiss mission had managed to resume contact with FARC hostage-takers. The former French consul in Bogota, Noel Saez, and the French-Swiss academic Jean-Pierre Gontard had met with a close associate of Alfonso Cano, the new FARC leader at an undisclosed location in the jungle in an effort to secure Betancourt's release. They had been authorized by the Colombian government to engage in dialogue in order to conclude a humanitarian agreement for a prisoner exchange. They were trying to restore a communication channel with the kidnappers. Clearly other things were going on at the same time. A prisoner for more than six years, Ingrid Betancourt has been reported to be in poor health. Less is known about the condition of the three US hostages kidnapped in 2003 during an anti-drug operation, Marc Gonsalves, Thomas Howes, and Keith Stansell.

This is a very big win for Colombia, which has steadfastly rejected FARC's demands for recognition, release of FARC guerrillas imprisoned by the Colombian government, and the creation of a demilitarized zone that would have allowed FARC safe-haven in designated areas. Prior to Colombia's March 1 raid, they were on a path to achieving political support for these objectives, aided by officials in Ecuador and Venezuela. With this rescue, which may well involve collaboration by defectors from within the FARC, the collapse of the FARC as a political, terrorist, and criminal force in Colombia, after 44 years, may be nearing.
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Crossroads in History: The Struggle against Jihad and Supremacist Ideologies

By Jeffrey Imm

In fighting Islamic supremacism, instead of an approach only based on tactical measures and efforts at clever twists of terminology, what if America had a true strategy that was instead based on the defense of our values on human equality and liberty? 

The true challenge of Islamic supremacism to America and the free world is not about Islam, Islamism, or terrorism, but about us. It is a historic challenge to determine whether we truly have the courage of our convictions on equality and liberty and we are willing to fight for these ideals, or if we will instead accept the continuing growth of anti-freedom ideologies here and around the world. 

Islamic supremacists are counting on their belief that America is no longer willing to fight for such freedoms, that it has gotten too soft to do so, and that regardless of the success or failure of individual Jihadist tactics, eventually we will tolerate a continued growth of Islamic supremacism. The crossroads in history that we stand at remains whether or not we will prove Islamic supremacists correct, or if the idea defined in our very Declaration of Independence and chiseled in a marble memorial in America's capital - that "all men are created equal" - is an idea that America will once again sacrifice to defend. 

America and the West are at a critical crossroads in history in their faltering struggle with Islamic supremacist ideologies and Jihadist terror tactics. Increasingly, groups seek to halt any meaningful debate and halt any challenge to the ideology behind Jihad, and they seek to redirect such debate and action to focus only on the terrorist symptoms of such a supremacist ideology. Such diversionary efforts are being made by non-violent Islamic supremacist groups and activists, government officials, academics, and media commentators. The solution to this can be found in recognizing how Islamic supremacism (as any supremacist ideology) is opposed to our values, and in understanding America's historical experience in defeating other supremacist ideologies. 
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A. The Islamic Supremacist Declaration of War on Equality and Freedom
From a counterterrorist perspective, the Al Qaeda declarations of war against the United States in 1996 and 1998 are widely examined as a basis for a "war on terror." However, the Islamic supremacist challenges to equality and liberty have been occurring long before declarations of war by Al Qaeda or any other Islamic supremacist terrorist groups.

Three years after the defeat of the Nazi supremacists, in 1948, the United Nations General Assembly advocated a Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) on human rights, freedom, and equality. In addition to abstention by Communist totalitarian nations, the Islamic supremacist Kingdom of Saudi Arabia refused to support such a resolution on equality. 

In 1981, the Islamic supremacist Republic of Iran effectively issued a Sharia-based declaration of war on such ideas "when its representative affirmed that the UDHR represented a secular interpretation of the Judeo-Christian tradition which could not be implemented by Muslims; if a choice had to be made between its stipulations and 'the divine law of the country,' Iran would always choose Islamic law." The Islamic supremacists leading Iran were more forthright in their position than Saudi Arabia; they stated clearly and unequivocally that equality and Sharia were clearly incompatible. In the midst of the Cold War, few truly appreciated this as the Sharia declaration of war on equality and freedom that it was.

In 2000, a year before the 9/11 attacks, the 57 nation Islamist supremacist organization, the Organization of the Islamic Conference, officially resolved to support the Cairo Declaration on Human Rights in Islam as an alternative document that says people have "freedom and right to a dignified life in accordance with the Islamic Shari'ah" -- an exclusionary ideology only for Muslims that denies freedom of religion and many other fundamental human rights of equality. 

In 2001, nearly two months before the 9/11 attacks, the European Court of Human Rights determined that "the institution of Sharia law and a theocratic regime, were incompatible with the requirements of a democratic society." 

Throughout the world on a daily basis, as analysts pore over the details of violent groups and their tactics, the details of terrorist finance, and the details of battlefield theaters, the anti-democratic stories of Sharia repression are widely ignored by many as the war of ideas with Islamic supremacism is not fully understood even today.


B. "All Men Are Created Equal" Versus Sharia
Tacticians believe the war is between Al-Qaeda and the West, the Taliban and the West, Hezbollah and the West, between Shiite and Sunni "extremists," or between terrorists and those who advocate non-violence. But this tactical view of world war only sees snapshots of individual theaters of violent activity and propaganda. The true aspects of the war remain a clash of ideological views, not merely individual political demands or battles. 

Many in the United States and United Kingdom government leadership positions definitely do not want debate on this clash of ideological views, because they rightly fear that this will lead to more, not less confrontation. The historical mistake that they make is the assumption that such confrontation is something we don't need and something we can avoid. American leaders who fear such confrontation ignore the historical lessons of how other supremacist ideologies were fought and defeated.

The root of the real war is the ideas of equality and liberty versus Sharia and an Islamic supremacist form of societal control. Little is written about this war, which has numerous fronts around the world -- violent and non-violent, with propaganda fronts, economic fronts, demographic fronts, legal fronts, educational fronts. It is really what happens in this war of ideas, not in the individual battles in Iraq, Afghanistan, or elsewhere that will be the deciding factor in our victory or defeat. But to understand this war of ideas, and understand the application of history in fighting supremacism to dealing with Islamic supremacism, we must understand the dual aspects of freedom and how they remain the greatest weapon in America's arsenal.

While Islamic supremacists view their growing population as their greatest weapon, America has its twin towers of freedom -- liberty and equality - which combined provides the greatest weapon on Earth against supremacism. Liberty and equality are the twin towers of America that can not and will not fall as long as American retains its commitment to its national values. America has proven the value of these hard-won ideological weapons against supremacist ideologies repeatedly throughout our history. 

Liberty alone is not enough to fight supremacism. Liberty is only half of the equation of freedom; equality is the other completing half of freedom that provides the values to truly challenge any supremacist ideology -- the values of America that all men and women are created equal. We learned that nearly 90 years after America's creation, and we fought to rectify this with a dual commitment for equality as well as liberty. 

In the larger, strategic war against Islamic supremacism, it is America's unique historical experience in the war of ideas against other supremacist organizations that our leaders must examine in finding answers and strategies in fighting Islamic supremacism today.


C. Approach to Confronting a 4 Million Member Terrorist Group
Of all the nations with major terrorist organizations, one particularly stands out in that it faced a problem of having 4 million members of a terrorist organization, and likely many more sympathizers of that terrorist group. I know that the United Kingdom is greatly concerned about its threat of perhaps 4 thousand terrorists, but that is nothing compared to 4 million terrorists.

The nation that addressed this problem of having 4 million members of a terrorist organization took a very different approach to the problem than we are taking today, with our tolerance for non-violent Islamic supremacist groups and a terror lexicon that recommends not using terms that might incite Muslims to join terror groups. The nation I am referencing that faced the 4 million member terrorist group, of course, is the United States of America and the terrorist group was a white supremacist terrorist group known as the Ku Klux Klan. At one point in the mid-1920s, there were up to 4 millions members of the Ku Klux Klan, and there were many more adherents to the political ideology of non-violent white supremacism. But our nation decided that it would confront the ideology of white supremacism, in any form, violent or non-violent, no matter who was offended by such confrontation. Because we stood first and foremost for defending the democratic values of America.

When we look at the issue of Jihad, of Islamic supremacist terrorism, the lesson to be learned is that America defeated the largest terrorist organization, quite possibly in the history of the world, by attacking the values of supremacism as our priority, not worrying whether such confrontation would incite more individuals to join white supremacist terrorist groups, because we needed white Americans to change. In today's world, this lesson shows us that change won't happen by ignoring the Islamic supremacist ideology that forms the basis for Islamist terrorism. That change won't happen by refusing to use confrontational terms that will cause Muslims to critically look at such ideologies. Change requires a confrontation of supremacist ideologies that are contrary to American values.

The lesson to be learned from America's wars of supremacist ideologies -- whether it is against the Nazi Aryan supremacists, the white supremacists in the United States or in other nations, or the Islamic supremacists -- is that such a war is first and foremost a "war of ideas" - one that confronts such ideologies on multiple levels to attack and undermine such supremacism.


D. America's "War of Ideas" Against Supremacist Ideologies
Confrontation is not always a bad thing. Sometimes it is a necessary thing. Sometimes the only way to stop a bully is to defy him, confront him, and perhaps even knock him down.

Those with a focus on homeland security policy matters, or those who advise on counterterrorism tactics may not look at world issues this way. Their mission is prevent and stop potential attacks on America, and their directive is to find means, any means, to accomplish such tasks... even if this requires avoiding confrontation with ideologies or groups inimical to the United States' values. When such individuals suggest that in preventing growth of terrorism, (a) that the American government not use terms like "jihad," (b) that the American government deny anything linked to Islamic supremacism in terrorism, (c) that the Muslim Brotherhood be "engaged," (d) that groups such as CAIR, MPAC, ISNA be listened to and approached as a potential audience to discourage "extremism," it must be understood that their goal is to avoid confrontation. Based on their task focus, they are trying to do what they think is the correct thing to do.

Sometimes the correct thing to do in terms of tactical measures is not the right thing to do in terms of defending American values. When America is only viewed as a nation-state of citizens, it is easy to view tactical measures as the appropriate focus. But America is more than merely the geo-political nation state of the United States of America - it is an idea, it is a principle, for many it is a dream -- of equality and liberty. When Americans don't stand by the courage of their convictions, it doesn't just hurt America - it hurts the world. Every oppressed person that looks to America as a beacon of hope in a dark world is mocked when we fail to stand tall. They are mocked to look at "their America" -- as corrupt and weak as "everyone else."

Whether it is the fight against Nazi supremacism, white supremacism, Apartheid, or Islamic supremacism, it is America's fight - not because of what we are, or who we are, but because of what we believe, what ideals we believe are worth sacrifice. Just as America confronted other such ideologies of supremacism, once again we are faced with a moral and ethical challenge in how to deal with Islamic supremacism. Avoiding this ideological challenge by only debating the details of tactical issues is an approach that is not true to our values and to our identity. Such an approach may work with other nations with other values, but not with America.

Like white supremacism, Islamic supremacism is a hybrid political ideology mixing something unfamiliar to American analysts who focus on relations with nation-states, groups, organizations that can be more readily categorized. While supremacism of religion, race, etc. may be a hybrid political ideology, it is a very real political ideology, and as Americans have seen in the United States, in other nations, and on a transnational basis, such ideologies can be very powerful and threatening to the values we seek to uphold. 

What history shows is that defenders of equality and liberty can't defeat or challenge such ideologies merely with military or law enforcement tactics. Fighting supremacist ideologies requires a "war of ideas" that reaches many avenues of national and international society, it requires addressing such ideologies in academia and in the media, it requires addressing such ideologies in governments and in public institutions, it requires addressing such ideologies through economic and public pressures. A "war of ideas" may engage individuals in every aspect of society, but it also requires centralized focus, leadership, and public debate. Most importantly, such a "war of ideas" must be uncompromising on the issues of values of equality and liberty, and confrontational to ideologues who would deny the right of such values. Tacticians are not the individuals to lead of "war of ideas." Tacticians making recommendations on how to avoid confrontation with supremacist ideologies are definitely not those to provide strategic guidance on a "war of ideas." 

Every "war of ideas" needs a blueprint of goals and objectives, but most of all it needs inspiration. In the American war on white supremacism, such inspiration came from the values that "All Men Are Created Equal." These values are as valid today in addressing Islamic supremacism as they were in our nation's founding Declaration of Independence and as they were in our actualization of such values in a 100 year long war against white supremacism. But our approach to dealing with this supremacist ideology today is completely different.

Hitler's Germany, George Wallace's Alabama, and the Taliban's Afghanistan share the same blot of supremacist values inimical to our identity. They serve as examples of what could happen if supremacism is not confronted. But our opposition to Nazism, our opposition to white supremacism did not end merely with removing Hitler from power or enforcing American federal civil rights laws in post-Wallace Alabama (and other parts of the country). Our opposition to such supremacist ideologies continued as a war of ideas beyond individual men, individual states. The world war against Nazi Aryan supremacism was a continuing war that involved military, propaganda, educational, political, economic, and social changes throughout Europe. We confronted Europeans who embraced such ideologies to change as individuals. The American war against white supremacism was a continuing war that involved federal legislation, educational changes, economic changes, and social changes throughout America. We confronted Americans who embraced such ideologies to change as individuals.

Yet in facing the Taliban's Afghanistan as a base from which 9/11 hijackers were trained to attack the American homeland, most of the focus is in terms of military issues and logistical "rebuilding" of Afghanistan's infrastructure. We are not demanding that individuals who embraced the Taliban's Islamic supremacist ideology to change as individuals, we are not defining and debating that ideology, and we are not asserting value judgments that such a supremacist ideology is unacceptable. Our focus remains on violent tactics of "extremists" following this ideology, not the ideology itself.

Incredibly, in the minds of some, the Taliban are being viewed as "multi-faceted" and individuals available for negotiation, and rehabilitation back into political governance. Could you imagine suggestions that the Nazis or the Ku Klux Klan were multi-faceted and that attempts should be made to bring such supremacist ideologies into "mainstream" political parties? Yet this is precisely what has been suggested for the Taliban in Afghanistan by members of the United Nations and western political leaders.

The root of such dysfunctional behavior is the unwillingness to discuss the ideology behind the Taliban's actions. "Islamic supremacism" (or the westernized term of "Islamism") and its basis in Sharia are not a topic for discussion in western debate. Per my recent writing on Pakistan, the growth of the influence of Sharia throughout the nuclear weapons-armed Islamic Republic of Pakistan and the efforts of the Taliban to enforce such Sharia law by gunpoint, beheadings, and bombs is also largely ignored by much of the news media and by civil liberty activists. Debate on Sharia is now officially forbidden in United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC) public hearings, as recently addressed.

Unlike other battles against supremacist ideologies, we have no war on "Islamic supremacism," because American leadership dares not mention its name for fear of "inciting" Muslims to join "extremist" terrorist groups and promote more violence. Could you imagine American leadership being afraid to criticize the Nazi Aryan supremacist ideology for fear that Nazis would commit sabotage on an American military facility? Could you imagine modern American leadership being afraid to criticize the white supremacist ideology for fear of inciting whites to join the Ku Klux Klan? If we used such tactics to fight other supremacist ideologies... we would have lost such wars - and abandoned our values.

Yet this is the type of world that we find ourselves in today regarding the subject of Islamic supremacism. It is a world where Islamic supremacists have bullied the leaders of liberty and equality into silence on their ideology itself, in hopes that we might contain some of the violent aspects of the ideology for a while. It is a topsy-turvy world where challenging a supremacist ideology leads to charges of "hate" and "bigotry." This is what happens when America prioritizes tactics over values.

-- Where once bombings and killings by white supremacist organizations were condemned by an informed American public and media, now such bombings and killings by Islamic supremacist organizations around the world go widely unnoticed and unreported, unless they happen in Iraq.

-- Where once marches and rallies were held calling for action against white supremacists, now marches and rallies are held calling for inaction against Islamic supremacists, including calls to release from prison Islamic supremacists associated with terror groups.

-- Where once white supremacist groups were excoriated as bullies, now much of academia, the media, and many individuals in American leadership apologize for Islamic supremacist groups around the world as victims, regardless of who is killed or maimed for the furtherance of such a supremacist ideology.

-- Where once we challenged white supremacist segregated schools, now American leadership chooses to ignore Islamic madrassas that teach hate and violence, including ones in the United States funded by the Islamic supremacist nation of Saudi Arabia.

-- Where once we alienated nations that advocated supremacist ideologies, now American leadership recognizes nations such as Saudi Arabia, Pakistan that advocate or support Islamic supremacist ideologies as "allies."

-- Where once we sought to destroy the remnants of Nazi Aryan supremacism in defeated Germany, now American leadership allows so-called non-violent Islamic supremacism to continue to grow and gain influence in Afghanistan and Iraq.

-- Where once the media and the creative world publicized the plight of Jews trying to escape Nazi supremacism, now there is a concerted silence by most of the media and the creative world on the plight of those who leave Islam trying to escape from death punishment as "apostates" in Islamic supremacist nations. 

-- Where once academia viewed white supremacists as ignorant social outcasts, now today's academia invites representatives of Islamic supremacist organizations as members of forums on homeland security.

-- Where once leaders of America's news media attacked the savage nature of white supremacist ideology, now leaders of America's news media refuse to acknowledge the existence of Islamic supremacism, and the Washington Post and New York Times allows Islamic supremacist representatives of Hamas to publish articles in their newspapers.

-- Where once American leadership used economic leverage against foreign and domestic supporters of supremacist ideologies, now American leadership fails to acknowledge the need for energy independence from Islamic supremacist nations on oil, and continues to fund such supremacism through petrodollars every day.

-- Where once white supremacist "Jim Crow" laws, the supremacist ideology of Apartheid (meaning "separateness"), and Nazi Nuremberg Laws were all condemned by civil rights advocates as violations of human rights of equality, now most civil rights advocates fear to address the impact of Islamic supremacism on human rights, refuse to address Islamic supremacist blasphemy and apostate laws, refuse to address the impact of Islamic supremacist laws on women and the oppressed, refuse to address the impact of Islamic supremacist laws on freedom of speech and expression, and debates on Sharia are forbidden in UN human rights organizations.

-- Where once supremacist ideologies were viewed as savage and unconscionable in civilized society, now academics argue that Islamic supremacism is acceptable because it reflects the "cultural values" of Islamic nations.

-- Where once American school children were taught of the need to reject white supremacism and to reject such code words for such ideologies as "white racial pride," now there is no education to the youth on Islamic supremacism, and they are taught that "jihad" is merely a peaceful struggle.

-- Where once white supremacist politicians were shunned by the American federal government with federal laws passed to undermine and destroy their ideology, now pro-Islamic supremacist organizations are welcomed in discussions with the American federal government, with government representatives attending conferences of organizations listed as co-conspirators in terror trials, that have speakers with a history of supporting Islamic supremacism, and with government representatives sitting beside Islamic supremacist groups such as Hizb ut-Tahrir that seeks a global caliphate.

-- Where once American federal law enforcement conducted domestic intelligence on white supremacists in an effort to completely undermine their efforts nationwide, now organizations linked to Islamic supremacism provide instruction to American federal law enforcement on how to interface with Muslims.

-- Where once America had a total war on white supremacism (both violent and non-violent aspects), now American leadership seeks to only address violent "extremists" among Islamic supremacists.

-- Where once Jimmy Carter called for embargoes on South Africa due to its supremacist Apartheid policies, now Jimmy Carter physically embraces Islamic supremacist Hamas leaders belonging to an organization listed as a Foreign Terrorist Organization.

-- Where once black American churches provided a bedrock of defiance against white supremacism, now churches such as Chicago's Trinity United Church of Christ are being used to promote propaganda by the Islamic supremacist group Hamas, and to praise political Islamic supremacists such as Louis Farrakhan.

-- Where once other American Christian churches also confronted white supremacism, now leaders of some American Protestant Christian churches such as the Presbyterian Church (USA) cordially meet with and promote Islamic supremacists, including terrorist groups such as Hezbollah.

-- Where once we were disgusted by the Nazi promotion of the anti-semitic screed "Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion" in Mein Kampf, now we ignore the promotion of this hate screed in Islamic republics and among Islamic supremacist groups, and even American liberal Christian religious groups (such as the Presbyterian Peacemakers) invite Islamic supremacist speakers to expound on the Protocols of Elders of Zion at college functions.

-- Where once American government leadership felt that exporting our values of equality and liberty was a priority in global relations, now American government leadership seeks to instead address values of "progress" with global Islamic communities.

-- Where once American leadership challenged supremacist groups and sacrificed as a nation based on the courage of our convictions, we now just don't want any more trouble and will accept compromises to avoid "inciting" Muslims to join "extremist" organizations. 

This grim situation will only continue to grow the longer that American leadership fails to acknowledge and address the issue of Islamic supremacism as an ideology, and as an ideology that America firmly and concretely opposes. Confrontation of Islamic supremacism may not be the best tactical approach for avoiding additional violence, but confrontation is unquestionably the strategy necessary to preserve and protect America's values and identity.

One of the greatest such stories is the heroic war on white supremacism and the national battle to make the value of "all men are created equal" a reality. This American war on white supremacism provides a microcosm of the larger international struggle that must be met against Islamic supremacism. The war on white supremacism is not merely an illustration of what steps must be taken against Islamic supremacism within the United States -- but demonstrates a blueprint on what steps must be taken around the world.

As we revealed the savagery of American white supremacist ideology in our media, so our media must our now reveal the savagery of Islamic supremacist ideology around the globe. As we spoke out and rallied against white supremacism, so we must now speak out against Islamic supremacism around the globe. As we mocked those who defended white supremacism as a defense for "white racial pride" in America, so we must mock those who defend Islamic supremacism around the globe as a defense of "cultural values." As we undermined white supremacist groups in America, so we must undermine and discredit Islamic supremacist groups in the United States and around the world. As we challenged white supremacism in Alabama, Mississippi and in every state in America, so must we challenge Islamic supremacism in Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, Iran, and in other nations around the world.

Supremacist ideologies, by their very nature, are at de facto war with equality. Failure to defend the ideology of equality is a de facto victory for supremacism.

Courage - of - our convictions... is more than just a phrase. It is an ethical challenge to generations of Americans past, present, and future. It is the fuel that burns the beacon of equality and liberty. America has a history of heroes that lived for and died for such courage - to stand as an example to those who would come after them. 

Will our generation be able to rise to such a challenge, or will it find the burden of defending our values of equality and liberty too heavy? The choice to defend these values will be a costly sacrifice, but an even more costly sacrifice would be to fail to do so.

E. History on America's War on White Supemacism
If Americans can forget about or fail to understand who attacked them barely eight years ago on 9/11, it is not unreasonable to expect that America's 100 year war on white supremacism may also be inconsistently understood or remembered. Every day, untold millions of Americans touch a symbol of a memorial to the first leader of that war on white supremacism. They handle pennies, five dollar bills, and see the symbol quite possibly every day. Few pause to stop and think why that Lincoln Memorial exists in Washington, D.C. and why the symbol of that memorial passes across millions of their palms every day - the symbol with the words "All Men Are Created Equal" chiseled in marble inside of it. Even fewer remember that Lincoln's efforts were to fight for the values inherent in our American Declaration of Independence -- "All Men Are Created Equal" -- and to prove that American had the courage of its convictions.

It is important to remember where America has achieved great victories, such as the crushing defeat of the white supremacist ideology as a national force for political power and as an institution.

Some argue that America's war on white supremacism is not relevant because it was halting at times, and took sacrifices of over 100 years to accomplish. I argue that such sacrifices and struggle is what makes it especially relevant to the challenges that face us in the global war on Islamic supremacism.

Some argue that America's war on white supremacism is not relevant because others besides the federal government stood up in defiance for principles of equality that we all now cherish, not just to fight white supremacism. I argue that it is precisely because America fought with itself for the courage of its convictions on equality; as even a diminutive seamstress could stand up to supremacism, this demonstrates the ability of every American man and woman to confront Islamic supremacism on a global basis.

Some argue that America's war on white supremacism is not relevant because Islamic supremacism is not yet pandemic across American institutions, law, public schools, employment, and society. I argue that if America does not remember the historical lessons that it learned from the war on white supremacism, it will inevitably allow Islamic supremacism to grow as a cancer in the United States as it is continuing to grow unchecked around the world.


E.1. America's Moral Defiance and Military War against White Supremacism
The ultimate act of moral defiance against supremacist political ideologies came on January 1, 1863 by President Abraham Lincoln in his Emancipation Proclamation: "I do order and declare that all persons held as slaves within said designated States, and parts of States, are, and henceforward shall be free; and that the Executive government of the United States, including the military and naval authorities thereof, will recognize and maintain the freedom of said persons.... believed to be an act of justice, warranted by the Constitution, upon military necessity, I invoke the considerate judgment of mankind, and the gracious favor of Almighty God." Per the National Archives, "[a]fter January 1, 1863, every advance of federal troops expanded the domain of freedom."

While the American Civil War ended in 1865, this moral act of defiance began a 100 year battle in the United States against the political ideology of white supremacism - a total war of ideas against such a supremacist political ideology that would forever change America to fully validate the ideals set in its Declaration of Independence that "All Men Are Created Equal". 

During this war, a resistance movement created from veterans of the Confederate Army was founded in 1866, known as the Ku Klux Klan (KKK). In 1869, a federal grand jury found that the Ku Klux Klan was a "terrorist organization." This white supremacist terrorist group and its offshoots would continue to be a focus, but hardly the only focus, of American leadership over the next 100 years. 

The white supremacist KKK terror group declined in the immediate years following the Civil War, and President Ulysses Grant prosecuted its members under the Civil Rights Act of 1871. As previously mentioned, a second incarnation of the KKK developed during the 1920s with a peak membership of 4 to 5 million, but declined after the Great Depression and two world wars. A third incarnation the white supremacist KKK terror group developed in the 1950s and 1960s, and the U.S. federal government leadership once again focused a total war effort against this ideology, including every aspect of federal law, law enforcement, education, and communications. 

Over the subsequent hundred years after the Civil War, the ongoing war against white supremacism, like any war, had its setbacks, failures, and plateaus. It is a national disgrace, while a key part of history, that the Ku Klux Klan terror group rose to such membership levels in the 1920s. 

This war of ideas against the white supremacist ideology in the 1960s is of great importance in viewing a strategy in fighting Islamic supremacism today. 

In fact, the total war of America against such a supremacist ideology - fighting both its violent and non-violent aspects at a tremendous cost and with a tremendous success - is the singular most important lesson for the entire world in fighting Islamic supremacism. 

The American lesson of total war against the white supremacist ideology should be the first lesson for counterterror groups around the world -- know, define, and never appease a supremacist enemy.


E.2. War of Ideas in the 1960s against Supremacism
There is no question that the "war of ideas" on the political ideology of white supremacism in the 1960s was very much a true war - on both sides of the battle. The violent and the non-violent white supremacists shared an anti-freedom ideological viewpoint that remained the focal point of the "war of ideas" regardless of their use of violent or non-violent tactics.

Excerpts from white supremacist terror group Ku Klux Klan Imperial Wizard Sam Bowers' "Imperial Executive Order":
"The military and political situation as regards the enemy has now reached the crisis stage... This summer, within a very few days, the enemy will launch his final push for victory here in Mississippi... We must use all the time which is left to us in these next few days preparing to meet this attack. Weapons and ammunition must be accumulated and stored. Squads must drill. Propaganda equipment must be set up ready to roll. Counterattack maps, plans and information must be studied and learned. Radio and communications must be established." (Attack on Terror: The FBI Against the Ku Klux Klan in Mississippi - by Don Whitehead, pages 5-9)

Excerpts from inauguration speech of non-violent white supremacist Alabama Governor George Wallace in 1963:
"It is very appropriate that from this cradle of the Confederacy, this very heart of the great Anglo-Saxon Southland, that today we sound the drum for freedom as have our generations of forebears before us time and again down through history. Let us rise to the call for freedom-loving blood that is in us and send our answer to the tyranny that clanks its chains upon the South. In the name of the greatest people that have ever trod this earth, I draw the line in the dust and toss the gauntlet before the feet of tyranny, and I say segregation now, segregation tomorrow, segregation forever."

Based on the thinking of some of today's counterterror analysts who apologize for the Muslim Brotherhood and other Islamic supremacist (aka Islamist) groups, the non-violent political approach of Alabama Governor George Wallace would have been definitely more desirable because it used a non-violent, political method to communicate its viewpoint. Using the Islamic supremacist appeaser rationale, if today's appeasers had provided such influence in the 1960s, we would have still had parts of America that legally enforced racial segregation so that whites might not be incited to join violent white supremacist terror groups. 

Thankfully for America, such groveling to supremacist ideologues was not acceptable to America's federal government leadership in the 1950s and 1960s. In fact, American federal government's approach to the white supremacist ideology in this era was to attack it on every front - and in every aspect, including both violent and non-violent aspects of white supremacism. 

Yet such American federal government efforts against white supremacism required the leadership and courage of individual citizens - whose fearless nature should serve as an inspiration to those speaking out against Islamic supremacism today.


E.3. Defiance of the Individual against White Supremacism
The true heroes in the war against white supremacism were those who put the lives and livelihoods on the line to stand in defiance of it. The ideology of supremacism, which is dependent on the tacit acceptance of others to maintain its control, was challenged one day by a seamstress.

Rosa Parks, diminutive in size, but large in courage, set an example of defiance against the ideology of white supremacism on December 1, 1955, when she refused to accept a white supremacist Montgomery, Alabama government law which called for segregating bus passengers by race, and refused to accept the order of a bus driver to move to make way for a white bus passenger.

Defiance takes many forms. Rosa Parks' defiance was just the first of many other acts of defiance against white supremacism, in terms of civil disobedience, marches, rallies, petitions, articles, and broadcasts in the late 1950s and throughout the 1960s. Many were jailed; some had homes and churches destroyed. Some were killed by white supremacist terrorists.

But the dream to realize in practical terms the ideology that "all men are created equal" in America that Abraham Lincoln demanded 100 years earlier, and that was inherent in our Declaration of Independence, would be reached by the concerted efforts of many individual heroic acts of defiance, and by concerted efforts by the American federal government to finally destroy the cancer of white supremacism once and for all.


E.4. Multi-Level War Against 1960's White Supremacism
Below are some examples of the total war by America's leaders against the white supremacist ideology - through criminal investigations and prosecutions, Supreme Court actions, federal legislation, U.S. military action, domestic counterintelligence, news media coverage, and public education:

-- FBI Criminal Investigations against White Supremacist Terror Groups. The U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) has a long history of infiltration and federal arrests on the white supremacist terror groups as the Ku Klux Klan. This 90 year war by the FBI against such white supremacist groups has lasted from 1924 to today. The FBI reports that on June 21, 1964, "[f]ollowing the FBI's MIBURN investigation, eight men, including Deputy Sheriff Cecil Price and Sam Holloway Bowers, Jr., the Imperial Wizard of the White Knights of the KKK of Mississippi, were convicted and sentenced to imprisonment under the federal civil rights statutes for the crime." The FBI's MIBURN investigation was the result of white supremacists murdering three civil rights workers in 1964 in Mississippi. White Supremacist terrorist Groups continue to be investigated and arrested by the FBI today.

-- Supreme Court against White Supremacism. The U.S. Supreme Court of that era understood the threat of supremacist ideologues and their danger to American freedoms. In 1954, the Supreme Court issued a landmark ruling in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka to end segregated schools in Kansas and 20 other states.

-- Federal Law against White Supremacism. The United States federal government attacked white supremacism with a series of sweeping laws designed to undermine the non-violent white supremacist political successes in states such as Alabama, led by Governor George Wallace. This included a 1957 Civil Rights Act to create a Civil Rights Division within the Department of Justice, and a federal Civil Rights Commission. This was followed in 1964 by President Johnson signing into law the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to eliminate job discrimination and segregation in public accommodations, as well as creating the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

-- U.S. Military against White Supremacism. When non-violent white supremacist Arkansas Governor Faubus ordered the Arkansas National Guard to surround all-white Central High School to keep nine non-white students from going into the school due to its white supremacist segregation policies, U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower sent the 101st Airborne Division of the United States Army into Little Rock to stop the white supremacist actions, and ensure that federal law was upheld. The same Army division that has fought Nazis, Communists, and Jihadists - also fought white supremacists in America. Our total war against the ideology of white supremacism was that absolute.

-- FBI Domestic Counterintelligence against White Supremacism in 1960s-1970s. Numerous reports address the efforts of the FBI's intelligence operations, COINTELPRO, to discredit white supremacist Ku Klan Klan members, to infiltrate their organizations and work to disband their organizations. Such domestic counterintelligence operations were not limited to simply attacking such white supremacist terror groups, but also in aiding the press and anti-supremacists in acting against white supremacists. Per a Cambridge University report on the FBI's COINTELPRO-WHITE HATE operation, "FBI secretly coordinated efforts to discredit Klan organizations before local Southern communities that continued to tolerate vigilante violence. Intelligence information on Klan activities, provided discretely by the FBI to liberal Southern journalists, politicians and other molders of public opinion, helped those white Southerners who were opposed to Ku Klux Klan activity to transform their private dismay into public rebuke and criminal prosecutions."

-- News Media against White Supremacism. America's news media engaged public debate with a series of reports on white supremacist activity, both violent and non-violent, and how white supremacist thought and actions deprived other Americans of their civil rights. In the 1960s and early 1970s, the continuous coverage showing the evils of white supremacist behavior undoubtedly reached most homes in America through print, radio, or television news media.

-- Public Education against White Supremacism. America's public education systems taught a new generation of children on the evils of the white supremacist ideology, and instructed them against actions based on such a supremacist ideology, whether such actions were violent or non-violent. The pluralistic education system attacked the white supremacist ideology for its efforts in denying civil rights to all American citizens, and the generation of children who underwent this public education provided an ideological beachhead of freedom against white supremacists.

In every corner of America, the war of ideas was waged against the white supremacist ideology - in the homes, in the schools, in the houses of worship, in sports, in entertainment, over the airwaves, in the print media, in the military, in law enforcement, in the political arena, and in the hearts and minds of Americans everywhere. There was no dark space left for advocates of white supremacism to spread their propaganda of hate without a fight. It was a take-no-prisoners war of ideas where the white supremacist politicians' venomous propaganda was defanged by reason, truth, and justice, and was exposed for the savagery that it truly represented.

The federal government and the FBI did not fear a "war of ideas" nor did they look for someone else to lead the charge - it was a national, concerted war of ideas, where everyone - the school teacher, the newspaper writer, the FBI agent, the baseball player, and the average citizen - all played a role, all shared in sacrifice in defeating the white supremacist ideology - and no one, no one at all - feared using the name or identifying the enemy of the white supremacist.

The war against the white supremacist political ideology was hardly just a war on white supremacist terrorism or the Ku Klux Klan's terrorist tactics. It was a war of ideas that would validate and define America's identity, America's values, and America's dignity. It was a war that honored the sacrifices of those who gave their lives for defining the ideals of America.

America's total war against the white supremacism provides the benchmark for the world in what is necessary to fight Islamic supremacism.


E.5. Terminology in the War against White Supremacism
Confrontation against a well-defined enemy may seem too simple for some of today's government leaders and other analysts. But in fact, an important lesson in the war against white supremacism is the fearlessness in naming the enemy.

In the 1960s and today, there have been no qualms about defining the name of the ideology of "white supremacism." It is not called anything more complex, more convoluted, and less clear than what it was and is - supremacism by whites. In America's war against white supremacism, it challenged whites to change, if they supported, tolerated, or tacitly agreed with white supremacist ideologies. It was unquestionably confrontational terminology - that was the intent - to confront. America believed, then and now, that to call white supremacism anything less would be dishonest with itself, and with those who they sought to confront.

Three months after the DHS "terror lexicon" memo on why not to use the term "Islamic" or "Islamist" in referencing terrorism, the DHS continued to correctly use the term "white supremacist" in its documentation. The October 2007 Homeland Security Report (page 10) uses the term "white supremacist." The FBI and our federal law enforcement use the term "white supremacist." Of course, they should do so, just as when federal law enforcement profiles for "white supremacists" it will be profiling for "whites." Pretending that there isn't anything "white" about "white supremacism" would be just as intellectually and strategically dishonest as pretending that there is nothing "Islamic" about "Islamic supremacism." 

America's war on white supremacism shows that terminology gadgets and appeasement do not and will not work. America's war on white supremacism shows that anything less than total war on an ideology that is opposed to our values will lead to failure.


F. America's War against Other Supremacist Ideologies
The American war against white supremacism is of particular importance due to the aspects of its efforts in fighting non-violent supremacism as well as violent supremacist terrorism. America did not attempt to appease the George Wallaces of the world to end Ku Klux Klan terrorism.

By its very nature, supremacism is an exclusionary ideology, based on the belief that the supremacists are superior to others with a different race, race, religion, gender, etc. It seeks to exclude from power and freedom, directly or indirectly, those with who are differ from the supremacist ideals - whether it is one's race, religion, gender, etc. The fundamental reason why America was driven to go to total war with the white supremacist ideology - is that the exclusionary nature (whether violent or non-violent) of a supremacist ideology - runs directly counter to the concept of American democracy. 

But America also has a history of fighting other supremacist ideologies on an international level, and lessons should be learned from these experiences as well. American history provides numerous lessons on the uncompromising position by our nation's leadership against supremacist political ideologies such as Nazism and Communism. The fascist political ideology of Nazism was rooted in an Aryan supremacism, and demonstrated its most horrific supremacist action in the systematic murder of 6 million Jews during the Holocaust. The political ideology of Communism was also based on a supremacist ideology of the Communist totalitarian state, resulting in even greater mass slaughter of mankind, which has estimated at numbers from 60 million, 94 million, and 146 million. Regardless of which number is "most correct" - any of the figures provides a testament to what horrors an unchecked supremacist political ideology can wreak upon humanity.

In both cases of America's war against these totalitarian, supremacist political ideologies, America waged an international total war against its ideological adherents, both violent and non-violent. America's military, law enforcement, foreign and domestic intelligence, communications, economic, and education systems were coordinated for a comprehensive strategy against such supremacist ideologies. We had no qualms about identifying the name, the nature, and the threat of such supremacist ideologies. Today, while fringe adherents may claim support for such supremacist ideologies, they have been universally disparaged and discredited among generations of Americans in a total war of ideas. 

War against foreign totalitarian political ideologies such as the Nazi supremacist movement, the Communist supremacist movement, should be simpler for American governmental leadership to grasp due to their traditional association with foreign nations. The United States has a history of readily definable war actions against enemies that are foreign nations. The more complex idea is fighting a war against hybrid political ideologies that are not centered around foreign nations, but on ideas that are based on identities of race, religion, etc. 

G. Jihad and Islamic Supremacism Ideology
The contrast between the take-no-prisoners war of ideas against white supremacism and the tentative, indecisive, tactical bumbling regarding Islamic supremacism could not be greater. 

Would it have been sufficient for George Wallace to renounce white supremacist violence only, but to allow non-violent political efforts at expanding white supremacism to continue? The very question seems absurd. Of course not, we would reply. But this is exactly the strategy suggested by non-violent Islamic supremacist adherents and their apologists, and that is being conveyed to senior American government officials in our military and security agencies.


G.1. American Government's Efforts to Name an Enemy: "Jihad" and "Islamist Terrorism"
In a historical fluke in American warfare, the 9/11 attacks caught the American government so unprepared on the threat of Islamic supremacism that when Congress enacted a bill for "Authorization for Use of Military Force" (AUMF) in response to the 9/11 attacks, any meaningful term identifying the enemy other than "those responsible for the recent attacks launched against the United States" was not included. Rarely has any authorization for military force been so ambiguous and uncertain. But this was the mentality and the mood of the nation at that snapshot in history. America was still reeling from the 9/11 attacks, it was in a state of emergency, the dust had barely settled in the stricken areas of America's homeland.

The 9/11 Commission, however, did provide a term for the enemy and its ideology. 

Regarding the enemy and its tactics, the 9/11 Commission Report uses the term "jihad" in referencing the enemy 79 times and specifically defines "jihad" as a "holy war" executed by Osama Bin Laden and his compatriots (Section 2.3, Paragraph #302 on page 55), as well as defining "mujahideen" as "holy warriors" (Paragraph #302, same page). The 9/11 Commission Report refers to such "mujahideen" 22 times. The 9/11 Commission Report refers to the term "jihadist" 31 times, including the references to the "worldwide jihadist community" (Section 5.1, Paragraph #691 on page 148), to "Islamist Jihadists" (Section 5.3, Paragraph #741 on page 158), to "Islamist and jihadist movements" (Section 6.3, Paragraph #887 on page 191), and multiple references to an NSC memo on "Jihadist Networks".

Regarding the enemy's ideology, the 9/11 Commission uses the basis of the enemy's ideology as the westernized term of "Islamism" that typically refers to the hybrid political ideology based on Islamic supremacist views. In the 9/11 Commission Report it states: "Islamist terrorism is an immediate derivative of Islamism... Islamists define themselves as 'Islamiyyoun/Islamists' precisely to differentiate themselves from 'Muslimun/Muslims.' ... Islamism is defined as 'an Islamic militant, anti-democratic movement, bearing a holistic vision of Islam whose final aim is the restoration of the caliphate.'" (page 562, Notes Chapter 12, Note 3).

But the DHS Civil Rights and Civil Liberties division and the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) seek to have American government officials ban the use of the terms "jihad," "jihadist," and "Islamist" when analyzing the enemy threat. In fact, they seek to have everything that could possibly identify the enemy threat with "Islam" removed from debate in a sanitized terror lexicon that seeks to only reference ambiguous "extremists."

How could America have fought white supremacism if it refused to acknowledge that the ideology had anything to do with whites? Or if it cowered in half-measures for fears of offending white sensibilities? The same America that sent the U.S. Army in Arkansas to force white supremacists to stand down, in the 21st century now fears to even name Islamic supremacism.


G.2. Islamic Supremacist Ideology and "Islamist Terrorism"
The January 2008 DHS terror lexicon memorandum states that: "[s]enior officials must make clear that there is no 'clash of civilizations;' there is no 'us versus them'"(page 8). 

When it comes to Islamic supremacism, nothing could be further from the truth.

What is the real goal of Islamic supremacist leader Osama Bin Laden? As described in his October 2007 message, it is nothing less than "[t]he greater state of Islam from the ocean to the ocean, Allah permitting." Such goals are not mere "religious evangelism." Such goals are not mere "cultural values." Such goals are the based on the ideology of Islamic supremacism, an ideology that is not just shared by Bin Laden and the Taliban, but by many who claim to be non-violent. The tactics of terrorism used by some Islamic supremacists do not define the ideology; therefore a "war on terror" is not a war against such a supremacist ideology. Nor is a tactical battle on "Islamist terrorism" a war against such an ideology. As with America's proven history in fighting white supremacism, the only solution against such an ideology is to fully confront Islamic supremacism -- in all its forms - violent and non-violent.

In America's history, we have proven that fighting the Ku Klux Klan white supremacism terror group was not enough. It would have been insufficient to merely arrest their leaders and disband their groups. To be effective, America needed to challenge the arguments of segregation and "white racial pride" that white supremacists used as non-violent political arguments to prevent America from achieving equality. As shown in previous paragraphs, this 100 year war against white supremacism required a challenging of white supremacism on every level - in the government, in economics, in schools, in public institutions, in academia, in the press - in any public venue that existed.

In addition to the goals of seeking the creation of a global Islamic caliphate, what is the other supremacist objective of Islamic supremacist organizations such as the Taliban? Implementation and enforcement of Sharia law.

The Council on Foreign Relations' (CFR) March 2008 study "Islam: Governing Under Sharia" states that Sharia law is based on 4 primary sources: (1) the Islamic Qur'an; (2) "the hadith, or record of the actions and sayings of the Prophet Mohammed, whose life is to be emulated"; (3) "ijma, the consensus of Islamic scholars"; and (4) "qiyas, a kind of reasoning that uses analogies to apply precedents established by the holy texts to problems not covered by them."

Islamic scholar Robert Spencer further defines Sharia law as follows:
"The precepts of Sharia are derived from the commandments of the Quran and the Sunnah (the teachings and precedents of Muhammad as found in the reliable hadiths and the Sira). Together, the Quran and the Sunnah establish the dictates of Sharia, which is the blueprint for the good Islamic society. Because Sharia originates with the Quran and the Sunnah, it is not optional. Sharia is the legal code ordained by Allah for all mankind. To violate Sharia or not to accept its authority is to commit rebellion against Allah, which Allah's faithful are required to combat. There is no separation between the religious and the political in Islam; rather Islam and Sharia constitute a comprehensive means of ordering society at every level. While it is in theory possible for an Islamic society to have different outward forms -- an elective system of government, a hereditary monarchy, etc. -- whatever the outward structure of the government, Sharia is the prescribed content. It is this fact that puts Sharia into conflict with forms of government based on anything other than the Quran and the Sunnah."

The CFR's March 2008 study also states that:
"Sharia governs all aspects of life, from relations between men and women to ethics in business and banking. Some aspects of sharia have become part of modern legal codes and are enforced by national judicial systems, while others are a matter of personal conscience. Entirely secular law is not an option under a classical interpretation of Islam, experts say. 'In Islam, there is no separation between the secular and the sacred. The law is suffused with religion,' says David Powers, a professor of Islamic law and history at Cornell University."

In Walid Phares' book "The War of Ideas," he states that [t]o the radical Islamists, it boils down to no laws other than the Sharia laws, and no Sharia laws except as interpreted by their ulemas and imams." In addition, Walid Phares states that "[t]he jihadist perception of the judicial branch is clear: it is an agency at the service of a higher authority, the caliphate, or whoever represents it until it is reestablished." (War of Ideas, Chapter 6, page 90.) 

Many in the media and academia refuse to address the role of Sharia in Islamic supremacism, just as they refuse to acknowledge the existence of Islamic supremacism itself. Yet as you read this today, in many parts of the world, Islamic supremacist terrorists are fighting for Sharia, and many around the world are dying or suffering because of Sharia. While the Wall Street Journal seeks to promote financial vehicles based on Sharia, some are being beheaded, tortured, imprisoned, fleeing, or facing bombings based on the efforts Islamic supremacists to enforce Sharia.

In my recent article on the efforts of the Taliban to create a Sharia mini-state within Pakistan, I address how Sharia is used as the rationale by the Taliban to bomb businesses, harass women without burqas, threaten men without beards, and behead those they view as "spies." It is easy to dismiss these Sharia actions by the Taliban as terrorist "extremists," until you realize that Pakistan Sharia courts sentence people to death for "blasphemy," that the Afghanistan government seeks the death penalty for individuals for "blasphemy," that the Pakistan government seeks a global death penalty for anyone who commits "blasphemy," and that the Pakistan ambassador to Denmark suggested that the terrorist attack on the Danish embassy was deserved based on cartoons considered "blasphemous."

Moreover, such Sharia advocates also support a death penalty for those who choose to change their religion from Islam considered to be "apostates." The Afghanistan Parliament demanded that an Afghan citizen who changed his religion be put to death, as the man fled to Italy. In the Islamic Republic of Iran this month, Islamic police arrested and tortured a couple for "activities against the holy religion of Islam" for reading the Christian Bible, and threatened "the next time there may also be an apostasy charge, if you don't stop with your Jesus." In Scotland, on June 30, 2008, a Pakistani family that converted from Islam to Christianity is pleading for asylum in the United Kingdom, due to fears of a death penalty should they be returned to Pakistan. There are many more such stories. You won't hear about them on CBS, ABC, NBC, or CNN. They won't make the front page of the Washington Post or the New York Times. But the endless abuses and threats by institutional Islamic supremacism around the world won't go away by simply ignoring them, or refusing to acknowledge the existence of the political ideology of Islamic supremacism. They will only grow and become worse over time.

But this human equality, civil rights crisis is waved away by some academics that defend tolerance of Islamic supremacism as simply nations having different "cultural values." Did they defend the "cultural values" of Jim Crow laws and white supremacist segregation? Did they defend the "cultural values" of Nazi supremacism?

The 9/11 Commission Report drew a linkage between "Islamist terrorism" and political "Islamism." But the problem is much larger than this in terms of human rights and in terms of terrorism itself. If terrorism is "political violence," then aren't Sharia-based killings or death threats due to Islamic supremacist political ideologies "terrorism" as well? In fact, such terrorism is institutionalized in nations that support Islamic supremacism; many of these nations are directly or indirectly funded by millions of American dollars. Wall Street is oblivious to this as it promotes more Sharia financial vehicles.

The Sharia abuses, the death threats for blasphemy, apostasy, must be recognized as terrorist threats to civilization. As white supremacists' threats to destroy a black churches were considered terrorism, so too are Sharia-based death threats against those who choose to seek freedom of religion nothing less than terrorism today.


G.3. Two Pronged Ideological Attack of Islamic Supremacism
In the war against white supremacism, did the FBI seek guidance from white supremacist George Wallace on how to fight the Ku Klux Klan? While such a question appears laughable today, imagine the advice that George Wallace would have given, and how if white supremacist political leaders had been able to influence the federal government on such matters, how the war against white supremacism would never have been fought, let alone won.

This is precisely the two-pronged attack that Islamic supremacists are using against the American federal government today -- a violent Islamic supremacist approach and a non-violent Islamic supremacist approach -- together their primary purpose is to weaken the resolve and undermine any efforts by the American federal government in taking action against the ideology of Islamic supremacism itself.

The American federal government recognizes and has prioritized the threat of violent Islamic supremacist terrorist groups and individuals. It has a network of laws, security measures, and tactics to prevent terrorist attacks by such organizations and individuals. It reacted swiftly with an obvious lack of balance on dealing with ideological issues, as it focused first and foremost on doing whatever it took from a tactical operations perspective to protect the American people from a largely unknown, poorly understood threat. 

This apparent challenge in dealing with ideological issues has been swiftly addressed by political Islamic supremacist organizations, which clearly recognized the opportunity offered by the American federal government's ideological indecisiveness, unfamiliarity with the ideology of Islamic supremacism, unfamiliarity with Arabic languages, and unfamiliarity with Islam. Such Islamic supremacist organizations stepped in to offer "guidance" and "education" to the American government leaders in providing direction on how to deal with violent "extremists," and to offer recommendations on how to avoid "inciting" other Muslims around the world from joining "extremist" organizations.

This strategy of infiltration by Islamic supremacist political organizations serves several functions: controlling America's definition of the enemy, silencing activists from revealing Islamic supremacism's threat, controlling education on Islamic supremacism, and dividing the American public from gaining a consensus on an approach on Islamic supremacism. While the infiltration by Islamic supremacist politicians manages a chaos strategy to confuse and divide the American government and its public, Islamic supremacist terror organizations pose the constant threat of mass casualty terrorist attacks on the American homeland to keep the American government in line so that they better listen to Islamic supremacist politicians - or else.
-- Islamic Supremacists' Strategy for America's Definition of the Enemy. Since America still lacks a strategy in dealing with Islamic supremacism (as the AUMF never defined an actual enemy), Islamic supremacist political groups can help shape the thinking of who and what such an enemy might be. They have done so with great success, discouraging American federal government leadership from using terms such as "jihadist" or "Islamist" and redirecting them towards terms that are either ambiguous (such as "extremist") or not understood by the American public (such as "takfiri" - calling someone essentially an apostate from Islam). As Islamic supremacist terrorists also seek war against "extremists" in their own vernacular and view those who don't support Jihad as apostates themselves, this strategy by Islamic supremacist politicians allows them to manipulate an American definition of the enemy that keeps all battles centered on situational, tactical environments, as defining a larger ideology is now impossible, while at the same time not alienating Islamic supremacist terrorists themselves since the definitions are essentially meaningless. The Islamic supremacist politicians advise their American government believers that such a terminology will really "work," as it will differentiate "extremists" or "takfiri" from other Muslims, and turn other Muslims against Islamic supremacist terrorists. But how this really "works" for Islamic supremacists is it that keeps Americans from having any strategic approach towards confronting Islamic supremacism as an ideology and forces America to bleed itself dry in endless circular, tactical, reactive measures without a defined enemy or strategy.

-- Islamic Supremacists' Strategy for Silencing Civil Rights Activists. With an America confused over the hybrid political ideology of Islamic supremacism, once again Islamic supremacist politicians have ensured that their vision filled the vacuum of debate on the subject. While attempts by white supremacist groups to justify their actions based on "white racial pride" failed, Islam is so foreign to millions of Americans that Islamic supremacists can claim "expert opinions" that Sharia and Islamic supremacist actions are indeed culturally justified values. As a minority supremacist group, Islamic supremacist politicians can readily intimidate those who would challenge them with cries of "Islamophobia," and by stating if critics aren't Muslim, they can't possibly understand the issues. The innate fairness of the American public allows them to be gullible for such arguments, as is America's strong commitment to religious freedom. Islamic supremacist politicians leverage these American values, combined with massive misinformation campaigns, to portray any who would criticize Islamic supremacism as "racists" or "bigots." This strategy allows Islamic supremacists to keep the American people off-balance on the subject of Islamic supremacism and silences what should be efforts by traditional civil rights and liberties groups in examining and condemning abuses under Sharia and Islamic supremacism. The silencing of debate on such Sharia abuses in the UN Human Rights Commission is just a taste of what is yet to come in American public discussion in the future, if this Islamic supremacist strategy is not thwarted.

-- Islamic Supremacists' Strategy for Controlling Education. In the war on white supremacism, the American federal government and educators challenged segregationist and supremacist policies, and changed the way the American public and its children would think on issues like white supremacism. But today, it is Islamic supremacists who are controlling education of both Muslims in madrassas, and of non-Muslims in public schools. In the suburbs of America's capital, the Fairfax, Virginia Islamic academy funded by Saudi Arabia teaches Muslim children hatred of non-Muslims, and the Montgomery County public school systems teaches non-Muslim children that jihad is nothing more than a peaceful struggle. Islamic supremacists have sought to leverage their minority status to argue that civil rights should allow them to influence teachings in public school systems so that American non-Muslims are not "bigoted" against Muslims. The confused non-Muslim educators have so readily agreed with ensuring that no "bigotry" should be communicated, that they have abandoned teaching on the facts of Islamic supremacism as an ideology for fear of lawsuits, pickets, and negative publicity. Islamic supremacists, like Nazi supremacists and white supremacists, are well aware that if you can control what is taught, you can control how a population thinks. Islamic supremacist influence in education is not merely limited to organized educational facilities and in academia. Islamic supremacist organizations also "teach" federal law enforcement organizations on how to interface with Muslims. Could you imagine George Wallace teaching the FBI how to interface with white Americans? This is the unique edge that Islamic supremacists have as a minority organization.

-- Islamic Supremacists' Strategy to Divide America's Resolve. It is no secret to the world that the American public has been politically polarized for over a decade. Islamic supremacist politicians seek to play one group off another in America, and keep us focused on fighting among ourselves, so that we don't have time to look at the larger issue of Islamic supremacism as an ideology. Islamic supremacist politicians have leveraged America's internal pre-9/11 political divisions, inability to define an enemy after 9/11, ignorance of Islam, weak news reporting on issues such as Sharia and Islamic supremacism, fear of another terrorism attack, fear of being accused of being "bigots," and Islamic supremacists have leveraged their minority status -- into ensuring that an American consensus on Islamic supremacism will not happen. At worst, such Islamic supremacists seek to cancel out any efforts by American leadership in confronting Jihadists, by forcing their hand through internal divisions to appease non-violent Islamic supremacists. Since you can't confront and appease supremacist ideologies simultaneously, Islamic supremacist politicians have effectively undermined the image that American leadership is serious about Islamic supremacism. At best, it will keep the American public so preoccupied in fighting among themselves that it will continue to quietly manage a stealth jihad in infiltrating our military, law enforcement, and other executive branches of government. Islamic supremacists or their apologists have already reached most of the major areas of America's defense infrastructure. In the U.S. military, frequent documents have been published to "educate" the military on the correct terms to use in "defining the enemy," to call for tactics for America to engage with the Islamic supremacist organization Muslim Brotherhood ("Jihad is our way"), and to instruct the military that "the effort to pursue 'militant Islam' instead of simply opposing 'terrorism,' is too grand a project."

-- Or Else. Unquestionably, Islamic supremacists benefit the most from threats of potential terrorist attacks on the American homeland. That doesn't mean that such threats can't and shouldn't be reported, but we should recognize that the unique nature of mass casualty terrorist attacks on America's homeland has empowered Islamic supremacist politicians in a way that no other supremacist organization has ever accomplished before. The Nazi supremacists and white supremacists never had the hold over the American imagination in terms of mass casualty threats the way that Islamic supremacists have the hold over America today. The mass casualty suicide bomber is something incomprehensible, unreal, and nearly supernatural to the American imagination. It is a stark evil that most Americans have never faced in their relatively peaceful lifetimes. It is little surprise that many Americans will support any policy, any tactic that will reduce such a threat. Even if such promise of peace is only on a short term basis. But such Islamic supremacist blackmail efforts against American values and principles will never be satisfied. Giving into such blackmail didn't work with Nazi supremacists, wouldn't have worked with white supremacists, and ultimately it will not work with Islamic supremacists either.

The day must come in America where new leadership must reject the efforts of infiltration by Islamic supremacists that sap our will to confront an ideology inimical to our values, and the day must come in America when we recognize tolerance of Islamic supremacism for the values blackmail that it is.

G.4. Reactive Versus Activist Supremacism
While both white supremacism and Islamic supremacism share a primary imperative to "control," a key historical difference is that in America white supremacism was largely reactive, Islamic supremacism is largely activist. In terms of an ideological threat, America could have afforded to fail with other less aggressive supremacist ideological enemies, as they were slow and finite in their progression. While white supremacism was endemic, it also had numerous individuals in America's population that naturally resisted it. Some supremacism ideologies cannot grow beyond their supremacist base. For example, white supremacism could not extend itself naturally to Asians or Latinos. 

Islamic supremacism, however, is a different type of transnational supremacism - in that it is an activist, infinite growth organization. Islamic supremacism's objective is not only to get all others to submit to their ideology, but also to get all others to become assimilated or converted to their ideology. This infinite activist nature of such a supremacist ideology poses a grave international threat to civilization. The only experience of an infinite activist supremacist group that America has had any experience with is the state-supremacist ideology of Communist totalitarianism.

Like Communism, Islamic supremacism has twin imperatives for control and activist growth. Like Communism, Islamic supremacism is a transnational ideology. But unlike Communism, Islamic supremacism is not state-based. This is a key differentiator which changes and undermines America's traditional defenses against such ideologies that are state-based.

The true Achilles heel that undermined Communism as an activist ideology was its state-based dependency. While small cells and terrorist groups of Communism can exist quasi-independently, the successful growth of Communism as an activist ideology is dependent on its assimilation and construction around a centralized nation-state government. Communism is a state-centric supremacist ideology, which denies use of other transnational factors used by supremacist organizations such as race, religion, etc. So without the continuous growth of successful Communist state government organizations, Communism as an activist ideology was naturally limited. Moreover, because Communism was dependent on a state-based construction, it allowed America's defense infrastructure to address the growth of Communism on a nation-state basis, which followed the traditional way America's defense infrastructure categorizes threats to national security.

Islamic supremacism has all of the transnational activism of Communism, with none of its state-based limitations. Moreover, while advocates of Communism may be enthusiastic in its growth to promote Communist ideals in this world, Islamic supremacists follow a evangelistic fervor for activist growth not only for the promotion of Islamic supremacist goals in this world, but in support of a supernatural afterlife according to Islam. The challenge that America faces in addressing Islamic supremacism is that death is not a deterrent to the true Islamic supremacist ideologue. 

At least in fighting Nazism, white supremacism, death was a deterrent. Mutually Assured Destruction was an option to use in challenging Communism. But in fighting true Islamic supremacist ideologues, America must realize that adherents to this activist supremacist ideology will readily sacrifice their lives for any tactical advantage in expanding this ideology. This means that this generation of Americans must be prepared for even greater sacrifices in defending liberty and equality than our forefathers before us, and must be even more determined in halting the progress of Islamic supremacist ideologies than in fighting past supremacist ideologies. Every new adherent to Islamic supremacism represents another new potential suicide attacker on America.

Denial and obfuscation of the threat of an activist, controlling supremacist ideology such as Islamic supremacism is a mortal error in judgment for a civilization that values freedom and equality. When facing an activist ideology that will readily utilize suicide tactics, it is imperative that America retain its focus on the values that it is committed to upholding and clearly define Islamic supremacism as the supremacist political ideology that it is. Appeasement to values blackmail by Islamic supremacism is a slippery slope that America will find even more costly when it finally does decide to confront the bully of Islamic supremacism on a global basis.


G.5. Major Islamic Supremacist Political Organizations in America
Major pro-Islamic supremacist political organizations in America include:

-- Muslim American Society (MAS) -- founded by the Muslim Brotherhood whose motto is "Jihad is our way. Dying in the way of Allah is our highest hope," the Investigative Project on Terrorism reports that "MAS was founded as the United States chapter of the Muslim Brotherhood, the international Islamist, anti-Western organization whose goal is the 'introduction of the Islamic Shari'ah as the basis controlling the affairs of state and society,'" and which publicizes a magazine "The American Muslim" which has repeatedly praised suicide bombers. The MAS Freedom organization has attempted to infiltrate American mainstream political parties as well, and U.S. presidential candidates have held one-on-one meetings with the MAS Freedom group. Recently MAS Freedom's Mahdi Bray was quoted on a U.S. presidential candidate's web site defending the confessed Palestinian Islamic Jihad supporter Dr. Sami Al-Arian, in an article where Islamic supremacist Al-Arian is obscenely compared to Martin Luther King.

-- Muslim Public Affairs Council (MPAC) -- whose spokeswoman Edina Lekovic was managing editor for Al-Talib when it instructed Muslim readers to "defend our brother" Osama bin Laden, and "refer to him as a freedom fighter, someone who has forsaken wealth and power to fight in Allah's cause and speak out against oppressors. We take these stances only to please Allah." Moreover, as Steven Emerson has pointed out, MPAC "repeatedly has lobbied to remove Hamas, Palestinian Islamic Jihad and Hizballah from the U.S. list of designated terrorist groups."

-- Islamic Society of North America (ISNA) -- unindicted co-conspirator in Holy Land Foundation terror trial, whose 2007 convention speakers included supporters of Hamas, supporters of 1993 WTC terrorist "Blind Sheik" Omar Rahman, and a speaker who seeks to replace U.S. government with an Islamic caliphate

-- Council on American Islamic Relations (CAIR) -- As CAIR-Chicago stated in "Taking Islam out of Radicalism," "[t]o use the word Islam to qualify the problem of radicalism is highly problematic." CAIR is an unindicted co-conspirator in Holy Land Foundation terror trial. The Investigative Project on Terrorism (IPT) has a 10 part, 118 page expose on CAIR and its links to Hamas, Muslim Brotherhood, Saudi-funded groups "whose U.S. offices have been raided to investigate possible links to Hamas and Al Qaeda," "CAIR's involvement in radical conferences and denigration of moderates," "CAIR's Extremism and Anti-Semitism," and "CAIR's denial of the challenges posed by Radical Islamists"
-- Muslim Brotherhood (MB) -- As stated above, the Muslim Brotherhood's motto is "Jihad is our way. Dying in the way of Allah is our highest hope." As addressed in a recent report by the Investigative Project on Terrorism: "The Brotherhood is based on the goal of worldwide Islamicization. As its founder, Hassan al Banna said, 'It is the nature of Islam to dominate, not to be dominated, to impose its law on all nations and to extend its power to the entire planet.'" An internal Muslim Brotherhood strategy memorandum put in evidence during the Holy Land Foundation terrorist trial stated that: "The Ikhwan must understand that their work in America is a kind of grand Jihad in eliminating and destroying the Western civilization from within and 'sabotaging' its miserable house by their hands and the hands of the believers so that it is eliminated and God's religion is made victorious over all other religions."

-- Hizb ut-Tahrir (HT) - while smaller in the United States than in other other countries, the Hizb ut-Tahrir organization has known branches in California, Chicago, and Wisconsin which promote Islamic supremacism and has a "goal of overthrowing governments in order to replace them with a caliph who would implement Sharia law." During the 2007 ISNA convention, Hizb ut-Tahrir's pro-caliphate booth was located next to the U.S. Department of Homeland Security's booth. 

America's leadership, media, and academia must become independent of the influence of such Islamic supremacist organizations which seek to shape the language, debate, and willingness of America to confront Islamic supremacism. But while it is essential to declare independence from the influence of such Islamic supremacist groups, there is a chorus on denial on the challenges that Islamic supremacism poses to America.


H. Chorus of Denial Seeks to Prevent Confrontation of Islamic Supremacist Ideology
With the efforts of such Islamic supremacist organizations dividing American public opinion and baffling American government leadership, it should be little surprise that there is an organized chorus of denial that seeks to prevent efforts to confront Islamic supremacist ideologies.


H.1. "Islamic Scholars" Halt Debate on Islamic Supremacism
American government and international organizations continue to seek to silence any debate on the ideology of Islamic supremacism, let alone its links to terrorist activities. The January 2008 DHS "terror lexicon" memorandum warns "USG officials should use caution before employing religious terminology" (page 5). The March 2008 National Counterterrorism Center memorandum on "terror lexicon" issues tells government officials to "avoid using terms drawn from Islamic theology." Similarly, on June 16, 2008, the United Nations Human Rights Commission (UNHRC) warned that discussion of Sharia's impact on human rights would not be tolerated. A theme across these various statements is the assumption that the average citizen is not qualified or capable of addressing subjects on Islamic supremacism and actions taken based on that ideology.

Did Americans have to be an "expert" or a "scholar" in race relations studies to recognize "white supremacism"? Could you imagine if George Wallace had managed to convince someone at the U.S. federal government or at the United Nations that only an approved list of "white studies" scholars could be allowed to debate the issue of white supremacism? The idea, of course, is both laughable and frightening. But this is precisely what is happening, on an official basis, regarding debate on the issue of Islamic supremacism. Increasingly, the topic is officially off-limits in the very places where it needs to be discussed the most.

Like Rosa Parks in 1955, it is our responsibility to defy those who would silence us from challenging Islamic supremacism and speak out against it. But a significant challenge to such free speech is a concerted effort by Islamic supremacist organizations to cut off any debate on such ideologies in public forums. A key approach used to silence such debate is the suggestion that individuals are simply not learned enough or competent to debate Islamic supremacist issues. The January 2008 DHS memorandum once again makes this point: "[i]t is one thing for a Muslim leader to use a particular term; an American official may simply not have the religious authority to be taken seriously, even when using terms appropriately" (pages 3 and 4).

Furthermore, "Islamic scholars" seek to communicate the same message. But one only needs to look at Georgetown University's John Esposito to see how independent such Islamic scholars are. Professor Esposito's Georgetown University Center for Muslim-Christian Understanding was funded by $20 million from Saudi Arabia. Professor Esposito has a long-standing history as an apologist for Islamic supremacism, claiming that his "years studying those attitudes [of the world's Muslims] suggest that Muslim hostility toward the West is mostly political, not religious, and that Muslims hope the West will show their faith more respect." 

Such "Islamic scholars" increasingly provide the "expert opinions" to U.S. government agencies, to the United Nations, to law enforcement agencies, and to other national and international organizations. They head academic "Islamic studies" departments at universities to educate our young people, and they advise other educational organizations that produce textbooks for our children. Yet for the most part, they remain in steadfast denial on the subject of Islamic supremacism itself. 

Imagine if during the war on white supremacism, we had an entrenched group in academia that was driving government opinion, advising law enforcement, and teaching Americans that there was no such thing as "white supremacism," that in fact, any such debate on white supremacism was nothing more than a racist and bigoted diatribe. This would have been George Wallace's dream situation. Such a defeat by white supremacism of the forces of intellectual reason and investigation would have been devastating for America, for America's commitment to its principals of equality, and for America's future as a pluralistic nation.

Yet such a nightmare scenario is precisely what is happening in the debate on Islamic supremacism in America today. Organizations such as CAIR (associated with Islamic supremacism) advise law enforcement on how it should act, organizations such as ISNA (whose speakers include supporters of terrorists attacking America) meet with the Departments of Justice and Homeland Security, organizations such as the Muslim Public Affairs Council (whose leaders have supported Osama Bin Laden) provide forums with guidance on homeland security matters, organizations like the Muslim Brotherhood (whose motto is "Jihad is our way") are suggested as organizations to engage with by Islamic scholars writing for West Point military publications.


H.2. Why a Terminology on Terror to Exclude Only References to Islam?
The influence of Islamist supremacist political organizations on American governmental leadership can be best illustrated in the fact that both the DHS and the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) felt the need to prepare memoranda on how to use terminology about Islam and terrorism in the first place. This is the main point, not the debate over individual terms per se, but that American government agencies that are charged with American security were compelled to prepare such memoranda that exclude terms only for one specific group when discussing terrorism. This was a tremendous historical victory for Islamic supremacist political groups, and should be a wake-up call that America is losing the war of ideas.

We have no comparable memoranda or debate regarding terrorism and proper use of terminology regarding any other supremacist ideology to ensure that white supremacists, black supremacists, Aryan supremacists (or any other supremacist group) are not offended. We have no such exclusionary terror lexicon designed not to "incite" groups with extreme left political ideologies (anarchist, communist), ecological, or any other group where the tactic of terrorism is performed in stated support of their ideology. So the fact that we have a government-provided "terror lexicon" specific to Islam, Islamism, Jihad, is a unique aspect in fighting terrorism tactics. No other race, religion, or political group has managed to successfully lobby the American government to use only terms that they would not find offensive when referencing a specific type of terrorism.

The fact that such a recommended "terror lexicon" exists to ensure that language does not reference anything remotely "Islamic" or "Islamist" regarding terrorist activity -- is much more important than the language in the terror lexicon memorandums themselves. The important question that Americans must ask themselves is why is there only such a "terror lexicon" when it comes to Islam?

The lobbying influence of Islamic supremacist organizations clearly has impacted the thinking of American leadership - once again to rethink exclusionary tactics (when it comes to Islam) as good, rather than bad. We have no exclusionary tactics on terminology when it comes to terrorism by any other political group, racial supremacist group, or religious supremacist group. There are no guidelines to advise government official not to speak of "white supremacism," as this may offend other white Americans, etc. Such exclusionary tactics in terminology only apply to Islam. These tactics themselves are the process of Islamic supremacism at work today in the United States.

The analogy in comparing how such exclusionary tactics would have blunted efforts in fighting the ideology of white supremacism is an obvious one, but it is hardly the only such analogy. Imagine any other ideology where terrorism is used and imagine a "hands-off" approach in refusing to acknowledge the existence or threat of such a group, let alone guidelines to ensure that it is not discussed. The logical reaction should be "why"? But that question falls largely on deaf ears in debates on this subject, as Islamic supremacists have increasingly managed to control the venues of debate with American government leadership, academia, and the media on this subject.

I don't view the term "white supremacist" as offensive to me as a white American. Nor do I view the efforts of law enforcement in profiling "white supremacists" as likely to be white as a matter of unreasonable racial profiling. Unlike efforts to identify Islamic supremacists, targeting white Americans in fighting "white supremacists" is indeed actually "racial profiling." But so what? They should use racial profiling in fighting white supremacists. How else would the federal government fight that ideology? Should they have feared to use such terms as "white supremacist" for fear of "inciting" other whites to join terrorist groups?

In the DHS January 2008 terror lexicon memorandum, it states on page 1 that "the terminology we use must be accurate with respect to the very real threat we face. At the same time, our terminology must be properly calibrated to diminish the recruitment efforts of extremists who argue that the West is at war with Islam." What other groups or political ideologies get such "hands-off" treatment? What other groups or political ideologies should not be referenced in terminology on terrorism to diminish recruitment efforts?

In fighting white supremacism did America argue that "our terminology must be properly calibrated to diminish the recruitment efforts of white supremacists who argue that the Federal Government is at war with whites?" In the war on white supremacism, in developing "terminology to define the terrorists" did the Federal Government seek recommendations from "American whites"? 

As some will argue, the battle against white supremacism was partially led from other white Americans, but many other non-white Americans also led the fight against white supremacism. Should non-white Americans' use of the term "white supremacism" been censored, because they did not have the right to "slur" all whites with a supremacist ideology?

Words do matter. If what we say is important, what we fear to say may indeed be even more telling on who we are and what we believe.


H.3. Rejecting Liberty in the Debate on Islamic Supremacism
The January 2008 DHS terror lexicon memorandum states that "[t]he struggle is for progress... The experts we consulted debated the word 'liberty,' but rejected it because many around the world would discount the term as a buzzword for American hegemony" (p. 7, paragraph 5). At a conference that I attended with the memorandum's author, Mr. Daniel Sutherland, he continued to expand on this idea, stating that what people really want in life are good things for their families and children, prosperity. 

Ironically, this DHS memorandum is from the "Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties," but use of the word "liberty" itself is discouraged in "recommendations from [anonymous] American Muslims." Americans might have thought that an organization focused on "civil liberties" would flat-out reject such recommendations and refuse to put them in print, let alone circulate such recommendations as guidance to hundreds of thousands of government employees. For context, it must be understood that mission of the DHS organization is solely focused on preventing another terrorist attack on the American homeland. Their desperate tactical mission is to prevent this by any and all means necessary. As previously mentioned, the Authorization for Use of Military Force (AUMF) failed to identify a specific enemy and enemy ideology. America's political leadership also failed to adopt the recommendations of the 9/11 Commission on "Islamism" and "Islamist terrorism." This strategic and ideological vacuum has provided the opportunity for Islamic supremacist political lobbyists to influence bottom-up thinkers in tactical organizations and academia, with the underlying message that we don't want any more trouble from Jihadists, and that we, not they, need to change.

If we have tactical organizations to defend our buildings and our people, who will strategically defend our values? Where is our "homeland security" of ideas and values? The DHS memorandum makes it very clear that our tactical government agencies are intimidated in defending such values of liberty and equality.

In fact, such "recommendations from American Muslims" are completely wrong about America and its identity. America's core values are not simply about "progress," they are about liberty and equality. When our government is told not to promote liberty and equality, we should be demanding who is telling them this and why, and the memorandum authors have not provided this.

The war of ideas is more fundamental than specific security tactics and measures. The war of ideas is centered around what it means to be an American and what our shared American values are. If some Americans don't agree with American values of equality and liberty, it is they who need to reassess their values, not the American government. 

American values are not focused only on achieving peace and neutrality with the world, seeking only ambiguous "progress." American values of equality and liberty are confrontational to many in the world -- to Nazis, to Communists, to white supremacists, and yes, to Islamic supremacists. Such values will gain the enmity of enemies of freedom and equality everywhere - the flame of equality and liberty is a threat to those who would deny it. That is also why such values provide a beacon of freedom to those who are oppressed around the world.

Nazi supremacist Adolf Hitler also claimed to be for progress and prosperity, as did Communist totalitarian leaders, white supremacist George Wallace, and a host of other anti-freedom leaders. Calls for the ambiguous term of "progress" are frequently the last resort of scoundrels who genuinely have no useful ideas or values to offer to their people. 

In America, you will see no national memorials to "progress" or to "prosperity," but you will see memorials to those who gave their lives in fighting against Nazi and Communist supremacism, to those who gave their lives in fighting for liberty. You will see monuments - not just to people, but to ideas and to values. In America, you will see a Statue of Liberty. In America, you will see the words "All Men Are Created Equal" chiseled in a marble monument. In America, you will see the words "All Men Are Created Equal" memorialized in our very Declaration of Independence itself. Because in America, we live and die for the values of liberty and equality -- these values are "America" -- every bit as our geographic nation and our people.

Progress may be sufficient for individuals, groups, and nations that do not value liberty and equality, but America is not and never has been such a nation. The day that United States is only about "progress," it will cease to be "America." Defense of American values will be confrontational to Islamic supremacist groups and individuals, just as it was confrontational to Nazis, Communists, and other supremacist groups and individuals. If liberty and equality is confrontational with those whose values are inimical to ours, then that is a fight that we need to face proudly and defiantly.

America has a red, white, and blue badge of courage when it comes to defending liberty and equality. We have proven this in our countless sacrifices for these values over the centuries. It is time once again to prove the courage of our convictions against Islamic supremacism. 


H.4. Infiltration of America's Military to Prevent Focus on Islamic Supremacism
The last thing Americans would expect is our military to surrender to an ideological challenge to such values. It is our military that has frequently led the physical aspect of the war of ideas against totalitarian ideologies around the world. When President Dwight Eisenhower was challenged by white supremacists in America, he used the U.S. Army to put such challenges to equality and liberty down. America has a deserved pride and respect in our military and in the men and women who sacrifice their lives for these values.

So it is especially painful to see the infiltration of apologists for Islamic supremacism within America's military, attempting to undermine the definition of the enemy, our strategy, and our resolve to fight for our values. But as apologists for Islamic supremacism have continued to multiply throughout our government, our media, our academia, and our population, it is predictable that such contamination would even spread to those providing strategic guidance to our military.

-- Seeking to Change What America's Military Says. For years, lobbyists have been reaching out to America's military leaders to get them to change the language they use regarding Jihad and Islamic supremacism. As Walid Phares stated a year ago, "The practice of not using 'Jihad' and 'Jihadism' was lately defended by two academics at the National Defense University who based their arguments on a study published by a Washington lobbyist, Jim Guirard." This National Defense University study was then published in an article by the American Forces Press Service (AFPS) as "Loosely Interpreted Arabic terms can promote enemy ideology." The AFPS is the news service provided by the American Forces Information Service, part of the United States Department of Defense. AFPS supplies news stories to U.S. military forces around the world. Mr. Guirard, who represents the Truespeak Institute, is supported in such efforts by the Islamic supremacist group and unindicted Holy Land Foundation terror trial co-conspirator ISNA, as well as by Islamic scholars, such as the Saudi-funded Georgetown University Center leader John Esposito. While such efforts will make no difference to how Jihadists perceive themselves or are perceived by others, what these efforts will do is to avoid debate and analysis on the ideology of Islamic supremacism itself, by removing the symptoms of terrorist activity from the consideration that they are inspired by an Islamic supremacist ideology. As addressed in an article on non-interventionism, ex-CIA analysts Marc Sagemann and Michael Scheuer have also written about and provided ideological apologies for Islamic supremacism, stating essentially that such an ideology does not exist, and that terrorist actions are the result only of American foreign policy and the "glamour" of terrorist activities themselves. The 2008 "terror lexicon" memoranda by the NCTC and DHS are predictable outcomes of efforts to change what our very military calls the enemy.

-- Seeking to Change Who America's Military Views as the Threat. As efforts have continued to move America towards a "War on Extremism" (W.O.E.), the idea of Islamic supremacists as an ideological threat continues to blur. In the June 2008 issue of the West Point Military Academy's Combating Terrorism Center (CTC) publication "Sentinel," another Islamic scholar, George Mason University Center for Global Studies professor Peter Mandaville argues that Islamic supremacists are not only not a threat, but should be engaged as allies. (Americans should be wondering why a professor who believes that Hamas is not really a terrorist group should be providing strategic guidance on terrorism to the West Point Military Academy.) In the West Point publication, Professor Peter Mandaville decries the idea that "the default assumption still appears to be that Islamism of any kind is more likely to be part of the problem rather than a potential component of counter-terrorism solutions." Peter Mandaville tells West Point readers that in fact what America should be doing to prevent terrorist attacks is to engage with the international Islamic supremacist organization, the Muslim Brotherhood. The motto of the Muslim Brotherhood of "Jihad is our way" is hardly the only aspect in rejecting such an Islamic supremacist apologist argument. The Muslim Brotherhood is based on the ideology of Islamic supremacism based on activism towards converting the world into a global caliphate ruled by Islam. As previously mentioned, the Muslim Brotherhood specifically has stated its strategy in the United States that it seeks to sabotage it "from within." In fact, this effort by Peter Mandaville in providing propaganda to the West Point Military Academy is precisely what the Muslim Brotherhood's strategy has sought to achieve. Professor Mandaville argues that "Islamists and counter-terrorism practitioners are likely to find a more common alignment of interests than perhaps either of them anticipated." His argument sounds credible to those who believe that America is only fighting ambiguous "extremists." To those who recognize that Islamic supremacism is inimical to our values, such arguments are a transparent effort to undermine the American military's ability to define the threat.

-- Seeking to Change What America's Military Views as the War. The Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College publishes security and strategic reports for U.S. military agencies, military leaders, and to influence policy. So when this branch of the US Army War College calls for America to run from fighting a war to defend its values, Americans should be deeply concerned. The US Army War College sent this message in April 2008 to American military leadership in publishing a study by Islamic scholar Sherifa Zuhur on "Precision in the Global War on Terror: Inciting Muslims through the War of Ideas." Professor Zuhur is not ambiguous about her message to the American military in stating that "the effort to pursue 'militant Islam' instead of simply opposing 'terrorism,' is too grand a project" (page 9), and that "it is time to abandon the assumptions of a clash of civilizations between Islam and the West" (page 115). In effect, this Islamic scholar is guiding American military away from looking at Islamic supremacism as an ideology, and instead advises that the only possible course for America is the circular, tactical guerilla warfare against "terrorists" or "extremists" instead. Professor Zuhur tells America's military that "[p]lanners and policymakers should avoid essentialist and reductionist interpretations of key concepts like the Caliphate" (page 117). Professor Zuhur tells America's military that the "United States (even along with Europe) cannot undo the Islamic awakening, the growth of Islamist movements and principles, and popular support for them. Work with Islamists instead of engaging them in what surely will be a very long war" (page 118). In summary, this study distributed by the US Army War College was provided to American military around the world to tell them to ignore the ideology of Islamic supremacism, and to discourage any type of confrontation with Islamic supremacism to defend our values of equality and liberty. Clearly the Islamic supremacist propaganda campaign is working.

-- A Brief Voice of Reason. Major (USAR) Stephen Coughlin felt that he was only doing his job when he researched Islamic law as part of his studies for the Joint Chiefs in a report submitted to the National Defense Intelligence College "'To Our Great Detriment': Ignoring What Extremists Say about Jihad." Major Coughlin's point was that unless Islam was examined as an ideology, and the aspects about Islamic law thoroughly understood and studied, those fighting terrorists inspired by Islamic teachings would have no idea who or what they were fighting. His point was clear - America needed to know its enemy. This voice of reason did not sit well with those who would apologize or deny the existence of an Islamic supremacist political ideology. In September 2007, Major Coughlin seized on information revealed during the Holy Land Fund terror trial of a Muslim Brotherhood memorandum describing a plan to develop a strategy to undermine America's defenses from within using front organizations. He addressed this in a September 7, 2007 memorandum that concluded "consequently, outreach strategies must be adjusted in the face of credible information that seeming Islamic humanitarian or professional nongovernmental organizations may be part of the global jihad with potential for being part of the terrorist or insurgent support system." For addressing such Islamic supremacist ideological threats, Major Coughlin's contract to provide studies on Islamic studies was not renewed. A key aide to Deputy Defense Secretary Gordon England, Hesham Islam, was offended by this research which challenged the "outreach" effort of his office to "U.S. Muslim groups," including Pentagon outreach efforts to the unindicted co-conspirator in the Holy Land Foundation terror trial, ISNA. 

Despite such infiltrations, I am aware of efforts by members within the U.S. military to continue to resist Islamic supremacist indoctrination. However, the structural organization of the U.S. military is to obey orders and follow commands. If we are to keep our U.S. military free of Islamic supremacist indoctrination, it remains our responsibility to take the political battle to our American leadership to ensure that our military's focus remains centered on defending American values.


H.5. The Disastrous United Kingdom Approach to Addressing Islamic Supremacism
If American leadership was looking for a case study on "what not to do" in addressing the challenge of Islamic supremacism, it would need to look no further than the United Kingdom. But in the chorus of denial on the challenge of Islamic supremacism, there are many who (frighteningly) believe that the United Kingdom offers ideas and research that could be valuable in counterterrorism measures in the United States. In fact, if America continues to pursue an approach of denial on Islamic supremacism, comparable to that of the United Kingdom's, it could well go down its same disastrous path.

The symptoms of the United Kingdom's disastrous policies on Islamic supremacism can be seen in the June 22, 2008 London Times where Sir Simon Jenkins writes that: "[t]he Taliban's chief objective is not world domination but a share of power in Afghanistan... [and that the Taliban] offer the best hope of beating Al-Qaeda." (Of course, the Taliban's objectives are to work towards a Sharia-based Islamic supremacist global caliphate, one country at a time, just as Al-Qaeda.) Such symptoms can also been seen in the recent comments by Sir Hugh Orde (frontrunner to be the next commissioner of Metropolitan Police) that UK should negotiate with Al-Qaeda. Most importantly, such symptoms can be seen in the repeated attempts by British Jihadists to commit mass casualty terrorist attacks in 2001, 2004, and 2006 on the United States homeland, and the position of the United Kingdom as the "focal point for Islamic terrorism across Europe." The disastrous United Kingdom approach to addressing Islamic supremacism has made it one of the most dangerous countries in the world, and a continuing serious threat to America's national security.

But among the chorus in denial on the threat of Islamic supremacism, the efforts of the United Kingdom to try to "engage" its Muslim community to discourage Muslims from "extremism" seem attractive. The UK Home Office's Jonathan Allen recently summarized this approach to a George Washington University panel on homeland security issues that Muslims don't need to agree with United Kingdom foreign policies to share UK's position on being against such "criminals" as Jihadists. Last winter, the United Kingdom government also developed its own "terror lexicon" where terms such as "Jihad," "Islamism," etc., would no longer be used, and the London police force started instructing its officers on Sharia law.

While there is a plethora of detail on tactics involving British Jihad and Islamism (much of which I address at the web site "British Jihad and Islamism Watch"), my focus in this article is on how the ideological challenges have failed in the United Kingdom, and why such failures must not be replicated to address tactical efforts in counterterrorism in the United States.

The United Kingdom strategies against Islamic supremacism have failed precisely because they have been consistently weak on the issue of Islamic supremacism as an ideology. Historically, the United Kingdom looked the other way for decades as Islamic supremacists infiltrated the United Kingdom, set up Islamic supremacist organizations, publicly threatened violence, and developed a European logistics base within the United Kingdom. The UK immigration policies were considered so lax that Osama Bin Laden applied for asylum to move to the UK in 1995 as a safe haven for his Al Qaeda operations, while Bin Laden was planning the "Bojinka plot". Had Bin Laden managed to immigrate to the UK, or had Dhiren Barot's British Jihadist gang managed to successfully attack New York City prior to the 9/11 attacks, it well may have been the United Kingdom that the U.S. had to deal with rather than Afghanistan. 

During the decades of the United Kingdom's alleged "Gentleman's Agreement" with Islamic supremacists, other European nations were furious with UK's asylum for such supremacists and UK's unwillingness to crack down on this ideology. Many Europeans called the UK "Londonistan" due to its growing status as a logistics base, planning hub, and asylum center for Islamic supremacists throughout Europe. After the 9/11 attacks, Islamic supremacists such as al-Muhajiroun held conferences and rallies in "honor" of the "magnificent 19" who attacked America on 9/11, and Islamic supremacists became increasingly public and bold in their threats towards the Western world, encouraged by Al-Qaeda's attacks on America, and empowered by the UK's unwillingness to crack down on them.

It wasn't until the United Kingdom itself was attacked on July 7, 2005 in the London subway and bus bombings that the UK was sufficiently incentivized to "crack down" on Islamic supremacists. In a recent interview in Lebanon with Omar Bakri Mohammed, he stated that after the July 2005 bombings, the UK government "violated the 'Covenant of Security' (Aqd Al-Amaan) that had hitherto guaranteed peace between Muslims and the British state." But this did not last long. A few years after inconsistent efforts to crack down on Islamic supremacist organizations, the UK government concluded that it was facing a bigger problem than it could handle. The estimates of the numbers of Islamic supremacist terrorists and supporters being monitored by the UK MI5 domestic intelligence agency have varied - ranging from 1,200 to 4,000 -- but the fundamental problem is that the UK MI5 and the UK government feel overwhelmed by the task and gravity of their threat. (Of course, the UK has no historical experience in facing a challenge like the 4 million member Ku Klux Klan white supremacist terrorist group in the United States.)

So in an effort to reinvent old policy, today's UK has gone to a "War on Criminals" mode (since they won't use the word "Jihadists"), continuing to avoid recognizing the threat of Islamic supremacism as an ideology, and continuing to tolerate Islamic supremacist organizations (such as Hizb ut-Tahrir), while using terminology and public relations efforts (such as training Bobbies on Sharia) to convince British Muslims not to accept "extremism" or to support "criminals." In fact, this "new policy" is not much more different from the "old policy" on Islamic supremacist ideology, except that if Islamic supremacists make direct, public, and prosecutable threats, then they can expect to be arrested, at least until they are turned loose again.

This "new strategy" by UK is not intended to confront Islamic supremacism as an ideology at all, which is why the chorus of denial on Islamic supremacism find it so attractive. It is only intended to discourage and temporarily disrupt Islamic supremacist terrorist plots from being actualized on a rolling basis. What the UK government fails to appreciate is that it can't simply keep its ship of state afloat by endlessly bailing water as the hole in the bottom continues to grow larger. So with every new Sharia court established in the UK, with every new instance where British courts accepts Sharia, with every new pronouncement that Sharia law should be accepted, with every new comment that the Taliban and Al-Qaeda should be negotiated with, the empowerment of Islamic supremacism continues to grow as an ideology that can affect change within the United Kingdom. While the UK government believes that such "tolerance" and "understanding" of Islamic supremacism defuses violence, it fails to understand that weakness in its national values encourages others to gravitate to stronger, more defined values, such as Islamic supremacism. 

Furthermore, the UK's history in conflict management over a foreign empire is one that ultimately concluded in constant defeat of Britain in region after region, resulting in a culture of conflict avoidance by the mid 20th century. Such conflict avoidance with Nazi Germany supremacists nearly cost the UK its national sovereignty, and those who demonize pre-WWII UK Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain should recognize that he represented a view common in British society at that time, and which has sadly been revitalized today. 

While the chorus of denial on Islamic supremacism points to the UK experiments in "engaging" its Muslim society as a laudable example to be followed, it must be remembered that it is the American historical experience and commitment to sacrifice for the equality against supremacist organizations that is our most valuable lesson. It must be remembered that the UK continues to represent one of the greatest threats by Islamic supremacism towards the United States in the world - with repeated mass-casualty terrorist attack attempts by British Jihadists against the United States homeland. The last country (except perhaps for Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, or Iran) that the United States should seek to "learn lessons" from should be the United Kingdom.

Unlike the United States, the United Kingdom had no Abraham Lincoln, no Emancipation Proclamation, no Gettysburg Address, no words "all men are created equal" chiseled in marble in a memorial in the heart of its capital. It simply is not the same country as the United States. In America's Declaration of Independence from the United Kingdom, our fundamental differences were clearly stated in the defiant declaration of the ideal that "All Men Are Created Equal."

Our beloved values ensure that America's population knows what it means to be "American." Does the UK's population know what it means to be "British"? The UK's history in the Magna Carta is focused on "liberty," but not necessarily equality. Liberty is only half of the equation of freedom, equality is the other completing half of freedom that provides the values to truly challenge any supremacist ideology. 

America's war on white supremacism and its consistent sacrifices for both liberty and equality provide the necessary and relevant historical examples on how to counter such threats and provide the basis for a declaration of independence from Islamic supremacist influences.

I. A Declaration of Independence from Islamic Supremacism
In a war of ideas, the individual battles are sometimes less visually obvious than in traditional military battles. But certainly those who remember seeing black churches burned to the ground by white supremacists, who remember the slaughter of 6 million Jews by Nazi supremacists in the Holocaust, who remember the 9/11 attacks by Islamic supremacists in 2001... remember that such horrific violence was more than random senseless acts, but that such violence was a deliberate act of war against a race, against a religion, against a people that values equality and liberty.

These wars of ideas are more than rhetorical battles and debates. They are mortal and moral conflicts that define who and what we are. They are civilizational conflicts that define what values we hold dear and what values we will give our lives to defend. To diminish the magnitude of such moral and values conflicts is an insult to all those whose lives, whose families, whose peace, was sacrificed. 

Supremacist ideologies - whether they are Nazism, White Supremacism, or Islamic Supremacism - are not the values of a civilized society. They are the values of a savage society, a society that America's pluralistic democracy can not, will not, and must not appease or tolerate. In our founding Declaration of Independence, we declared that "All Men Are Created Equal." One hundred and forty five years ago, our president declared a war that would challenge white supremacism based on the ideals best summarized in his Gettysburg Address: "Four score and seven years ago our fathers brought forth on this continent a new nation, conceived in Liberty, and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal."

All men and women of all races, religions are equal. This fundamental American value is the antithesis of Islamic supremacism, where freedom of religion is not permitted, where terrorism is lauded as "martyrdom," where "blasphemy" and "apostasy" is punishable by death, where women and non-Muslims are second class citizens, where children are forced into marriage, where girls and women are murdered for "honor," and where the only way - is the Sharia way. 

We cannot continue to allow those in denial on Islamic supremacism to persuade our government leadership that such diametrically opposed values can continue to co-exist without confrontation. We cannot continue to let those who would apologize for Islamic supremacism persuade our government leadership that "progress" and "peace" are worth more than the values of equality and liberty that define America itself.

America must make a declaration of independence from the influence of Islamic supremacism in our society, in our government, and in our nation.

A declaration of independence from the influence of Islamic supremacism in America is not an educational issue, it is an issue of determination, of defiance, of willpower. It is a challenge to see if we truly have the courage of our convictions. A declaration of independence from the influence of Islamic supremacism in America and around the world is the moral calling of this American generation - to confront, to defy, and to deny the efforts of Islamic supremacists here and around the world to expand their activist supremacist ideology. We must reject Islamic supremacism influences in our government leadership, our military, our academia, our schools, our news media, and our allies. We must reject Islamic supremacist organizations and their attempts to infiltrate our society and divide our nation. We must defy the efforts of Islamic supremacist organizations to influence our language, to gain a safe haven for their anti-American ideology, and to influence government policy to ignore American values.

With such a declaration of independence from Islamic supremacism, we must face a greater, more dangerous task ahead - a war against the ideology of Islamic supremacism itself. Many fear such a confrontation -- and with good cause. Such a confrontation will result in great sacrifice. But a greater sacrifice would be to abandon our principles of equality and liberty in favor of "progress," a greater sacrifice would be to retreat before a supremacist bully that seeks to manipulate our national and international policies in fear of terrorist retribution, a greater sacrifice would be to allow this current threat of Islamic supremacism to make the sacrifices of generations before us to be in vain in defining America as the defender of equality and liberty.

Islamic supremacists fail to understand that America will survive all attacks and weapons against us, that America will survive all losses and sacrifices in the defense of its values of equality and liberty, that America will survive any catastrophe that may befall its geographical nation or its people. Because America is not just a geographic nation-state, America is not just a group of people, America is an idea itself. This is why we fight for equality and liberty. This is why we sacrifice for equality and liberty. Because this is who and what America is.

"We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness."

We understood this when we first made our Declaration of Independence, and we fought a war over 100 years with white supremacists to make these values a consistent reality. As we address the new ideological tyranny of Islamic supremacism, we must remember that these truths are just as self-evident today as they were on July 4, 1776. They remain just as important to fight for now, as then, no matter what ideology threatens them.
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Why Mugabe Won

By Douglas Farah

The tragic failure of the African Union to take any steps to sanction the fraudulent and violent regime of Robert Mugabe was a given as soon as the despot sat at the table. Because Mugabe knew his audience, or what was to be his jury.

Mugabe, correctly, told many other leaders that "their claims to power were no more legitimate than his," and chastised other for holding even worse elections than he did.

The tragedy for Africa is that Mugabe is right. And because he is right, Africa, particularly sub-Saharan Africa, remains an open wound, hospitable to radical Islamist groups (Somalia, Kenya, South Africa etc. for al Qaeda. The west coast, from Sierra Leone to Cameroon, for Hezbollah, and the Congo as a free for all, for criminals, terrorists and rogue states) and rapacious militias (the Lord's Resistance Army) and countless criminal gangs (Nigeria being the prime example.)

It didn't help that host Egypt and main mover Libya have such wretched histories of their own in terms of elections.

In addition to Mubarak and Gadaffi, here is a partial list of those sitting in judgement of Mugabe and his thuggish regime, as I wrote about for the Washington Post My 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.douglasfarah.com/article/370/why-zimbabwe-won.com" full blog is here.
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NEFA Foundation: "The FARC in Transition: The Fatal Weakening of the Hemisphere's Oldest Guerrilla Movement"

By Douglas Farah

Today the NEFA Foundation published a paper I wrote on the overall weakening of the FARC in Colombia and the likely options for its future development.

The new paper, "The FARC in Transition: The Fatal Weakening of the Hemisphere's Oldest Guerrilla Movement," is a followup to one I did analyzing the publicly released documents taken from the computer of the FARC's second in command, Raul Reyes, killed by Colombian troops in raid into neighboring Ecuador.

The paper posits that in the near term, the new FARC leadership-for the first time in its 44-year history dominated by urban, educated leaders rather than peasants lacking formal education-will try to launch a major military strike in order to prove its legitimacy to the rank and file. 

In the long term, however, this group may be in a better position to negotiate an end to the conflict. However, in mid-term the FARC is likely to devolve into more isolated, criminal groups. Those commanders who control cocaine production and/or engage in kidnapping for ransom will survive in alliance with criminal groups, and those that have few outside sources of income will likely wither away. The consequences for the government will be the weakening of a major threat to the state, but increased criminal and drug trafficking activity.
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