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Russia-Georgia CyberWar Assessment

By Aaron Mannes

The Guardian Online just posted an assessment I co-wrote with my friend Jim Hendler (computer science professor at RPI) about the Georgia-Russia cyberwar.

The first modern cyberwar?
Aaron Mannes and James Hendler
Friday August 22 2008

The Russian-Georgian conflict is being described as the first time cyber-attacks have accompanied an actual war. Last year, the Russian-Estonian spat was described as the first modern cyber-war. These descriptions over dramatise events and are a distraction from the more prosaic, but more serious, danger these illicit cyber-actions represent. The technology used in these cyber-conflicts has only limited strategic impact, but represents a major threat to one of the most successful engines of human freedom and opportunity - the World Wide Web itself.

The strikes against Georgian government websites, along with last April's attacks against Estonian websites, were distributed denial of service attacks (DDoS) where many computers simultaneously send messages to a website, preventing legitimate traffic from reaching the site. These attacks are relatively easy to launch, but taking a website down does not affect real world infrastructure and competent IT professionals can counter or at least mitigate DDoS attacks. The increasing volume and sophistication of these attacks is a subject much discussed among IT professionals, but its impact is to create an inconvenience.

Read the complete article here.
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Europe must realize: Jihadism is an Ideology not only a theology

By Walid Phares

The following short piece is a summary of an analysis I discussed during this summer June-July with European officials as a Visiting Fellow with the European Foundation for Democracy in Brussels. Among the main groups and fora I presented these ideas to were: The Majority Party EPP at the European Parliament in its Conference in Paris; the secretariat for international relations of the European Socialist Group; the Center for International Affairs in Rome with the participation of the Chief of Staff of the Italian Armed Forces; members of the Budenstag on National Security and Foreign Affairs in Berlin, counter terrorism officials at the European Union including from the UK, Germany, Spain, Czech Republic, Rumania, Belgium, Slovakia, Poland, Estonia, as well as top officials at the interior ministries offices on radicalization in Germany, France and the UK. I will expand in another posting on the circulation of ideas and the various challenges facing Europe and the West in general per these discussions. The summary below was initially presented at the Paris Conference and shared with the various officials I met with. 
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Europe must realize: Jihadism is an Ideology not only a theology
Jihadi terrorism is one of the largest threats Europe and the international community are facing in this era. Hence studying Jihadi terrorism beyond the formation and the dismantling of cells is highly relevant to Europeans because of the impact of its actions on security, politics, and economy.

Jihadism is putting significant pressure on European foreign policy regarding where and when Europe can intervene in an international crisis such as those in Afghanistan, Lebanon and Darfur. It is also putting pressure on the European economy through the choices made in foreign policies. But the inability to explain these pressures is a major reason behind the strategic failure in containing and reversing the threat which continues to expand and grow across the continent.

As one of the European Parliament (EPP) leaders, Jaime Major-Oreja said, the issue is about identification of that threat. We need to "ID" it so that we can address it properly. Western democracies have had a failure in perception of the threat; for the countries that have been fighting this movement are still debating it seven years after 9/11 and several years after Madrid and London attacks. World War II took five years to win, and, in this confrontation, the identification of the menace is still not completed properly after seven years. Hence, we will offer a few suggestions of strategic guidelines to address this issue.

First: The Identification Problem

1. Self Identification: The Jihadists talk about themselves, their agenda and their views. Let's not ignore this literature, but let's analyze it and learn from it. These movements certainly use theology in their discourse, but they have developed an ideology. They do define themselves as Jihadis, Islamists, Takfiris, and others, but the most accurate term to identify them is "Jihadists."

2. European Debate: Today's debate in Europe about the origin and nature of the Jihadist movement is still struggling with the so-called "root causes" of this terror phenomenon. In my discussions across the continent, including my sessions with many of the 27 counter-terrorism teams at the European Union level, one can summarize the Euro-debate on this matter as follow. Four points and counter-points are made:

a. Many in the EU claim that Jihadism is a response to European (and Western) foreign policy. The counter-arguments are that Jihadism as an ideology and as a movement has preceded all relevant European policies in modern times. The Salafists rose in the 1920s long before the UN and the Arab-Israeli conflict. Foreign policy impacts these movements but does not create them.

b. Others have stated that economic disenfranchisement is at the root of these movements. But there are many counter arguments: First, the Jihadi agenda does not talk about economic justice. Second, there are multiple layers of social classes among Jihadists from the lower social class, the middle class and the upper class as well. In addition, the Jihadi ideology creates takfeer which is a display of hatred between segments of societies. The Jihadists in Sudan, for example, have clearly displayed racism in Darfur.

c. New theories are claiming that the root causes are socio-psychological stresses such as racism. But the counter-argument is that racism is a phenomenon linked to immigration and exists for all immigrants not just the Arab Muslim communities.

d. From the other side of the debate, some intellectuals are charging that the roots of terrorism are found in Islamic religious texts. But the counter-argument is that texts alone cannot mobilize and organize movements. There need to be ideological forces that create the movement while using references to theological texts.

Thus in the final analysis Jihadism is an ideology not a theology.

Second: The Strategies of the Jihadists

If Europe and the West are facing an ideology, and thus a movement, one has to learn about their war room, their policies and strategies. We need to understand these so that governments and societies are able to confront them.

The Jihadists have had great debates about their strategies. Al Qaeda, the "hot headed," wants to target the United States and Europe with terror so that they can rise in the Arab and Muslim world. But you have the other "long-term" Jihadists who are creating the pools of indoctrination. With their large, funded mechanism they produce the young minds from among which al Qaeda recruits. I am not only concerned about those who have already became Jihadists between ages 15 and 25, but more so about those who are between ages 8 and 13. What we need today is strategic law enforcement in addition to the local one.

Why were we (governments and NGOs) not aware of this ideological warfare?

The answer is simply because the Jihadists are good in the war of ideas; good at deceiving their foes by raising other issues, using our system against us. Hence between 1945 and 1990, as the West was engaged in the cold war, they infiltrated the Arab Muslim. They have produced four generations with the support of oil production revenues. In a second war of ideas they put additional efforts inside the West and Europe. They have seized the microphone inside the Muslim communities and had an impact on a segment of these societies marginalizing the democracy seekers.

Since 2001, in a third war of ideas, the Jihadis have put pressure on our democracies in Europe to affect foreign policies that could help democracies in the Middle East and oppose the radicals. The various violences in Europe are aimed at changing foreign policies so that Europe (and the West), instead of helping the weak as in Darfur and Lebanon, and instead of supporting women and minorities, would abandon them.

Three: Strategic Advice

Some strategic advice to address the challenge:

1. A European priority should be to define the ideology. Advance work has been done over the past years. The largest party at the European Parliament has produced a document clearly identifying the Jihadi terrorists as being at the root of the crisis. More has to be done at the level of other groups and the European Union.

2. Another priority should be to educate the European public about the ideology, movement and strategies of the Jihadists. The advantages of such massive public information are numerous. One, it will give direction to national communities to get to the root of the problem. It would reduce racism as it would separate radical ideology from religious communities. It would also help Muslim communities make that separation between the radical militants and the mainstream in their societies.

3. Last, but not least, a European priority should be to support pro-democracy forces inside the Muslim communities so that these communities are better protected against racism and back-clashes on the one hand, and are freed from control by the Jihadists on the other hand.

— Dr. Walid Phares is Director of the Future Terrorism Project at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies (FDD) in Washington, D.C., and a visiting scholar at the European Foundation for Democracy in Brussels. He is the author of the recently released book, The Confrontation: Winning the War against Future Jihad;
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Leaked Data on Radicalization in the UK

By Matthew Levitt

The Guardian newspaper made public today parts of a classified internal research document produced by Britain's MI-5. As someone who has worked in intelligence and law enforcement, I do not condone the unauthorized release of classified material. While it is important to keep the public informed, prematurely releasing classified matieral can put (human) sources and (technical) methods at risk. I wonder how much such considerations factored into the Guardian's decision to publish its "exclusive" report on this report.

The academic analyst in me, however, is intrigued by the findings of this study, which is reportedly based on in-depth case studies of "several hundred individuals known to be involved in, or closely associated with, violent extremist activity." Combined with previous reports that as many as 4,000 Islamic extremists trained in Afgan training camps before returning to Britain, and British security officials' estimates that as many as 2,000 persons may be plotting attacks within the country, the findings of the classified MI-5 report highlight the incredible scope of the problem of radicalization in the UK.

Terrorist suspects, the study found, are mostly British nationals and the remainder are, with few exceptions, legal immigrants. Still, while some are well-educated and some are not, most are employed in low-grade jobs suggesting a lack of economic mobility and social integration are a big part of the problem in the UK.

Many lack religous literacy and are therefore susceptible to radical interpretations of extremist preachers or internet sites. There is evidence, British analysts suggest, that a well-established religious identity could protect against violent radiclization. In other words, the problem may not be too much but too little religion.

That the UK is engaged in such data collection and analysis is extremely impressive. The study, and its findings, help explalin why it is that the UK, along with Holland and a few other countries, is proactively developing cutting edge counter-radicalization techniques. Here in the U.S., immigrant communities are better integrated and enjoy a sense of economic mobility immigrant communities in Europe often do not. Still, American authorities would do well not only to learn from the studies and programs being implemented in the UK and elsewhere in Europe, but to implement some of their own.
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Religion, Radicalization and the future of Terrorism

By Roderick Jones


The UK's Guardian today published details of a report produced by Britain's Security Service (MI5) entitled, 'Understanding radicalization and violent extremism in the UK'. The report is from MI5's internal behavioral analysis unit and contains within it some interesting and surprising conclusions. The Guardian report covers many of these in depth (so no need to go over here) but one point, which is worth highlighting is the claim made within the report that religion is and was not a contributory factor in the radicalization of the home-grown terrorist threat that the UK faces. In fact, the report goes on to state that a strong religious faith protects individuals from the effects of extremism. 

This viewpoint is one that is gathering strength and coincides with an article written by Martin Amis in the Wall Street Journal, which also argues that 'terrorism's new structure' is about the quest for fame
and thirst for power, with religion simply acting as a "means of mobilization". 

All of this also tends to agree with the assertion made by Philip Bobbit in 'Terror and Consent', that al-Qaeda is simply version 1.0 of a new type of terrorism for the 21st century. This type of terrorism is attuned to the advantages and pressures of a market based world and acts more like a Silicon Valley start-up company than the Red Brigades -- being flexible, fast moving and wired -- taking advantage of globalization to pursue a violent agenda. 

This all somewhat begs the question of, what next? If al-Qaeda is version 1.0 what is 2.0? This of course is hard to discern but looking at the two certain trends, which will shape humanity over the next 20 years - urbanization and virtualization - throws up some interesting potential opponents who are operating today. The road to mass urbanization is currently being highlighted by the 192021 project (19 cities, 20 million people in the 21st century) and amongst other things, points to the large use of slum areas to grow the cities of the 21st century. Slum areas are today being globally exploited from Delhi to Sao Paulo by Nigerian drug organizations that are able to recruit the indigenous people to build their own cities within cities. This kind of highly profitable criminal activity in areas beyond the vision of government is a disturbing incubator.
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Increased global virtualization complements urbanization as well as standing alone. Virtual environments provide a useful platform for any kind of real-life extremist (as is now widely accepted) but it is the formation of groups within virtual spaces that then spill-out into real-space that could become a significant feature of the 21st century security picture. This is happening with, 'Project Chanology' a group that was formed virtually with some elements of the Anonymous movement in order to disrupt the Church of Scientology. While Project Chanology (WhyWeProtest Website)began as a series of cyber actions directed at Scientology's website, it is now organizing legal protests of Scientology buildings. A shift from the virtual to the real. A more sinister take on this is the alleged actions of the Patriotic Nigras - a group dedicated to the disruption of Second Life, which has reportedly taken to using the tactic of 'swatting' - which is the misdirection of armed police officers to a victim's home address. A disturbing spill-over into real-space. 

Therefore, whatever pattern future terrorist movements follow, there are signs that religion will play a peripheral rather than central role.
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Examining Legal Regimes to Combat Terrorism in Near East & South Asia

By Andrew Cochran

On July 22 and 23, I attended a conference co-hosted by the Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies at the National Defense University and the Inter-University Center for Legal Studies at the International Law Institute, titled, "Lifting the Fog of Law: Legal Regimes to Combat Terrorism in the Near East and South Asia” in Washington. The conference brought together 70 experts from the U.S., North Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia came together to exchange views on the effectiveness of legal regimes in those regions as a foundation upon which to build national and international counter-terrorism efforts. Both hosting organizations are known for their objective analyses of and experience in CT policy, and we have co-sponsored numerous panels with the co-director of the Inter-University Center, Dr. Yonah Alexander (see a summary of our last such panel held in May). With their permission, I am posting a summary of the proceedings' main points:

"Multiple insights into the traditions for dealing with violent actors and the various national legal regimes under discussion resulted from the conference. These insights will be fully addressed in the edited volume that will result from this event. There were, however, some overarching issues that bear mentioning here.

a. Context Matters: In the international arena, law and legal frameworks are to a great extent the product of the cultural environment from which they originate; and they have evolved on different tracks over time in response to individual situations. It is a difficult task to reconcile differences in legal systems with such divergent origins and underlying rationales, even where interests are shared and common threats menace.
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b. Remarkable Continuity: Despite this variation in legal and moral traditions, however, there is remarkable consistency across borders regarding what is being done in domestic legislation to combat political violence broadly and terrorism in particular. Regardless of how a given provision was expressed or justified in a particular state or tradition, acts of terrorism are outlawed on their own merits in all the nations examined at this conference and, one might argue, in virtually all jurisdictions able to make law and to make law binding.

c. National vice Transnational / Continuity vice Universality: This continuity, however, is difficult to translate into universally accepted rules when one leaves domestic settings and enters international ones. In the transnational environment, there is no authority that can make law or make law binding, at least not in the sense that we understand sovereign state authority. Adherence to rules and norms is voluntary and understanding of what is lawful or not has no essentially common cultural basis.

d. Questions Remain: While there is considerable agreement that war and war-like acts can and should be rule-governed, and that these rules can be agreed to and followed even in international settings like, for example, the law of armed conflict between states, this conference demonstrated that questions still remain about whether a government can fight terrorism effectively if it or its people politically agree with the goals of groups that violate the rules that govern violence and whether the methods used to achieve goals can be separated from the cause, from the goals themselves. There are no definitive answers to these questions but they must be addressed in order to further international cooperation to confront terrorism."
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Transnational Jihad, Supremacism, and Cold War Tactics

By Jeffrey Imm

In facing new threats, a fundamental focus must be on defining the identity of such threats and an associated awareness of the need to change our governmental and policy strategies accordingly. If the threats are not clearly identified and defined, the consequences are a series of desperate, fractured tactical efforts to address aspects of the threats as perceived by diverse governmental organizations, without a coordinated strategy. Such a tactical-centric approach to new threats would predictably draw upon old paradigms and processes used in addressing older, previous threats. 

This remains the primary challenge to America in dealing with Jihad. Without defining Jihad's ideological basis, desperate governmental leaders and policy analysts revert to using outdated tactical measures that are focused on regional threats and Cold War statist measures. Without a strategy defining the ideological threat, government and policy leaders are confused, misguided, and frightened, and offer half-measure tactics. In today's America, this combination of factors has resulted in the current ambiguous "war on extremism." 

To effectively deal with the war of ideas that Jihad represents, American government and policy leaders must honestly and clearly define the enemy ideology, and reject regional and statist tactics that are designed for a different enemy than we are fighting today.


The Regional Conflict Perspective to Jihad
On August 18, 2008 in the southern Philippines, new Jihadist atrocities were committed against the Philippine people, leaving 39 dead. News reports stated that "[s]ome of the civilians were hacked to death by machetes and there were reports that some were used as human shields during the violent rampage." This is the latest in a Jihadist struggle that has reportedly claimed 120,000 lives in the past 30 years in the southern Philippines - equivalent to forty 9/11 attacks. Yet this Jihadist atrocity does not get major mainstream news coverage, because of a counterterror position that is prevalent throughout much of America's intelligence agencies and analysts, which views Jihad in the Philippines as an isolated, regional conflict that has no links to Jihadist terrorism elsewhere in the world.

Analysts have remained focused on the geographical and ethnic issues in the Philippine Jihad struggle on the southern most Philippine island of Mindanao, which is 63 percent Christian, but where Islamic supremacists seek to have a segregated, separate territory. In fact, to try to achieve peace by accommodating segregationist goals of such separatists, the Philippine government created an Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao (ARMM) which has its own separate government (that the other Philippine citizens have to support 98 percent of its economy). The latest violence is the result of a Philippine Supreme Court decision that defies the Islamic ARMM territory from having the "right" to assimilate new cities and provinces to expand its separatist territory. The Philippine's Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) jihad attacks have been defended by terrorist leader Abdurahman Macapaar who threatens total war on the Philippine citizens and states that "in the eyes of Allah we are not terrorists," calling for "Islamic justice in Mindanao." The horror of the Jihadist atrocities in the Philippines is lost on the U.S. Ambassador to Philippines Kristie Kenney who urges the Philippine government to negotiate with this same MILF organization, and dismisses the latest attacks as merely "a few bad days."

The "regional conflict" perspective is so embedded among many policy analysts that there is no linkage between the Islamic supremacist ideology inspiring the Philippines Jihad resulting in 120,000 dead, the ongoing terror attacks (Jihad and Communist) in India with an estimated 60,000+ dead (TOI report, BJP report), the ongoing Jihad attacks in Thailand since 2004 with 2,700 dead, the thousands dead from Jihad in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and the steady stream of Jihadist terror plots and Islamic supremacist abuses in the United Kingdom and Europe. The standard argument remains that a solution to this global threat must analyze the needs of the local communities in each area to find ways to discourage "extremism." Moreover, since the victims are not in Iraq, they get minimal to no American mainstream media news coverage, except for wire news reports. Jihadist terror that has resulted in hundreds of thousands dead in other regions of the world is just not "news" to many American media outlets.
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Why American Government Leadership Doesn't Confront Jihad's Supremacist Ideology
On July 13, 2008, the Washington Post published a column by former CIA member Glenn Carle who stated "[w]e do not face a global jihadist 'movement' but a series of disparate ethnic and religious conflicts involving Muslim populations, each of which remains fundamentally regional in nature and almost all of which long predate the existence of al-Qaeda." This denial of anything "global" about Jihad and Islamic supremacism is the mantra of the mainstream media, intelligence agencies, government leaders, and too many in the counterterrorism community.

The idea that the Islamic supremacist ideology that is at the root of the women murdered by the Taliban in Pakistan on August 20, 2008 (crushing one of their faces) -- is the same Islamic supremacist ideology that drove MILF Jihadists to dismember innocent Philippine citizens on August 18, 2008 -- does not make sense to a policy world that view threats by regions, not by ideologies. Moreover, both U.S. Ambassador to Pakistan Anne Patterson and U.S. Ambassador to Philippines Kristie Kenney have given credibility to proponents of this supremacist ideology in these countries. Ambassador Patterson has met with pro-Taliban, pro-Sharia leaders such as JUI-F's Maulana Fazlur Rehman to promote "free and fair elections." Ambassador Kenney has called for negotiations with MILF a day after MILF's jihadists were burning down buildings and dismembering Philippine citizens. This is who is representing America in the eyes of Islamic supremacists in these nations, which is another reason for the increasingly brazen acts by Jihadists in both countries.

To further prevent any confrontation of such an ideology, not only are threats specific to region, they are also considered to be nothing more than "extremism," as stated in the 2008 National Defense Strategy Report authorized by Secretary Gates. The ambiguous term "extremism" provides politically correct coverage that a "threat" has been acknowledged while allowing agencies to still deny the nature or identity of the threat. A threat that cannot defined, however, is certainly not a strategy.

Yet in facing other supremacist threats, America's counterterror analysts and governmental leaders did not take this tactic of creating barriers to ideological confrontation by creating regional categories and blurring the identity of the supremacist groups. This phenomenon is unique to the denial and fear of confrontation only when it comes to Islamic supremacism.


Why Denial is Not Part of American Historical Success against Supremacist Terror
Imagine the howls of outrage and disbelief from the majority of the American public and the mainstream media if 20th century counterterror analysts argued that white supremacist terrorism in Alabama was based on isolated incidents and local issues that were separate and different from white supremacist terrorism in Mississippi, in Michigan, on the West Coast, etc. Imagine how incredulous the public would be if analysts claimed if you had not spoken with whites in each of those community areas that you had no ability to recommend actions against white supremacism. Imagine the confusion if our government leaders had recommended that we not use the term "white supremacism" for fear that the very term would incite other whites to violence. Imagine the protests if analysts supported groups who praised scholars that supported segregationist policies or justified actions by white supremacist groups. 

Yet these are precisely the failing tactics that American governmental and policy leaders are using and recommending regarding "extremism" (aka Islamic supremacism). 

If 20th century counterterrorist and government leaders had used such tactics, we would have lost the war on white supremacism, and America would not have shown the courage of its convictions in defending the natural law that "all men are created equal." In fact, America's leadership was able to confront white supremacist ideology on a holistic, strategic basis, as a crushing, national effort against white supremacism throughout America in the 1960s through the 1980s. While that war continues today, the strength of national 20th century white supremacist ideology was smashed by a national relentless confrontation to every aspect of it that continues in cities, homes, offices, and public places today. As a result, the majority of the American public and mass media has zero tolerance for such white supremacism.

The question must be asked why American government leaders and policy analysts are now using tactics that fail to acknowledge our successes in fighting supremacism in the past.


Cold War Tactics to Fight Statists When Faced With Supremacists
In planning tactics against Jihad, an incorrect analogy gaining popularity in counterterrorism communities is the comparison of Islamic supremacism to the gradual Cold War efforts against Communism where some were encouraged to move from Communism to "Socialism" to merely being left-wing, as the nature of far-left statists evolved over decades. But looking at the evolution of a statist ideology in the same way as looking at an identity-based supremacist ideology (based on race, religion, etc.), is simply erroneous from both an ideological and a historical perspective.

I have previously pointed out that while there are some similarities in the activist nature of both the ideologies of Communism and Islamic supremacism, the latter has a true transnational activist appeal in that Islamic supremacism is not targeted merely at the transformation of states, but is targeted at the transformation and assimilation of individuals on a global basis. 

All supremacist ideologies seek the transformation of individuals and their behavior, but the activist nature of Islamic supremacism is more dangerous in that it seeks assimilation as well as transformation of individuals. White supremacist Americans sought to impact the behavior of black Americans based on their supremacist ideology, but they never sought to convert them into white supremacists. Aryan supremacists sought to impact the behavior of Jews, but also did not seek to convert them into Aryan supremacists either. This is a boundary inherent in race-based supremacism.

But Islamic supremacism has no such boundaries either of state or of individual converts. Islamic supremacism has no limitations on assimilating others under its ideology. Islamic supremacism has the singular goal of total assimilation or submission of those not assimilated. 

Therefore, not only are Cold War statist-based tactics not applicable to such a supremacist challenge, but also the regional categorization of threats is not applicable to such a supremacist challenge. In short, America's predominant policies and tactics for fighting the Jihadist enemy are designed to fight a completely different enemy altogether. This inability by government leaders to recognize such shortcomings leaves America totally exposed in the war of ideas against Islamic supremacists. While the Islamic supremacist ideology behind Jihad is activist like Communism, the strategic lessons that need to be learned from history must be drawn from wars on identity-based supremacist ideologies. 

Those who would seek to argue for cold war tactics against Al-Qaeda believe that the same Cold War approach to fighting Communism in shades of grey to "de-radicalize" individuals will work for supremacist ideologies as well. The challenge is that such tactical arguments fail to recognize that there are no "grey areas" in a supremacist ideology; it is a truly binary challenge.

Andrew Cochran's July 23, 2008 posting of a commentary by Professor Rabbi Daniel M. Zucker, Chairman of "Americans for Democracy in the Middle-East," states: 

"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."

Yet those who would pursue Cold War tactics make the argument that by persuading individuals to take steps away from Islamic supremacist violence that we are winning a war of ideas. This argument believes that such "de-radicalization" successes can be demonstrated: (1) if an individual goes from actively supporting Al-Qaeda to "merely" supporting "defensive jihad" in Afghanistan and elsewhere, (2) if an individual goes from Jihad to political Islamism, (3) if an individual goes from terrorism to Wahhabism, Salafism, Khumeinism, or (4) if an individual still supports Islamic supremacism but is more a polite public "citizen" about their views.  The "de-radicalization" theorists claim that such changes demonstrate western values winning a gradual war of ideas. In fact, this is only a change of tactics by supremacists, not a change in support for supremacist ideology at all.

A number in the counterterrorism community are comfortable with this incorrect argument that ignores the binary nature of supremacism, as such tactics suggest that persuasion (as opposed to confrontation) can be used to avoid inciting individuals to Jihadist terrorism and preventing them from "radicalization." Today's counterterrorism community is particularly vulnerable to this self-deception, due to its inherent focus on preventing terrorist violence, rather than a primary focus being the homeland security of our values of equality and liberty that defines America's identity.


The Cold War Thinking That Equality and Liberty is Someone Else's Fight
In addition to the failed government and policy perspectives focused on fighting an enemy different from Islamic supremacism, the actual change in the American sense of responsibility in our national defense is impacted by the Cold War history.

Of all the pernicious wrong-headed approaches that continue to be carried over from the Cold War, the worst of the Cold War ideas that are still alive in America is that our national security is someone else's fight. The approach during the Cold War in dealing with a communist, statist enemy with clearly defined military, troops, and weapons, such as the USSR, was to maintain a centralized, paternalistic military command. 

The logical idea was that such centralized national security gave America the technology and the intelligence to fight a statist enemy with nuclear intercontinental ballistic missiles. While this tactical strategy was focused on the long term war with that specific enemy, the unintentional impact was that Americans became dependent on a centralized military and intelligence infrastructure to take on the majority of the burden of such a fight. After the elimination of the military conscription in 1973 (with a brief return in 1980), the call for the citizens to make a personal, significant sacrifice was blurred to only seeking tax dollars for volunteer military personnel and contracted equipment.

But with the 9/11 jihadist attack on America's homeland, many of us hoped that these attitudes had changed. To some extent, attitudes have changed among some Americans. Individuals around the nation have risen to the ideological challenge in researching Jihad and debating the war of ideas. 

However, the majority of the American public has yet to fully realize that the battle in dealing with Islamic supremacism is truly their war and their personal responsibility, requiring their personal sacrifice and commitment. To a society used to being "led" by analysts, politicians, experts, mainstream media, this American public still has not yet grasped that it has to do its own research, reach its own conclusions, and tell its government representatives (in detail) what it seeks to have done to win this war. Some in a baby-boomer post-Cold War society find this terribly unfair. After all, isn't this the government's job? The simple answer is yes, if we want to lose the war against Islamic supremacism. Because what such government leaders and analysts have clearly demonstrated is that they are taking the wrong path, and academia, the media, and many analysts are keeping us on that wrong path.

In a representative democracy, fighting against supremacism and defending our values of equality and liberty is everyone's fight. The Cold War is over. It is time for America's baby-boomers to grow up. This is our generation's challenge and defining moment.


Why Confrontation is Essential in Fighting Supremacism
Confrontation is unpleasant. Engagement is an easy sell to a confused, misinformed, frightened, uninspired, poorly led public. To American government leaders trying to develop tactics around "extremism," the rat hole of engagement with an undefined ideology or enemy actually sounds better at government meetings and political discussions than the dreaded idea of "confrontation." In our political world, Americans constantly seek "engagement," because we believe that we can somehow persuade others of our viewpoints. We fail to understand that this perspective is unique to pluralistic democracies that value equality of opinion and ideas, and that value liberty of freedom of speech and press.

Moreover, American history is not a popular subject with collegians or with political analysts, especially in considering world issues. America's pluralistic outlook to the world drives us to seek answers based on other experiences in the world and balance our views based on other ideologies. This willingness to be relativist on other cultures and values is usually laudable in an open-minded, creative nation. 

However, when it come to dealing with Islamic supremacism, American leaders fail to recognize America's own successes in dealing with supremacist ideologies and fail to recognize that there are supremacist cultures that are fundamentally inimical to natural laws of equality and liberty. Supremacism is not a negotiating, relativist culture. There are no half-measures with supremacism. Fighting supremacism is a life or death matter for America's culture and for the defense of equality and liberty.

History shows that in fighting supremacist ideologies, only confrontation works. White supremacists were not persuaded to change their views on segregation and equality - they were confronted by force and by law. Aryan supremacists were not persuaded to change their views on Jewish individuals, homosexuals, and others - they were confronted by military force. Change in those who supported supremacist ideologies was not the result merely of arguments and fine words in literature and the press; changed happened due to direct confrontation. History shows that supremacists are not readily argued away, bought away, or persuaded away from their ideology in a process of "de-radicalization"; supremacists can change their tactics from time to time to allow non-supremacist authorities to let down their guard, to allow for rebuilding and infiltration, and to develop other less obvious tactics of recruitment. A supremacist's change in tactics is not the same as a change in ideology - a war of ideas that merely seeks to change supremacist tactics, not fight in defense of equality, is not a "war of ideas" at all -- and is merely a plea to be "left alone."

American counterterrorism analysts need only to consult their own national history for lessons on fighting supremacism. The 1869 federal grand jury declaration that the Ku Klux Klan was a terrorist group did not end white supremacist activism in America. The 1929 arrest of Ku Klux Klan leaders by the FBI did not end white supremacist activism in America. The 1960s arrest of Ku Klux Klan leaders by the FBI did not end white supremacist activism in America. Arrests of Ku Klux Klan terrorists, arguments to persuade white supremacists to change, none of these alone were sufficient to break the back of the white supremacist ideology. Consistent, total, and unwavering confrontation was required. What American history demonstrated was that there were no shades of grey in fighting white supremacism. Tolerating some supremacist activities merely allowed for the re-growth of other more violent supremacist activities to rise up again. It took America 100 years to learn this vital lesson that there are no "half-way" measures in defending equality and there are no "half-way" measures in fighting supremacism. Why is this costly, painful lesson ignored by those leaders who are responsible for fighting Islamic supremacism today?   Because we are allowing them to ignore these lessons.  Our government is representative of its people; it is past time that American citizens concerned about Islamic supremacism speak out on the imperative need to use lessons from our history in confronting today's challenges on Islamic supremacism.


A Solution in Defying Supremacism with Equality
Equality is the one thing that supremacists can not and will not tolerate. The natural law that "all men are created equal" is America's strongest weapon against supremacists of every kind.

A proof of this is found in previous efforts of supremacist organizations to attempt to infiltrate and influence the American people. White supremacists could not and would not tolerate equality. When they were losing the war, they offered the segregationist compromise of "separate-but-equal" schools, public facilities, etc. Aryan supremacists also could not tolerate equality. The Nazi German American Bund that sought to infiltrate America did their best to pretend to be patriotic, complete with a birthday celebration to George Washington, and calls for "liberty." But the Nazi Aryan supremacists could not address the idea of equality, it choked in their throats.

In Europe, the continuing publicity by courageous women against Islamic supremacism has led to similar fractioning of Islamic supremacists. Even now, in the UK, Islamic supremacists are offering similar "separate-but-equal" new "rights" for women using a new charter under Sharia law (when British women already have equal rights under British law). The vast and obvious inequalities between men and women in Islamic supremacism are recognized as a fault line in the supremacists' global campaign. Of all the strategies that Americans should be concentrating on, the vital need to publicize the failure of Islamic supremacism when it comes to women's rights is the most promising near-term topic in the war of ideas.

Equality has been a threat to Islamic supremacists around the world and in international organizations. It is their greatest fear and is America's strongest weapon. But in promoting equality as a measure against Islamic supremacism, it must be understood that such confrontation will require a more aggressive war of ideas. Our respect for equality in a diverse nation is something that Islamic supremacists must attack. In fact, a nation dedicated to equality is indeed Islamic supremacists' greatest threat.

Those who seek to solely avoid additional violence will discourage this confrontation. Those who seek to demonstrate the courage of their convictions on equality and liberty will demand it.


Why Equality Will Defeat Supremacism
A supremacist society is dependent on its rigidity, conformance, and limited perspective in defining WHAT IS based on reinforcing the supremacist perspective. A supremacist society is dependent on its lie of a singular superiority of identity to control its populace. Without defending its lie of superiority, a supremacist society will crumble. When challenged by others who don't accept its supremacist ideology, a supremacist society will either crush those who don't conform, or if it is weak, it will call for so-called "separate-but-equal" segregation until it can gain more strength.

A nation dedicated to ensuring equality creates a transformational society. An egalitarian society utilizes its infinite diversity, creativity, and unlimited vision to define what COULD BE based on it acceptance of equality as a fundamental value. An egalitarian society can weather any storm and can transform its skills, talents, and focus to meet the needs of overall population. Its basis in the natural law of equality gives it transformational advantages over any other society. The concept of "separate-but-equal" segregation of the population is illogical in an egalitarian society which draws its strength from its diversity and unlimited ability to use its population in endlessly diverse combinations and permutations to promote human liberty and progress.

As a transformational, egalitarian society, Americans can seek to reinvent the American experience in ways that allow continuing new opportunities and liberties for fellow citizens to grow and contribute to their communities, their families, and themselves. Our societal development is based on the fundamental natural laws of individual equality and liberty. Our egalitarian ability to transform is multi-dimensional - it occurs on an individual, family, community, and national basis. 

This is why supremacism will ultimately lose to America. No matter what weapons are used against Americans, no matter what attacks are made on America, its foundation in equality makes it a transformational society that allows infinite ways to defend itself, respond to attacks, rebuild and restore itself, and continue an endless war against its supremacist adversaries. 

But every battle, like every journey, requires a first step. That first step for America in this war is in recognizing that it is neither "extremism" nor "terrorism" that it is fighting -- it is fighting the very idea of Islamic supremacism.

Our courage today creates the future that we leave our children tomorrow.
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New Al Qaeda Message Confirms Head of Al Qaeda in Afghanistan Still Alive

By Andrew Cochran

The SITE Intelligence Group has issued a press release that a new speech is forthcoming from Al Qaeda's #2, Ayman al-Zawahiri, containing eulogies for two recently killed Al Qaeda commanders, Abu Khabab al-Masri (a.k.a. Midhat Mursi al-Sayid Umar) and Abu Abdullah al-Shami, an escapee from Bagram prison in July 2005 and killed last month in a U.S. strike. I posted about al-Masri's reported death on July 28, and Evan Kohlmann posted the NEFA Foundation's transcript of Al Qaeda's acknowledgement of that on August 6.

The value of this message is that it is final confirmation that the head of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan, Mustafa Abu al-Yazid, was not killed in a Pakistani strike as reported on August 12, as deduced by his signature on this message and his exclusion from the names of the eulogized. The American intel community never supported that report, as I noted in the update to my post.
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The Price of the Criminal-Terror Nexus in Afghanistan

By Douglas Farah

The increasingly sophisticated attacks by the Taliban against U.S. and NATO troops, including the recent coordinated strikes that left 10 French soldiers dead shows how the Taliban has evolved over the past year.

What is clear is that, whatever the strategy there is, it is not working. I would argue that the almost exponential growth rate of opium cultivation in recent years is the vital component in allowing the Taliban to obtain the resources to replenish its fighting capabilities, which were almost destroyed in the wake of 9/11.

This source of income to the Taliban is free from any controls a state sponsor would be able to impose on the use of donated funds. The commodity can be easily exchanged for weapons, or turned into cash to pay for new recruits, training, protection and logistics. A consequence, in addition to the sophisticated frontal attacks, is the rapid growth of increasingly sophisticated road side bombs, now causing the most casualties of any weapon in Afghanistan.

Given that the cash pipeline is not being attacked in any way that is making a significant difference, the plans for a mini surge there, with additional U.S. troops is unlikely to make a key difference.

As US News reported, Some U.S. military officials express skepticism, however, about the impact more U.S. troops can make seven years into the war, in a large country that has grown increasingly violent—with citizens, they add, who are increasingly disillusioned. "I don't know if it's too late," says a senior military official. "But it's going to be much, much harder to turn things around at this point."
In fact, what is alarming in the discussions of the surge in Afghanistan is the almost-total lack of focus on opium revenues as a key component.

If one looks at two recent cases where there has been measurable and important successes against non-state armed groups (Al Qaeda in Iraq and the FARC in Colombia), one of the key components is the shutting off of financial revenues. My full blog is here.
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Hezbollah Signs Pact with Salafis

By Walid Phares

"But implementation to be decided later"
Amidst a growing world crisis, new developments in Lebanon may signal what lies ahead in the sphere of global jihadist forces in the near future. A memorandum of understanding has been signed by Hezbollah, the main pro-Iranian organization in the region, and a number of Salafist groups outlining efforts to "confront America." 

Innocent minds may question how that impacts our lives. However, events that unfold in Beirut have a direct effect on the war on terror, or to be more precise, on the jihadist war on democracies. Here is why: 


Read More »



The Two Trees 
In my last three books (the "Future Jihad Trilogy") I depicted the world web of jihadism as two large trees. The Salafist tree, emanating from radical Sunni circles and encompassing mainly the Wahhabis, the Muslim Brotherhood and the Deobandis is the largest. But it has been evolving and some of its branches have mutated into layers of radicalism. Al-Qaida is one of the latest mutations, for now the most radical. 

The Khomeinist tree, centered on the Iranian regime, has a single branch. It is centralized and has disciplined extensions in the region, mostly Hezbollah out of Lebanon. 

Each "tree" has a worldview and a future jihad to accomplish. In many realms they oppose each other and they compete for the hearts and minds of Muslims worldwide. 

But despite their "brotherly enmity" their respective agendas have two goals in common: one is to oppose the rise of democracy in the region, and the second is to defeat U.S. support for that democracy. 

Salafist and Khomeinist jihadis have always claimed they reject each other's doctrines and plans. But despite their ideological bickering they have been able to find common ground -- when it suits them -- and some jihadist Salafis have collaborated with Iran and its Syrian ally, even though most Salafis heavily criticize Khomeinism. 

The Lebanon "understanding" between some Salafis and Hezbollah is the first open joint declaration between followers of Tehran's jihadism and the followers of Salafist jihadism. It is a "premiere" with significant consequences. 

Road to the Agreement 
On Aug. 19, leaders from Hezbollah and Salafist organizations called a press conference at Al Safir Hotel in Beirut's Raouche district and signed a memo of understanding between the two forces. 

Radwan Aqeel wrote in the Beirut daily An-Nahar (Aug. 18): "Hezbollah is practicing a calm policy of overture toward the Sunni political and religious forces, especially since last May (against the Sunni Future Movement) to save the image the party has developed in the past as an 'Islamic resistance' in the Arab and Muslim world including in the Arab Gulf, Jordan, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and the Palestinian territories." 

It is believed that the move by Hezbollah to sign an agreement of understanding with Salafist organizations aims ultimately at penetrating the Arab Sunni world via Lebanon's Muslim community and maintaining an influence over the region's attitude toward the West. 

According to Aqeel, "this move didn't come [out of the] void, but after many meetings away from media between representatives of Hezbollah and some Salafist groups." These encounters, said An-Nahar, included the head of Hezbollah's political bureau Ibrahim al-Amin and Sheikh Safuan al-Zuhbi from the Salafist movement. 

Another Beirut daily, Al-Mustaqbal (Aug. 18) wrote that Hezbollah has been successful in recruiting 15 Salafist groups in Lebanon including the Waqf Ahya' al-Turath al-Islami to form a "Salafist camp" allied to the Iranian-Syrian axis. Hezbollah officials, wrote Al-Mustaqbal, are declaring that Americans have been defeated in the region by "resistance" in Lebanon, Iraq and Gaza. 

The founder of the Salafist current in Lebanon, Sheikh Daee al-Islam al-Shahhal said it is "a partial step." Al-Akhbar, the pro-Iranian daily, reported that Shahhal argued, during visits to jihadist movements, that these agreements are happening, because of the "aggression against Islam all over the world." 

At first, Shahhal rejected the Hezbollah-Salafist memorandum of understanding. But he revealed that he was not against dialogue (with Hezbollah), "but we have some reservations concerning the attack against the Sunnis in May." 

Observers said his declarations were to assure the Saudis that the classical Salafis are not slipping away to the Iranian camp. However the representatives of many other Salafist groups stayed the course firmly. Hassan Shahhal who heads the Belief and Justice Movement (BJM) called the memorandum a step in the right direction. 

The agreement commits to: 

1) Condemn any Islamic group that assaults another. 

2) Abandon incitement, which creates trouble and will allow the "enemies" to take advantage of the situation. 

3) "Confront" the American agenda. 

4) Firmly support Hezbollah and the Salafist movement against others. 

5) Form a religious committee to discuss any disagreements between the Shiites and the Sunnis. 

6) Respect each others' opinions. 

But under pressures from Salafists who are opposed to HezbollahSheikh Hassan Shahhal, who signed the understanding on Monday with Hizbullah's Ibrahim Amin al-Sayyed, declared freezing the agreement pending "appropriate circumstances that allow its implementation." In other words, the document was produced and signed, which was the most difficult stage. The second stage, implementation, will depend on the ability of Hezbollah to recruit more Salafists via financial incentives and political backing.


Consequences of the Agreement 
Undoubtedly, the consequences of this event will be filled with strategic implications. Certainly this joint declaration is only between a number of Salafist groups, not the entire tree, let alone the Wahhabi Muslim Brotherhood web on one hand and Hezbollah; it remains confined to Lebanon; we're not dealing with an all-out two-trees jihadist merge. 

Far from that, what we're witnessing is a massive move on behalf of one tree, the Khomeinists, to connect to some branches of the Salafist tree. 

These attempts aren't new, for Iran has been funding "Sunni" Hamas and Islamic Jihad for decades. And the Syrian regime has been controlling Sunni-Salafist satellites for years. 

Fatah al-Islam, a Salafist combat group which fought the Lebanese army during the summer of 2007 has been released from Syria into northern Lebanon. But all of these relationships were not declared openly nor were they organized officially. 

The Salafist-Hezbollah agreement in Lebanon is a novelty from which there are a number of lessons to be learnt: 

1) It demonstrates that Hezbollah continues to move forward after its big win in May against Lebanon's first Fouad Siniora government and the March 14 Coalition. 

The organization relentlessly controls the national security decision making process of Lebanon and is stretching its military presence in areas it had never reached before, such as into the heart of the Christian areas north of Beirut; and soon, the Sunni north. 

The agreement will serve as a launching pad to begin establishing a presence through these Salafis from the northern Lebanese city of Tripoli, all the way to the northern border with Syria. In short, and as Salafist leaders opposed to the agreement have stated, this is a strategic penetration of the Sunni community in Lebanon via its most militant segment, the Islamist Salafis. 

2) Regionally, a Hezbollah-Salafist coordination space will receive highly-strategic aid from Iran's oil power and will profit from Syria's intelligence apparatus. 

While since 2003 the Syrian-Iranian axis was extending a discrete support to the jihadist-Salafis, escorting them to the Sunni Triangle in Iraq to fight the U.S.-led coalition, as of the birth of this new consortium in Beirut, Hezbollah and its regional backers have no reason to be shy. 

In fact as is the case with Hamas and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad, the "Palestinian arms" of Tehran-Damascus, we may see the rise of a "Salafist arm" of that axis with all the unnatural ideological ingredients this could display. If the Shiite Khomeinists were able to accommodate Alawi socialists why not extend this market to Salafist forces? But the implications could be earth-shattering for the rest of the region. 

Writing in Kuwait's Al-Siyassa (Aug. 18), Hamid Ghoriafi reported that "Iranian Pasdaran and Hezbollah have already started bringing Salafist groups to Lebanon from other countries to be trained and then sending them to Arab Gulf countries to deploy them for the greater battle to come against the United States and its allies." 

This is a classical Iranian tactic: using a proxy force to terrorize their foes into submission. Saudis, Kuwaitis, Egyptians, Jordanians and beyond are on notice: There is now a Salafist force in a joint venture with Iranian backed Hezbollah. 

3) Internationally, this will have a ripple effect far beyond Lebanon's borders. Pictures of Salafist and Hezbollah leaders embracing and committing to a unified Islamist jihad against the enemies of the "umma," or Muslim world, can send waves of emotional charges around the Arab world. 

The mere image of branches from the two trees joining forces against the enemy will have a chilling effect on the jihadist movement. 

The international community will be facing two networks, but three creatures: al-Qaida and its worldwide Salafist constellation on the one hand, and the Tehran-led nebulous with Syrian-Iranian intelligence services in the center, Hezbollah in the front and a web of small Salafis on Iran's payroll instead of the Wahhabis -- all-in-all pretty complicated for Western intelligence services to penetrate. 

Failed Debate in West 

Indeed, the major lesson from this small experiment of a marriage between a Khomeinist organization and a Salafist network -- even if it won't attract all Salafis, is that Western analysis has failed, one more time. 

With some solid exceptions, the bulk of North American and European academic and expert literature has erred in the mass assertion that what we saw in Beirut was not to happen, cannot happen and will not happen. Pre- and post Sept. 11, 2001 research, which has seriously influenced governments on both sides of the Atlantic has been overconfident that since the Sunni-Shia religious divide cannot be bridged, these two spheres cannot converge. 

Many scholars of Middle Eastern studies established in the United States and the West have argued for years against the possibility of a joint venture between the two branches of Islamism. 

They even rejected the "limited possibility" of such a coordination between Salafis and Khomeinists. Hence their advice to decision-making institutions and to media has negatively affecting long-term national security strategic planning. 

The essence of the analytical errors made by scholarly advisers to the war on terror can be encapsulated in two points: 

First, the overwhelming majority of Middle Eastern studies apologist attitudes was to wrongly assert that traditional Salafism in its essence is neither political nor militant: 'just conservatives practicing spiritual revivalism,' they said. 

But ironically those Salafis who joined Hezbollah in a strategic venture in Beirut were among the circles presented by the apologists as the "good Salafis," versus the "bad Salafis" of al-Qaida. 

Second, that same dominant elite in academia kept theorizing that Salafis by nature cannot sit at the same table with Khomeinists. 

Well some have just done so, and the "model" is here. Now, as these events are countering the most critical expert advice provided to Washington and Brussels, the next stage for the alternative counter-terrorism expertise is to help decision-makers realize how dramatic this Beirut experiment could become. 

Even with a 10 percent chance of success the consequences of the so-called war on terror from the Middle East to Africa, Europe and the Americas are endless. 

More important could be the effects of any model of Salafist-Khomeinist collaboration on U.S. Homeland Security. This particular chapter will be addressed later, but it is useful and astounding to observe how the jihadis are experimenting and evolving while recent efforts in America and Europe have led to the creation of a lexicon which, if anything, would blind the counter-terrorism communities and decision-makers from "seeing" these and other new dangers. 

--------------------------- 

Walid Phares is the director of the Future Terrorism Project at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies and a visiting scholar at the European Foundation for Democracy. He is the author of The Confrontation: Winning the War against Future Jihad
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Ideological Blinders and Missed Opportunities in Counter-Radicalization

By Matthew Levitt

Jeffrey Imm’s recent broadside against myself, my colleague Michael Jacobson, The Washington Institute’s Stein Program on Counterterrorism and Intelligence, West Point’s Counterterrorism Center, and the Quilliam Foundation is a poor reflection of the Counterterrorism Blog in its departure from the Blog’s tradition of civil and scholarly debate. Unfortunately, Imm’s blog is neither.

Contrary to Mr. Imm’s assertion that I criticized him in my July 17 post, that article barely mentioned him at all (and never in a derogatory tone) focusing instead on the substance at hand. In concluded, “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.” Mr. Imm’s most recent post only underlines that conclusion.

But before I address the substantive issues, let me correct just two of Mr. Imm’s multiple factual errors.

In his post, Mr. Imm criticizes my colleague Michael Jacobson for citing Dr. Fadl as someone who has renounced terrorism in a recent article published in West Point CTC's publication "The Sentinel." Mr. Imm says that this is part of a broader pattern with the Washington Institute, accusing us of having a "consistently uncritical view" regarding those who claim to have left terrorism behind. 

Mr. Imm's charges on this issue are badly off the mark. First, Mr. Imm has taken Mr. Jacobson's statements out of context to suggest that he has given Dr. Fadl the seal of approval. In his article, Mr. Jacobson was not citing Dr. Fadl's renunciation to indicate that he was persuaded that it was genuine. In fact, Mr. Jacobson was making a far different point -- that despite the positive attention heaped on Dr. Fadl and others who have publicly recanted, we do not know what the effect of these recantations will be on those currently in terrorist organizations. We need to understand this issue far better to design a successful and effective counterterrorism program. To take this very legitimate point and use it to "demonstrate" that the Institute is uncritical is quite disingenuous. 

Mr. Imm's ideologically driven analysis is clear from the fact that he so readily dismisses the possible broader implications of Dr. Fadl's statements. Even if Dr. Fadl hasn't fully renounced all terrorism, it would still be very significant that one of the original founders of the Egyptian Islamic Jihad, a man on whom Bin Ladin and al Qaeda have relied to provide the ideological foundation for their takfiri ideology, is now recanting some of his former positions. Many analysts believe that his statements criticizing al Qaeda - along with those of other former clerics and terrorist leaders - are beginning to cause a real schism within the global jihadist community. How the US can take advantage of a possible fissure through its counterterrorism and counter-radicalization efforts is a critical and immediate question that Mr. Imm is far too quick to dismiss. While there is certainly room for skepticism about the ultimate ramifications, it is critical to at least consider the potential implications of these recent developments. 

Mr. Imm took the liberty of quoting me out of context as well. Imm contends that I made “the incredible claim” that the way back from Islamism is through political salafists who have credibility when it comes to deradicalizing others. In fact, I noted that officials in the UK, the Netherlands and elsewhere have successfully leveraged even political salafists in their counter-radicalization efforts, even as they see these groups for what they are and recognize they still support some forms of extremism. Without accepting them, these governments are using them to their advantage. I noted this, concluding that “these are issues which bear further exploring”:

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. 
Mr. Imm also ignored in his postings inconvenient truths. For example, Mr. Imm challenged Quilliam to reject Islamic supremacism, and when Mr. Nawaz did exactly that it went unacknowledged by Mr. Imm. 

On the issue of substance, Mr. Imm confuses and conflates two separate issues. The question is not whether radical Islamic extremism is a problem, nor whether support for terrorism or political violence is acceptable in some circumstances but not in others - we’re all in agreement that suicide bombing in Israel or Iraq is just as barbaric, criminal and unacceptable as use of that tactic is in the UK or elsewhere. A review of the Institute’s Stein Program’s work on the subject speaks for itself, and is there for the general public and Mr. Imm to review, including our books, peer-reviewed academic articles, policy articles, editorials, and more.

Rather, the issue is how to leverage “political salafists” in our counter-radicalization campaigns when, unlike Quilliam, they are not fully moderate and do still support some forms of “jihad” or terrorism that we do not. We need not accept them to use them to our advantage, a cornerstone of traditional tradecraft.

Mr. Imm is correct to question how it is that analysts should go about assessing claims of moderation by Muslim groups, especially by former radicals. The answer, I submit once more, is that it requires something more than armchair analysis and research-by-Google. Mr. Imm notes that as a second generation British-American he has spent plenty of time in the UK. But time spent visiting cousins is not field research. How much of that time has Mr. Imm spent interviewing former Jihadists? How much of that time was spent in East or North London? How much time did Mr. Imm invest meeting with intelligence, law enforcement, or the Home Office? These types of meetings are key to understanding not only the terrorist threat, but what should be done to counter it. While Mr. Imm’s open source research is thorough, true scholarship must also include reviewing primary sources and conducting on the ground, first-hand field research. Mr. Imm may disagree with us based on articles he’s read online, but Mr. Jacobson and I feel reaching out to groups like Quilliam, and exploring ways to leverage fissures within the extremist community, are critical aspects of a successful counterterrorism strategy.
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Quilliam Foundation and Misdirection on Egypt's Grand Mufti Ali Gomaa 

By Jeffrey Imm

In my July 16, 2008 article "False Reports of Jihadists 'Quitting' or Abandoning Islamic Supremacism," I challenged the Quilliam Foundation to address some key questions that were being asked about its organization. The primary issue I raised was its documented support for Egyptian Grand Mufti Sheik Ali Gomaa (also spelled "Ali Gum'a" or "Goma").

In reply, the Washington Institute for Near East Policy's Stein Program on Counterterrorism and Intelligence Director Matthew Levitt criticized me on July 17 for asking this obvious question, and on August 15, that same organization's Michael Jacobson published a "response" to my July 16 article on behalf of Maajid Nawaz of the Quilliam Foundation. 

Mr. Nawaz's comments in Mr. Jacobson's reposting "Quilliam Responds" are not a response at all, but are directed towards a July 30, 2008 letter from various senators to Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice regarding "a 2003 article in Egypt's 'Al-Haqiqa' newspaper quoting Ali Goma defending terrorist acts in Israel." Mr. Nawaz dismisses this quote as he states it is coming from a "Wahabite-Islamist source" and "a newspaper that explicitly promotes a Shari'ah-law based Caliphate." (On the other hand, Mr. Nawaz does not explain how he defends Ali Gomaa who is interviewed in the March 2008 U.S. News and World Report as seeing Sharia as a solution for "Islamic extremism.")

Mr. Nawaz further defends Gomaa by referencing a July 21, 2007 Newsweek / Washington Post blog article where Gomaa seeks to define jihad with "a large category of meanings," and where Gomaa states that "Islam forbids suicide" and "Islam forbids aggression against others." (This did not stop Gomaa from defending the terrorist group Hezbollah, as he viewed Hezbollah attacks on Israel as a "defense of its country and not terrorism" and called for support for Hezbollah as a "religious duty.")  On July 24, 2007, the Gulf News reported an update on Gomaa's comments to Newsweek / Washington Post regarding "apostasy," quoting Gomaa: "What I actually said is that Islam prohibits a Muslim from changing his religion and that apostasy is a crime, which must be punished."

Mr. Nawaz further dismisses criticism of Gomaa by using a ploy of playing on assumed political divisions: "[o]n the matter of support for Ali Goma, it seems rather ironic that right-wing critics share their worries over our stance, probably to their horror, with Marxists on the far-left such as the UK Guardian's Seamus Milne." Unfortunately those who think that criticism of Islamic supremacism is merely a right-left issue, fail to understand the issue and certainly fail to understand America's history in fighting supremacist ideologies. Mr. Nawaz should recognize that his experiences with the Nazi Combat 18 group were part of a continuing challenge against supremacist ideologies, and that the battle against supremacism beliefs will not be addressed by inconsistencies or by pandering to inaccurate assumptions about right-left political divisions.

The larger issue that my July 16 article raised is how can an organization that attacks political Islamism, such as Quilliam Foundation, support an individual as Egyptian Grand Mufti Sheik Ali Gomaa, which it calls a "Muslim scholastic giant," when there are numerous articles about Gomaa that would make him a questionable "scholar" to emulate?
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The simple answer is that in their efforts against political Islamism, Quilliam is seeking "scholars" that will justify their goal to develop a "Western Islam" as a method to counter political Islamism. Quilliam apparently believes that there are limited "scholars" that would provide such justification, and therefore the ends justifies the means (even though such an approach will not work in an ideological battle).

So the Quilliam Foundation chose Mufti Sheik Ali Gomaa as an example of "Muslim scholastic giants" to provide guidance to Muslims in adapting "to local cultures and traditions, while remaining true to the essence of their faith..." despite the numerous negative media reports readily available about Ali Gomaa. While Mr. Nawaz continues to defend Quilliam's support for Gomaa by stating that "Mufti Ali Goma must stand innocent until proven guilty," perhaps he can explain how Americans should be supporting a group who admires and defends someone like Mufti Sheik Ali Gomaa -- who supports the terrorist group Hezbollah, thinks that Sharia law is the answer to "extremism," views that "social violence is the result of the secularists' attempt to impose their principles upon society," is quoted as calling Israeli Jews "blood-suckers," is quoted as calling for the denial of freedom of religion, calls for the death penalty for adultery, and takes a relativistic view towards wife-beating. (This includes media reports from such "right-wing critics" as the Associated Press, the New York Times, and U.S. News and World Report, as well as Egypt's Al-Ahram that is frequently quoted by left-wing Counterpunch.) 

If Mr. Nawaz continues to defend Mufti Sheik Ali Gomaa as a role model for the Quilliam Foundation's objective in developing a "Western Islam," then it is fair for analysts to question what that vision of "Western Islam" really is. That is truly the challenge to the Quilliam Foundation. Moreover, it is not the responsibility of the general public to prove the worthiness or unworthiness of Quilliam's esteemed "Muslim scholastic giants," but it is the responsibility of the Quilliam Foundation to thoroughly vet individuals that they claim represent their guidance and message to Muslims. "Innocent until proven guilty" is not a coherent approach for promoting role models.

More troubling is the consistently uncritical view of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy's Stein Program on Counterterrorism and Intelligence regarding groups or individuals that claim to be against "extremism." Michael Jacobson accepts that Sayyid Imam al-Sharif (also known as Dr. Fadl) has renounced terrorism, when al-Sharif clearly supports Jihad in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Israel, and states that "Jihad in Afghanistan will lead to the creation of an Islamic state with the triumph of the Taliban, God willing." Mr. Jacobson's article was published in the increasingly disturbing West Point Combating Terrorism Center (CTC) Sentinel -- a month after the Sentinel published George Mason University's Peter Mandaville call for engagement with Islamists and the Muslim Brotherhood as a counterterrorism strategy. The Stein Program's Director Matthew Levitt makes the incredible claim that the "Way Back from Islamism" is through "political salafists [who] have credibility when it comes to deradicalizing others." Neither Mr. Levitt nor Mr. Jacobson makes any critical comments about Egyptian Grand Mufti Sheik Ali Gomaa while uncritically praising the Quilliam Foundation. Moreover, the Stein Program's Matthew Levitt dismisses any such criticism by claims that "spending time in the communities" of the United Kingdom and the Europe is mandatory to being able to assess "the threat on the ground." 

As a second-generation British American myself, I can assure the Stein Program's staff that I have spent plenty of time in the United Kingdom. Yet I recognize that the continuing threats from the United Kingdom to America's homeland security will not be resolved by looking the other way regarding inconsistencies in potential allies as a tactical short-term measure. It is not the micro analysis of individual "communities" that drives a war strategy, but a macro analysis of the enemy and its ideology. Facing such an ideological threat requires strategic honesty, criticality, consistency, and most of all a definition of the enemy and its ideology.

Where American governmental leadership and analysts in counterterrorism have failed is in the definition of the enemy and its ideology which allows such inconsistencies of tactical measures. When the enemy is "extremism," anyone can be an ally, because "extremism" can mean anything to anyone. 

Moreover, the political science definition of "Islamism" has also clearly failed as well. I will recognize this as a personal failure as well, because I failed to imagine in my repeated statements of Islamism as a totalitarian and anti-freedom ideology, how others could claim to be against Islamism while seeing political salafism as an antidote or could claim to be against Islamism while supporting individuals who see Sharia as an answer to "extremism." Moreover, I failed to imagine that West Point would publish articles calling for embracing Islamism as a positive political force to fight terrorism. Unquestionably, this shows that the term "Islamism," while intended to refer to an Islamic supremacist political ideology, is too inexact a term to be used in further strategic discussion. Peter Mandaville, the Stein Program, and the Quilliam Foundation (among many others) have categorically proven this over the past several months.

As I discuss in my July 2, 2008 article "Crossroads in History: The Struggle against Jihad and Supremacist Ideologies," clearly our American historical experience against supremacism provides us with the direction to address the current enemy. But as we continue to struggle in the war of ideas, we must reframe the debate from "extremists" to "Jihadists", and from "Islamism" to "Islamic supremacism." Until we strategically address the supremacist nature of the enemy, the tactics and allies that we choose will not serve our cause over the long war.
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Al Qaeda in Lebanon

By Olivier Guitta

Part of the three-part piece that I am writing for the Middle East Times on Al Qaeda's opportunistic strategy, I explored today Al Qaeda's alleged presence in Lebanon.
In case you missed the first part, you can read it here. You can read part 2 Al Qaeda in Gaza here.

Today's full article is here.
Here is an excerpt:

While Lebanese President Gen. Michel Suleiman was visiting Syrian President Bashar Assad, a terror attack hit Tripoli, Lebanon's second-largest city, killing 18 people, including nine soldiers and injuring over 40. It is still unclear who was behind this bloody attack, but fingers are pointing at Fatah al-Islam, the al-Qaida linked group that fought the Lebanese army in 2007 in the Palestinian camp of Nahr al-Bared. In fact Fatah al-Islam's leader, Shaker al-Absi, recently said he would target the military. But more than anything, it is the growing presence of al-Qaida in Lebanon that is worrying.

As early as 2006, Ahmed Fatfat, then Lebanese interior minister, revealed details about al-Qaida's presence in Lebanon.

Fatfat noted: "For the past 45 months, al-Qaeda has been trying to settle in Lebanon. The organization infiltrates combatants and recruits on the ground. We recently dismantled two groups suspected of belonging to this network. One month ago we stopped 13 individuals coming from various countries of the Middle East, who were preparing attacks inside the country. We also have just stopped five people implied in attacks against military positions."
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Al Qaeda At 20: Some Thoughts

By Douglas Farah

I think Peter Bergen's Outlook section piece in the Washington Post was very useful in looking at al Qaeda at 20. It is hard to believe they have been around that long.

Of particular to me is his discussion of the deep differences between Marc Sageman and Bruce Hoffman on the future of al Qaeda. After two decades the nature of the enemy, and how different parts relate to each other, are still in dispute.

Bergen got it right in explaining why the two views, although often presented as such, are not mutually exclusive. As with so much of how we view the new world and its complex and shifting networks and alliances, many in the policy community and intelligence communities want things to be one way or the other. Usually they are not.

This is true in large part because the enemy is constantly moving, realigning and reconfiguring, both in response to the internal dynamics within the groups, and to external pressures. Their Darwinian ability to adapt to survive, and the elimination of their weakest and least careful members, make the task of tracing them ever harder.

The groups will also undergo tests of trial and error (the biggest error, as Bergen points out, being al Qaeda in Iraq's impressive loss of support among the Sunni population because of its increasingly brutal tactics) that will lead to shifting behavior and thinking over time.

While al Qaeda Central, as Bergen and others call the old guard, no longer can exercise the direct command and control that had before, the demise of Al Qaeda in Iraq is largely a boon for bin Laden.

He now has foreign fighters flocking to areas where he exercises the most direct control, again making the core al Qaeda a vital reference point-personally, ideologically and theologically-to those movements.

This is ironic, as al Qaeda in a general sense has lost a great deal of sympathy around the world, as has the Taliban. State sponsorship, such as the Taliban received from Saudi Arabia and Pakistan prior to 9/11, is now considerably less and considerably more muted.

This lack of state sponsorship is one of the driving forces behind the growing ties of these groups to criminal activity. Only resources on the scale gleaned from drug trafficking can fund a significant army for any length of time. This is one of the reasons I feel so strongly that the alliance is both inevitable and incredibly dangerous. My full blog is here.
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Hezbollah’s telecommunications expansion

By Walid Phares

As part of his ongoing monitoring and analyzing of the strategic expansion of Hezbollah in Lebanon, military expert Thomas Smith published a series of articles and blogs following up on the build up by the Iranian-backed militia in Lebanon, particularly in the areas north of the Litani river. In his last piece he had a conversation assessment with me on the latest penetration by Hezbollah of the Mount Lebanon areas, north of the Druze districts into the heartland of the Christian areas. It follows another piece about Hezbollah's strenght. Please find the two short blogs here. 
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BEYOND THE DROPZONE - World Defense Review

Phares on Hezbollah’s telecommunications expansion
by W. Thomas Smith Jr. on 17 August 2008

In a conversation last week with Middle East terrorism expert Dr. Walid Phares regarding Hezbollah’s recent strategic positioning and repositioning since the 2006 war with Israel - more specifically since the attacks on the Lebanese government in May 2008 - the subject came up of Hezbollah’s extensive telecommunications system.

I was reporting the existence of Hezbollah’s telecommunications system - and Hezbollah’s control of much of greater Lebanon’s telecom system - as early as September of 2007 (when I was in Lebanon). Dr. Phares has also been writing about it, and with much greater specificity than perhaps any other writer or analyst to date.

On Wednesday, Phares told me:

“Before the invasion of West Beirut and the assault on the Druze mountain, Hezbollah’s telecommunications systems were up-and-running and fully operational in half of Lebanon. They showed the structure of absorption for thousands of Hezbollah fighters and Iranian Pasdaran already deployed in Lebanon. The swift takeover of half of Lebanon’s capital and the multi-axis advance on the Shuf heights demonstrated that this system can insure an internal “hard” communications which can instruct, direct, guide, and move large units from one side of Lebanon to another.

“Following the political victory of Hezbollah in Doha and the surrender of the Lebanese first cabinet of Seniora and the March 14 Coalition to the Syrian-Iranian agenda, Hezbollah’s TC system not only survived, but we believe was extended and expanded. Reports - including those from media open sources - tells us that the TC system was stretched across the line of summits from the Metn area in the center northbound to Kesruwan and Jbeil mountains, deep in the Christian heartland of Lebanon. Hezbollah operatives and special forces have been seen on the commanding heights and summits of central Mount Lebanon where they’ve established “security zones.” The Iranian-backed militia today controls better strategic location than that which was ever controlled by the Syrian occupation forces before 2005.”


Hezbollah "five-times" stronger than it was during Israeli war
In terms of weaponry, strategic and political positioning, and its ever-expanding international reach; Hezbollah is "five times more capable today," than it was at the beginning of the July 2006 war with Israel: A fact, according to experts, that prompted Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak to tell his troops during a Tuesday morning tour of positions along the Golan Heights, "It's not for nothing that we're training here."

Not for nothing indeed. Poised just over the border in south Lebanon is Hezbollah; a Lebanon-based Shiia terrorist army, organized somewhat on the Taliban model, heavily funded and equipped by Iran and operationally supported by both Iran and Syria.

Hezbollah has strengthened its strategic positions across Lebanon in recent months. And in recent weeks, its military training and posturing has increased in regions of the country far beyond its traditionally recognized southern defenses (below the Litani River) and Al Dahiyeh (Hezbollah's south Beirut stronghold near the airport).

Worse, Hezbollah's newfound political power - literally forced on the government at the point of a gun after Hezbollah turned its weapons on the Lebanese citizenry in May 2008 - has enabled the terrorist group to both maintain its private militia status (including its possession of military grade weapons and a massive private telecommunications system) and position itself as a "legitimate" arm of the Lebanese Defense apparatus. And the West - including the virtually impotent United Nations forces in Lebanon - has done absolutely nothing to prevent any of it.

All of this - accomplished despite the will of the pro-democracy majority in Lebanon - has emboldened Hezbollah, and created an environment wherein the terrorist group now feels comfortable openly-flexing its muscle in areas of Lebanon that suggest ominous plans for that country's future.

Since the attacks in May, eye-witnesses and open-sources from Arab-language newspapers have reported an increasing number of Hezbollah paramilitary exercises - scouting, navigating, night operations - many of those exercises being conducted provocatively close to Christian areas of Lebanon, and along-or-near strategically vital roads that pass through the mountains between the coast and the Bekaa Valley to the Syrian border. 

For instance, in the months before and weeks since the May attacks, Hezbollah and Pasdaran (Iranian Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps) fighters - according to more than one independent source - have conducted small military exercises in the area around the town of Jezzine, east of Sidon.

"Reports about this have been limited because journalists either don't fully recognize the strategic significance or they are afraid of Hezbollah," says Col. Charbel Barakat (Lebanese Army, ret.), a former infantry brigade commander who today directs the office of counterterrorism for the pro-democracy World Council of the Cedars Revolution. "Almost no Western journalists have reported this, and only a few Lebanese have."

Further north in the Sannine mountains west of Zahle, Hezbollah has reportedly set up guided-missile batteries and early-warning radar. Civilian hikers unfortunate enough to venture into this area reportedly have been detained, held, and interrogated for several hours by Hezbollah militiamen.

Also in recent weeks, Hezbollah and Pasdaran reportedly have been observed training and setting up temporary outposts in the Aqura area on the road between Aqura and Baalbeck - and the security teams surrounding the exercise zone in one instance were reportedly wearing Lebanon Internal Security Forces (ISF) uniforms, though the ISF according to our sources denied they had policemen in the area at that time.

Aqura is key, because it is along the east-to-west road from Aqura to the coast that in a future war, Hezbollah plans to cut the country's largest Christian area in half. In such an attack - similar to what Hezbollah has previously done in Druze areas of the western Bekaa - Hezbollah fighters would knife through the Christian area, accessing pre-staged weapons and ammunition from the Shiia villages of Lasa, Almat, Ras Osta, and Kafr Salah which are located along (or fairly close to) the Aqura-to-Jbail trek.

"Hezbollah is establishing layered-defenses north of the Litani, in the southern and central Bekaa, and they have reinforced their presence in southern Beirut." says Dr. Walid Phares, director of the Future of Terrorism Project for the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies. "They also have created new positions in Mount Lebanon and in the far north near the highest peak of the Cedars mountains. Which means technically, Hezbollah - which means Iran - controls the highest ground in the region south of Turkey."

Strategic positioning is behind Hezbollah's activity: Controlling as much of the commanding high-ground as possible and being positioned to cut roads and divide-and-isolate Sunni, Druze, and Christian areas in the event of war.

"Hezbollah knows that he who controls the mountains - consequently the mountain passes - controls all of Lebanon," says Barakat. "Hezbollah is also telling itself, 'I am afraid the Israelis will attack me north of the Litani (so I will strengthen those positions above the Litani) and I am not allowed to have my weapons and missiles south of the Litani, so I will move them north.'"

Like the Israelis, Hezbollah is not simply training for "nothing." Unlike the Israelis - who train solely to defend their state - the ultimate goals of Hezbollah are to control as much of Lebanon as possible, further the aims of the Iranian Revolution, and generally export terror.

What makes Hezbollah particularly scary today is the organization's increasing political clout, the attempt in some circles to whitewash who-and-what they are, and as Phares says, "Hezbollah today is five-times more capable militarily than it was during the July 2006 war."

— W. Thomas Smith Jr
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NEFA Foundation: Focus on the Taliban's Official Al-Somood Magazine

By Evan Kohlmann

In reflection of the growing intensity of Taliban activity in Pakistan and Afghanistan, over the coming weeks, the NEFA Foundation will be releasing a stream of content drawn from Al-Somood, a monthly Islamic magazine published by the Taliban’s media center. Al-Somood began publication in the summer of 2006, and features a variety of content--including updates on military maneuvers, interviews with senior Taliban leadership figures, and ideological messages calling for the implementation of "martyrdom operations."

In the first translated excerpt now available on the NEFA Foundation website (dated July 2007), Al-Somood interviews Mullah Akhthar Muhammad Mansur, the Taliban’s Military Commander in the Kandahar District. Asked about the number of fighters under his leadership, Mansur said, "In practice, there are 3,500 mujahideen in Kandahar who are fighting the crusaders. However, the number of the mujahideen is much greater than this, but we have armed a limited number among us with weapons and supplies. In the times of necessity this number will be raised easily, because all of the men and the youth in the county carry the spirit of jihad and of sacrifice against the enemy.”
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NEFA Foundation: Video of Haji Namdar Interview

By Evan Kohlmann

[image: image3.jpg]


The NEFA Foundation has released excerpts of an exclusive interview with Haji Namdar, who was shot to death at a mosque in Khyber Agency on August 13, 2008; (the Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan later took credit for the attack). Among the most well-known radical ‘leaders’ in Khyber, Namdar served as head of the now-defunct militant organization "Amr Bilmaroof Wa Nahi Anilmunkar" ("The Movement for Enjoining Good and Forbidding Evil"). He also joined forces with Mangal Bagh, supporting him in the recent clashes against government forces. On June 30, 2008, Namdar’s house was destroyed during the recent military offensive ordered by Islamabad. NEFA interviewed Haji Namadar at an undisclosed location in the Bar Qambarkhel area, Khyber Agency on May 2, 2008, one day after he was unsuccessfully targeted by a Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) suicide bomber. 

The video can be viewed on the NEFA Foundation website.
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The Dangers of Foregoing Long-Term Assessments

By Douglas Farah

I was taken by the Washington Post's Anne Applebaum's recent column on the lack of attention that led to the current situation in Georgia.

She points out, rightly, that:

The time to deal with this conflict is not now but was two, or even four, years ago. For a very long time it has been clear that there was a security vacuum in the Caucasus; that this vacuum was dangerous; that war was likely; that Georgia, an eager ally of the United States, would not emerge well from a confrontation; and that a successful invasion of Georgia, a country with U.S. troops on its soil, would reflect badly on the West.
Cowardice, weakness, lack of ideas and, above all, the distraction of other events prevented any deeper engagement. And now it may be too late.
The truth is there is virtually no effort to develop an understanding not just of the world as it is-and the Caucasus, like much of the rest of the world, is not really known in policy and intelligence circles now-but what it may look like in a decade or two.

This has to do with many issues, including the criminal structures, their overlap with terrorist group, the reach these groups have into governments and weapons supplies, what supplies remain available, and what is the present and likely future presence of radical Islam and other violent non-state actors.

There are multiple states that now operate as criminal enterprises (and Russia seems well on its way to joining their ranks) that offer the key havens for the growing criminal-terrorist nexus. For a broader look at these issues, see this paper I did for the NEFA Foundation.
These are different advantages from those offered by truly failed states or regions. Criminal states provide weapons, end-user certificates, travel documents, aircraft registries, banking facilities and much more to groups-including radical Islamist groups-who can buy or talk their way into the game in these havens. My full blog is here.
August 15, 2008 11:37 AM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

No Attack in the US Since 9-11? 

By Madeleine Gruen & Frank Hyland

This is the fourth article in the series by Madeleine Gruen and Frank Hyland on the threat of terrorism in the United States. In this article we lay out the history of plots and attacks that have taken place in the US since 9-11 in order to respond to the widespread misconception that there have been no terrorist attacks on US soil since that date.

Readers have heard the question “why have there been no terrorist attacks in the US since 9-11-2001” bandied between counter-terrorism professionals on countless occasions. These debates are premised on the false presumption that there have not been any attacks. In fact, there have been a number of attacks and there have been additional plots that did not come to fruition, due to excellent counter-terrorism efforts in some cases and due to the sheer incompetence of the conspirators in other cases. The latter condition does not disparage an incredibly hard-working, bright and dedicated CT Community. However, just as British authorities have learned in the years since 9/11, effort and competence levels evolve and it is important to recognize the patterns before conditions ripen to a point where actors are able to carry out a plot successfully, as was the case on July 7, 2005. 

The Al-Qa’ida leadership has told us repeatedly that it intends to attack the United States again. As observers have learned, Al-Qa’ida has a good track record of following through with their threats. Recent history has also shown that when their efforts fail initially they have continued trying until they achieved a “successful” attack. Although somewhat more veiled, and what we might call less “successful,” racist separatist groups have also made near-constant threats. Some have followed through. In this article, we reference plots and attacks that are directly tied to the aforementioned groups, and we also present to you attacks and plots executed by individuals who were inspired by the ideology of recognized terrorist groups. 

We acknowledge that one aspect or another of every example we provide to you here may be debated. You may say, “the actor’s motivations may be unclear and therefore difficult to label as terrorism,” or the situation was “all talk.” We are, however, including the following examples because we believe that they are indicative of a pattern and of the aspirations inspired by a particular brand of ideology.
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By now, almost everyone has suffered through the additional security procedures at US airports. Every time you are forced to remove your shoes you can thank Richard Colvin Reid (AKA Abdul Rahim) of the UK. Reid was a passenger aboard American Airlines Flight 63 - Paris to Miami - on 22 December 2001, just weeks after 9-11, when he attempted several times to ignite a fuse leading to his shoes, the linings of which had been filled with a combination of explosives. If Reid, who was operating on direct orders from Al- Qa’ida, had been able to light the fuse the explosion could very well have opened a gaping hole in the aircraft and resulted in the deaths of hundreds of passengers. You should be aware that the explosive charge that brought down PanAm 103 was the size of a bath-sized bar of soap, but was placed so that it destroyed the hydraulics in the aircraft.

The saga of the so-called Lackawanna 6 actually began months before 9-11. That spring, the six young men of Yemeni heritage - all US-born citizens -- traveled to Afghanistan for training in the infamous al-Farouq Camp, the alma mater for hundreds of Jihadis in training. Yemeni, it is worth noting, is the actual heritage of Usama Bin-Laden, not Saudi as many have come to believe (that is his former nationality as opposed to his heritage). The six men -- Mukhtar Al-Bakri, Sahim Alwan, Faysal Galab, Shafal Mosed, Yaseinn Taher, and Yahya Goba - took different paths after “graduating” from the Al-Farouq Camp. Alarm bells sounded loudly in the CT Community when, in the late summer of 2002, al-Bakri was noted to have used the terms “Wedding” and “Big Meal” when communicating with associates, the use of both of which has preceded and signalled terrorist attacks in the past. While al-Bakri was arrested in Bahrain, other members were taken into custody in the Lackawanna suburb of Buffalo, New York. From al-Bakri’s house, investigators recovered a rifle, and a telescopic sight, along with a cassette tape in which the voice on the tape "implores Allah to give Jews and their enablers (likely the US) a black day." All six were tried, convicted and sentenced to a range of terms in prison, from eight and a half to ten years. Other members of the cell were Ahmed Hijazi and Jaber Elbaneh. Elbanah finally turned himself in to Yemeni Authorities last year, on condition that his sentence would not be extended. Hijazi was incinerated in a car with five others by a Hellfire missile in Yemen in November, 2002. 

To the south, in the Virginia suburbs of Washington, DC, a cancer researcher and Islamic scholar named Ali Al-Tamimi 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. As we wrote in the third article in this series, the al-Tamimi case is more popularly referred to as the “The Paintball Case” because several of the defendants played paintball in Virginia for training purposes between 2001 and 2004, 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 Usama 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.
Brooklyn-born Jose Padilla (AKA Abdullah al-Muhajir - “The Traveller”) was arrested in Chicago in May, 2002, upon his return from his travels to Afghanistan, Iraq, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Pakistan. His ties to Al-Qa’ida were confirmed and he was initially held as a material witness for the case stemming from 9-11, but was later detained as an enemy combatant. It was suspected at the time that Padilla planned to detonate a so-called “dirty bomb” (conventional explosives combined with some sort of radioactive material) in the US. Following a series of legal actions and appeals, Padilla was found guilty of charges of conspiracy to commit murder and of funding and supporting terrorism abroad, and is serving a seventeen-year sentence in federal prison. 

July 4, 2002, Hesham Mohamed Hadayet, an Egyptian national who lived in Los Angeles, opened fire on the El Al ticket counter in Los Angeles International Airport, killing two and wounding four others. Hadayet was shot dead by one of the airport security personnel. Although investigators did not find a link between Hadayet and a terrorist group they did find that he had a history of strong anti-Israeli sentiments, and that his objective in the shooting was to influence foreign policy and to die as a martyr. 

Ten people in the Metropolitan Washington, DC, area were killed and three others were critically injured in the fall of 2002 when two individuals carried out a series of sniper attacks. The two, John Allen Muhammad and his teenaged protégé, Lee Boyd Malvo, were captured and convicted of those murders as well as their preceding, “rehearsal” killings in Louisiana, Alabama, and Georgia. John Muhammad, named John Allen until he joined the Nation of Islam, found Lee Malvo in a homeless shelter and informally adopted him, subsequently training Malvo to shoot sniper style.

William Krar and his common-law wife were caught stockpiling explosives and chemicals, including two pounds pure sodium cyanide, in April 2003. The exact target of the attack was never publicly disclosed, but Krar’s sympathy for the white supremacist movement was reported in the media. Numerous crimes committed by white supremacist sympathizers are underreported, or go entirely unreported. 

Iyman Faris, a naturalized US citizen who arrived in the US from his native Kashmir in 1994, was convicted in 2003 of conspiracy and of providing material support to Al-Qa’ida. Circa 2000-2001, Faris traveled to Pakistan and Afghanistan, reportedly meeting personally with Usama Bin Laden and performing logistical tasks for Al-Qa’ida. Faris admitted having researched drawings of the Brooklyn Bridge on the internet and to having inquired as to the source of “welding” torches, in support of a plot to bring down the bridge. After conducting surveillance, Faris reported back to his Al-Qa’ida handlers that the “weather was too hot” to carry out the plot successfully, meaning he felt that there was far too much security presence in New York City. Faris is serving a 20-year sentence imposed by a federal court.

Another chapter in Al-Qa’ida’s efforts was closed in 2004 with the arrest of Dhiren Barot (AKA Abu Issa al-Hindi). Following a sojourn to Pakistan in 1995, Barot joined in the guerrilla campaign against Indian forces in the disputed Kashmir region. He wrote a book on the military experience entitled The Army of Medinah in Kashmir. A few years later, al-Hindi authored a 39-page memo suggesting the use of “simple” explosives made from materials available at local pharmacies and hardware stores. The memo apparently was of use to Al-Qa’ida at-large, having been found on a laptop computer in Pakistan in 2004. All of this is by way of establishing al-Hindi’s credentials because, of greater interest to you is the fact that in the Year 2000, al-Hindi and at least one other associate were in the New York/New Jersey area surveilling financial facilities (The Prudential building; The International Monetary Fund (IMF); The World Bank; The New York Stock Exchange; Citigroup). His intent, he admitted, was to attack the facilities using limousines packed with explosives and radioactive "dirty" bombs. 

Also in New York City, Shahawar Matin Siraj and James Elshafay were arrested in August, 2004, for conspiring to detonate a device in New York’s Herald Square subway station. Elshafay, who had entered a guilty plea and testified against Siraj, was sentenced to five years. Siraj received a 30-year sentence.

Four members of a group reportedly called Jamiyyat Ul-Islam (Islamic Group) were arrested in California in August of 2005. Kevin James, Levar Washington, Gregory Patterson, and Hammad Samana were charged with conspiring to attack Los Angeles National Guard facilities, synagogues and other locations in the Orange County, California, area. James, the alleged leader, and the others reportedly planned to get the funds for their attacks through yet other attacks - on gas stations. The four were convicted in December, 2007.

The 2006 convictions of Father/Son - Umer and Hamid Hayat - in California brought to an end an investigation begun earlier. Hamid Hayat, then 22 years old, of Lodi, California, was arrested in 2005 on a series of charges related to his attendance of an Al-Qa’ida training camp and his intention to wage violent Jihad in the United States. Hamid was sentenced on 9-10-2007 to 24 years in prison. Hamid’s father, Umer, later pled guilty to lying to investigators about the amount of money he was taking with him to Pakistan in 2003. 

Michael C. Reynolds was arrested in December 2005 and sentenced in November 2007 to 30 years in prison for intending to conspire with Al-Qa’ida to blow up US-based oil refineries in exchange for $40,000. Reynolds, who was discovered in an online Jihadi chat forum attempting to broker a deal with members of Al-Qa’ida, claimed to be merely trying to uncover and entrap others who might carry out such an attack. Although Reynolds’ true ideological intention was unclear and his mental status questionable, his case is not unique. (See Singleton DOJ release). There have been other Americans who support violent Jihad and who attempt to participate via the internet. This may appear to be a relatively harmless pursuit, but if the right connections are made, an individual who is already indoctrinated -- and perhaps mentally unstable -- could be guided to assist in or to execute a lethal attack. 

Ultimately, five individuals were arrested and indicted in 2006-2007, in Ohio and Illinois, for conspiracy to seek recruits willing to commit terrorist acts abroad (Iraq), searching for sites to train others in combat skills - including the use of explosives - agreeing to raise funds and to obtain information on IEDs. Khaleel Ahmed, his cousin Zubair Ahmed, Zand Mazloum, Marwan El-Hindi, and Mohammad Amawi pled not guilty at the time. The investigation into this plot was carried out with the assistance of an informant who was asked to train the group.

On 3 March 2006, after intentionally striking nine students with his rented Jeep at an estimated speed of 40-45 miles per hour at the University of North Carolina, Mohammed Taheri-azar - an Iranian born US citizen -- dialed 9-1-1 and turned himself in to authorities. Taheri-azar stated he wanted to “follow in the footsteps of one of my role models, Mohammad Atta, one of the 9-11 hijackers.” While some wondered if Taheri-azar’s attack was terrorism-related, he is reported to have told investigators that he wanted to "avenge the deaths or murders of Muslims around the world." Taheri-azar pled guilty to nine counts of attempted first-degree murder on August 13, 2008.

Two men from the Atlanta, Georgia, area - Ehsanul Sadequee and Syed Ahmed, were accused in April, 2006, of having conspired with members of the “Toronto 17” to receive training with the intention in mind of waging an attack, and of gathering video-surveillance of potential targets in the Washington, DC, area. The two were indicted for surveilling locations such as the US Capitol building and the headquarters of The World Bank. Both pled not guilty.

Seven members of the group “Seas of David” were arrested in June, 2006, charged with conspiracy to attack the Sears Tower in Chicago. The group’s leader, Narseal Batiste, as well as Patrick Abraham, Stanley Phanor, Naudimar Herrera, Burson Augustin, Lygnelson Lemorin, and Rotschild Augustin pled not guilty. While authorities acknowledged that the group did not possess weapons at the time, allegations against the seven included attempting to contact Al-Qa’ida, stating that Batiste was organizing an Islamic Army to wage Jihad inside the US, requesting uniforms for the group as well as automatic weapons, radios, vehicles, and bullet-proof vests. 

A plot to bomb New York City tunnels carrying train traffic was uncovered in 2006 during FBI surveillance of internet chat rooms. A total of eight suspects were charged, including, ominously, Assem Hammoud, an Al-Qa’ida affiliate located in Lebanon. Hammoud, who admitted to complicity in the plot, was taken into custody in Lebanon. The plot involved the use of backpack-borne explosive devices similar to those used in the 7 and 21 July, 2005 London attacks. 

Naveed Afzal Haq, an American of Pakistani descent, went on a rampage at the Jewish Federation of Greater Seattle on 28 July, 2006, after forcing his entry by holding a gun to the head of a 13-year-old girl. Haq then opened fire with two semiautomatic pistols, killing Pamela Waechter and wounding five more women in the Federation’s office spaces. Haq told police hostage negotiators, “I’m upset at your foreign policy. These are Jews and I am tired of getting pushed around and our people getting pushed around by the situation in the Middle East.” Jurors in the case were unable to reach a verdict in June of 2008. A retrial will occur, probably in March of 2009. 

The Trolley Square Mall in Salt Lake City, Utah, was the scene of an attack on 12 February, 2007, when Sulejman Talovic killed five people and wounded five others. Although the shooter was killed and no motive was established, Talovic, a high school dropout who reportedly was rarely seen by his neighbors, may have been influenced by the previous Serbian executions of Bosnian Muslims, including possibly his own relatives. One source reported that the phrase “Allahu Akbar” could be heard twice on the raw footage of the attack provided by a TV station.

A group comprising immigrants from the former Yugoslavia, Turkey, and a US citizen was charged last year with conspiracy to attack and kill soldiers on Fort Dix in New Jersey; other nearby military facilities had also apparently been scouted. Five of the six arrested in May, 2007, were alleged to have gone on training expeditions near Gouldsboro in Pennsylvania’s Pocono Mountains; the remaining group member was charged with helping to obtain weapons. The plot came to light when a store clerk became suspicious because the materials the group had asked him to put onto a DVD included footage of them firing weapons and calling for “Jihad.”

Four conspirators, who were motivated by their desire to retaliate against the US for its support of Israel, planned to blow up fuel tanks and a pipeline carrying jet fuel at New York’s JFK Airport in 2007. The fuel storage tanks and the pipeline are located in some of the most densely populated areas in the US. The conspirators were natives of Trinidad and Guyana. 

Undoubtedly, you will read of additional plots that were discovered and interrupted or stopped. Unfortunately, you will also see media coverage of attacks that have taken place, despite the best efforts of those who watch out for you. Most, though, will be on the scale of the lone actor who goes on a rampage at an airport or a shopping mall, or who plants an IED somewhere. We have already seen several examples like this, including Naveed Haq in Seattle and Mohammed Taheri-azar in North Carolina. While those kinds of attacks are not on the scale of 9-11, that will be scant comfort to the families of those wounded and killed. 

You have just finished reading a list of plots and incidents. Whether that number was less than, equal to, or more than the number you would have estimated, perhaps you are able to think of other examples that were not included here. We hope that this presentation has caused you to reevaluate the notion that we have not been attacked since 9-11, and to consider our cause for concern that another terrorist attack on the homeland is highly likely. We will now turn our eyes (and your eyes, we hope) forward by giving you a more detailed look at the threat from each of the types of groups.


« Close It


August 15, 2008 11:36 AM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

If Musharraf Goes: Assessments and Opportunities

By Aaron Mannes

There are reports that Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf will be stepping down in the next few days in order to avoid impeachment. Musharraf has denied these reports, but the prominence of the rumors indicates strongly that the political balance of power has shifting against Musharraf - he will almost certainly be reduced to a figurehead. It is difficult to say how history will judge Musharraf. From the American perspective he was not adequately taking on Islamic extremism. But from the Pakistani perspective he was becoming an American lackey. The truth is somewhere in between. What Musharraf lacked was either the desire or the capability to take on the systemic problems bedeviling Pakistan. It is possible that with his exit from the scene, a new opportunity to take on these challenges could emerge.

On one level, Musharraf has been cooperative on counter-terror issues, arresting high-profile al-Qaeda and acquiescing to missile strikes on Pakistani territory. However, while missile strikes are a useful tool - they are no substitute for a serious policy. They have also contributed to Musharraf’s loss of standing in Pakistan, since he is seen as subordinating Pakistani sovereignty - and lives (these strikes have, unfortunately, killed civilians) - to American priorities.

On the other hand, Pakistan has not successfully taken control of the tribal areas where al-Qaeda is re-grouping. Americans would be wise to temper their criticism of the Pakistani military’s counter-insurgency efforts.

Read the complete post here.
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Quilliam Responds

By Michael Jacobson

In July, Maajid Nawaz, the co-director of the London-based Quilliam Foundation, was in Washington, testifying before the Senate Homeland Security Committee, and speaking at a number of DC think tanks, including the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. Mr. Nawaz and his colleague Ed Husain -- the author of the fascinating book The Islamist -- formed Quilliam as a "a counter extremism think tank” and are now actively attempting to take on the ideology they previously espoused. A summary of Mr. Nawaz's speech at the Washington Institute is available here.

In a July 16 posting, Jeffrey Imm took issue with some of Quilliam's stances, including their support for the grand mufti of Egypt. 

Mr. Nawaz has written a response to this post and to other criticisms which have been directed at Quilliam. I am posting it on Quilliam's behalf. 

"The Right and Wrong Voices," Response by Maajid Nawaz, Co-Director of the Quilliam Foundation 
Since being invited to Washington in July 2008, the Quilliam Foundation has received an overwhelming response from supportive voices across the political spectrum. As a result of this work, both Ed Husain and I have been invited to return this September. Our forthcoming trip coincides with Ed Husain’s American launch of his book The Islamist, published by Penguin. 

Naturally, and after observing the level of publicity our foundation has enjoyed, some voices have asked more detailed questions about our policies. I have been asked to outline our view on a number of issues ranging from our praise of the Mufti of Egypt, Ali Goma; our stance on a British religious leader Dr. Usama Hassan; our stance on Shari’ah “law” and our selection of Quilliam as a name.

The Quilliam Foundation has no formal links with Mufti Ali Goma of Egypt. However, we have named him on our website as a scholastic giant. Some have asked us whether we know of Mufti Ali Goma’s stance on suicide bombings. Firstly, let me clarify that our view on suicide bombings is on the record. We have explicitly condemned the deliberate targeting of non-combatants, in Israel or anywhere else in the world. Ed Husain directly criticised Qardawi’s fatwa justifying suicide bombings whilst in Qatar for the Doha Debates. Furthermore, I personally challenged Azzam Tamimi - Hamas representative in the UK - on this matter in a studio debate on BBC’s flagship Newsnight with Jeremy Paxman (video).

It follows, therefore, that we would naturally be concerned if figures we have named as ‘scholastic giants’ were to be discovered as supporting such actions. On July 30th 2008 a letter was sent to Secretary of State Condaleezza Rice by two prominent and respected Senators, Tom Coburn and Jon Kyl. In this letter, the Senators referred to a 2003 article in Egypt’s “Al-Haqiqa” newspaper quoting Ali Goma defending terrorist acts in Israel. The respected Senators have cited Rabinowitz, Beila and William Mayer from their paper entitled “State Department Funding ISNA’s Propagation of Islam via citizen exchange program” (Pipe Line News, 25 April 2008) as a reference for this allegation against Ali Goma.

Since these questions were raised I did my own research. I have found this source referred to by Rabinowitz, Beila and William Mayer. It is a secondary source that does not quote Ali Goma directly. Rather surprisingly, it is also a Wahabite-Islamist source, being a newspaper that explicitly promotes a Shari’ah-law based Caliphate and attacks Shi’ah Muslims as heretics. I felt, therefore, that it would be helpful for people to know who they are being asked to rely on for evidence. The following extract is taken from an article stating that by far the biggest ‘danger to Islam’ in Egypt is the modernising agenda of Mufti Ali Goma, due to his articulate, learned and popular approach to reform issues:

ليس كسابقه الذي كان دينه هو دين الحكومة إذا أحلت أحل وإن حرمت حرم !! فهو يحاول أن يكتسب مصداقية بمخالفة الرأي الرسمي للحكومة والدولة مثل رأيه في العمليات الاستشهادية مثلاً واعتبار من يقول بحرمتها أنه حمار ـ أعزكم الله ـ وذلك بعد تصريح شيخ الأزهر بأنها انتحار محرم بأقل من أسبوع, في تحدي واضح لرأس المؤسسة الدينية في مصر
He (Ali Goma) is not like his predecessor, whose religion was simply the religion of the government of the day. If such a government made something permissible (Halal), he too would make it permissible. If they were to deem something forbidden (Haram), so would he. Consequently, he (Ali Goma) tries to win over credibility by conflicting with the official state and government opinion on matters. An example of this is his opinion on martyrdom [sic] operations, and his view that those who consider them prohibited are like donkeys - may God dignify you. As a clear challenge to the head of Egypt’s theological institution, Ali Goma’s proclamation came after the statement made by the Mufti of Azhar, by less than a week, holding that such operations are to be considered prohibited suicide (Haram).

Contrary to this secondary, hostile and extremist Wahhabist-Islamist source above, we have Mufti Ali Goma’s own words. Below, he explicitly condemns suicide bombings as quoted by him directly in a reliable and professional American news magazine, Newsweek:

"As for suicide bombing, Islam forbids suicide; it forbids the taking of one’s own life. In addition, Islam forbids aggression against others. Attacking civilians, women, children, and the elderly by blowing oneself up is absolutely forbidden in Islam. No excuse can be made for the crimes committed in New York, Spain, and London, and anyone who tries to make excuses for these acts is ignorant of Islamic law (shari’ah), and their excuses are a result of extremism and ignorance."

To clarify, my claim is not that Mufti Ali Goma categorically did not support suicide bombings. In the citation above, for example, he did not explicitly mention Israel. My claim is, rather, that the evidence available and cited is definitely insufficient to popularise such a serious accusation at this moment. Mufti Ali Goma must stand innocent until proven guilty. If proven to have endorsed such a tactic, the Quilliam Foundation will be the first to concede his serious and grave error, but we will not accept it based upon Wahhabite-Islamists’ say so, and consequently Goma’s own and general condemnation in Newsweek still stands.

On the matter of support for Ali Goma, it seems rather ironic that right-wing critics share their worries over our stance, probably to their horror, with Marxists on the far-left such as the UK Guardian’s Seamus Milne, who cites the same concern in a scathing attack on our Foundation’s work.

Moving on, another question raised has been that of our gratitude for having Dr. Usama Hassan as one of our official advisors. Dr. Usama Hassan has also travelled the same path of extremism in his youth, only to mature into a progressive and enlightened voice for moderation today. He recently participated alongside Ed Hussain in an official Foreign Office delegation to Egypt to represent a more British understanding of our faith, and is now one of the leading theological voices for British Islam. 

Concerns have been raised about Dr Usama’s father, Shaikh Shu’aib Hassan, who is a very conservative voice amongst Britain’s Muslim communities. Suffice to say that Dr Usama is not his father, and Shaikh Shu’aib is not Dr Usama. Dr Usama respectfully disagrees with his father on many of the problematic issues of our day. On the Caliphate, Dr Usama Hassan has stated clearly, and without reservation, in his Quilliam Foundation launch speech - only 10 minutes long and on our website - that he believes in Secularism, and that secularism was indeed always a part of traditional Islam. 

Consequently, Dr Usama believes in using the name Caliphate to reclaim Muslim secularism through it, as he believes that past Caliphates always were secular in nature. The Quilliam Foundation is concerned with substantively challenging those who wish to adopt Shari’ah as state law, not with those who merely use the word Caliphate to mean a secular state; for that would be an exercise in semantics. On this note, it is perhaps pertinent to state that the Quilliam Foundation has time and time again criticised and challenged those who call for ‘Islamist Supremacism’, or the belief that the Shari’ah must be dominant as state law. 

Another question raised by some quarters is the concern that William Quilliam, after whom we named our foundation, was an Islamist. Right-wing commentators may again be horrified to learn that this claim was first made by the far-left in the UK alongside Hizb ut-Tahrir UK activists in their desperate claim to traditional legitimacy.

Such an anachronistic allegation has already been dealt with on our website. We believe that William Quilliam was a political activist who had no ideological agenda, and no ideology. He hailed from a time of empire and thus spoke and behaved in accordance to the imperial politics of his day. In a typically British manner, he engaged in localised charity and localised politics, challenging his government where necessary. The Quilliam Foundation is not interested in making Muslims apolitical. We are solely interested in encouraging Muslims to engage politically as citizens, challenging where necessary, but with no ideological baggage. I am sure that readers can differentiate between the need for genuine checks and balances and between avoiding an ideologically driven fifth columnist approach. Naturally, like all, William Quilliam was a prisoner to the discourse of the era in which he was born. At no stage, however, did he make the Islamist claim that Islam was a political ideology, unlike the later founders of Islamism; Banna, Nabhani and Qutb. A rebuttal of the anachronistic claim that he was an Islamist is found on our website here.

In conclusion, we ask that people on the left and right join with us in our commitment to encourage true pluralism in Muslim political discourse, to support non-Islamist voices, to challenge the ideology and discourse of Islamism and to engender normal politics as alternatives to Islamism. As far as practicable, the right people must be encouraged and the wrong ones must be criticised. We caution that this work, vital though it is, must be tempered with a jealous protection of our liberties, especially freedom of religion and thought, rigorous academic standards and a deep understanding of the theological, ideological and social states of Islam and Muslims today. If we fail in these lofty standards we risk tarnishing the liberal alternative and losing the authority to speak as well as the moral high-ground from which to invite others.
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France: End of the Mitterand Doctrine?

By Lorenzo Vidino

Over the last few weeks French and Italian sources have spoken of the possible end of the so-called “Mitterand doctrine.” The doctrine, created in the early 1980s by then French President François Mitterrand, granted asylum to those members of the Red Brigades and other Italian left-wing terrorist groups who renounced violence, or, as Mitterand said in a famous speech in 1985, “broke with the infernal machine” of terrorism. Despite predictable and intense criticism from Italian authorities, the policy has been observed by all French government after Mitterand, whether socialist or conservative. Since the 1980s many (some claim more than three hundred) Italian militants have benefited from the policy, creating a new life for themselves across the Alps. For many of them the statute of limitations has run out and they are, therefore, free from the reach of Italian justice. But others, whom Italian authorities sentenced to life in prison or want for crimes to which the statute of limitations does not apply, have not been so lucky. 

Since 2002, in fact, Italian authorities have engaged in a new legal/political battle to obtain the extradition of some of the militants. Two high-profile assassinations carried out by the so-called New Red Brigades led the Italians to re-focus their attention on left-wing terrorism and some links to militants who had received asylum in France were uncovered. A list of a dozen names, some of them accused of still being engaged in terrorism, was handed by the Italians to their French counterparts and new extradition requests were lodged. The requests triggered complicated and highly controversial legal battles in French courts. While no militant had been extradited until then, in 2002 French authorities handed over Paolo Persichetti, who had been sentenced in Italy to 22 years for his role in the 1987 assassination of Air Force General Licio Giorgieri. In March 2005, the French State Council expressly stated that the Mitterand doctrine had no legal value. Most recently, Nicolas Sarkozy has declared that the Mitterand doctrine goes against the spirit of judicial cooperation between European countries and declared his intention of breaking with it. Right now French judicial authorities are deciding the complicated case of former Red Brigades member Marina Petrella, convicted for murder by Italy in 1992, jailed by France in August 2007 after 15 year in the country, and currently awaiting extradition to Italy. Sarkozy has expressed his desire to extradite Petrella, but also asked Italian President Giorgio Napolitano to pardon the former Red Brigades militant (the move has led some French leftists to dub Sarkozy as a modern day Pontius Pilate…). 

Western countries providing asylum/tolerating the presence of terrorists wanted in other Western countries and even turning a blind eye to their continued activities is hardly a French exclusive. The now popular term “Londonistan” was coined (together with Beirut-on-the-Thames) in the mid-1990s, ironically, by French intelligence officials upset at the British government’s policy of harboring Islamist terrorists, including those who France deemed responsible for the 1995 bombings of the Paris metro. By the same token, Britain has had similar complaints towards the attitude of the U.S. government. London has accused Washington of providing a safe haven for Irish terrorists from as early as the 1850s, when hundred of “Fenians” formed groups in the United States to carry out attacks against Britain. And Italians, who have been so quick at criticizing the French, tolerated the activities of Palestinian terrorists on their soil for decades (just yesterday Italian daily Corriere della Sera ran an interesting interview with former PFLP spokesman Bassam Abu Sharif in which the militant openly recounted how Italian secret services allowed his and other Palestinian groups to operate in the country and transport weapons in exchange for the promise not to attack Italy—the fact has been recently confirmed by former Italian President and Prime Minister Francesco Cossiga, who even said that the 1980 bombing of the Bologna station, which killed 85 people, could have been the result of the accidental detonation of two suitcases of explosives Palestinian militants were transporting by train). 

The Mitterand doctrine presents differences from these cases, as its precondition was that only those who renounced violence could benefit from it. Its defenders claim that the Italian militants who have moved to France under its auspices have built families and lived a peaceful life since then and cannot pay for crimes committed more than 30 years earlier. Moreover, they claim that the French state cannot fail to maintain its promise and turn its back on those who relied on its word 25 years ago. Its critics counter these arguments with the right of the victims’ families to see justice been served. Moreover, judicial cooperation on extraditions and the respect of other member countries’ sentences have become cornerstones of the EU counter-terrorism strategy and the Mitterand doctrine runs directly athwart them. Soon France will decide on the Petrella case and, probably, on other similar, showing which argument will prevail. 
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South Ossetia: The perfect wrong war

By Walid Phares

I am posting an article I titled "South Ossetia, the Perfect Wrong War." In the current hot debate about the South Ossetia-Georgia conflict there are two main trends in the West: 

1. Western frustration: To consider Russia's aggressive response as part of a renewed Cold war and thus a signal for the West to mobilize against the Russians, again.

2. Anti-American Critics: To consider US policy as responsible for this and other crises and thus the need to change this policy.

3. Strategic Wisdom: I am suggesting a third way to look at it through the big picture of our War on Terror and how to deal with such conflicts. This thesis may not attractive to the previous main trends, but it would be wise to consider in a post 9/11 era.

The ongoing debate in the West and particularly in the US is showing revealing trends. The critics of the War on terror blame the US. The supporters of the War on Terror split in two camps. One platform recommending an all out mobilization against Moscow, while the Coalition is battling the Jihadists in Iraq and Afghanistan and dealing with Iran. And another platform advising to smartly contain the current crisis with Russia and focus on the confrontation with the Jihadi forces. The latter forces of course would be delighted to see the US engaging in two global conflicts instead of one. They will be delighted even more, if the US (and the West) would suspend the War on Terror and re-engage in a new Cold war. Here is the essay. 


Read More »



South Ossetia: The perfect wrong war
By now, days after Georgian forces stormed the capital of south Ossetia and Russian units counter attacked across the breaking away province and beyond; a devastating war has spread across the Caucasus causing death, destruction and displacement of populations. All wars are terrible -- even the legitimate ones where country, freedom and survival at are at stake. But this war is particularly unnecessary, could have been avoided and above all is wrong; in fact I call it the perfect wrong war. 

Unfortunately, when battles are raging with tanks, artillery, bombs and all sort of firepower, it becomes more difficult to see the substantive issues clearly than before the confrontation began. For example, it becomes more pressing to reach a cease fire, provide medical attention, create Red Cross corridors, stop ethnic cleansing, human rights breaches and take care of refugees, than to investigate who began the hostilities, what provoked it, what are the local claims and what international equation has permitted such an onslaught. And to make it more complicated, rushed journalistic reporting -- often biased -- confuses public opinion endlessly. In short, once the bullets fly, media sensationalism explodes and political agendas creep in. 

Let's review the battle of arguments in the South Ossetia conflict and try to analyze the essence while keeping an eye on the bigger picture, the one that affects democracies' national security and international efforts against terror forces. 

The classical slogans
When you observe the media analysis worldwide, you can spot the mutual classical slogans and easy assessments, not always accurate. As soon as the clashes began in Tskhinvali (the South Ossetian capital), anti-American propagandists rushed to accuse the Bush Administration of "pushing President Mikheil Saakshvili to perform an attack destined to weaken the Kremlin." Other more sinister charges linked the Georgian move to a US "interest in Oil pipelines." Similar to the 9/11 conspiracy theories these allegations were also found in some Russian unofficial commentaries. But opposing narratives spoke of a "Putin offensive to expand Russian power southbound after years of weakness." Many stories accused the Kremlin of simply trying to "re-occupy" former Soviet Republics. 

Obviously these slogans from this and other sides are frivolous. Neither Moscow nor Washington are in a state allowing them to wage wars at will 18 years after the end of the Cold War. The United States, involved in two battlefields in Afghanistan and Iraq and closely monitoring developments in precarious Pakistan and in aggressive Iran, is certainly not planning another conflict in the Caucasus where it would have to commit a ground support. With a US Presidential election in weeks and a major debate about US involvement anywhere, forget about these hallucinations. Moscow too, despite the sour post-Soviet feelings in Red Square, is not in the business of re-invading any Republic to bring it back to the "empire:" In Hollywoodian imagination, maybe; but in real politics not so likely. So what are the actual reasons behind these tragic events and escalating military clashes? 

The roots of the local conflict
South Ossetia and Abkhazia are provinces (self declared Republics) within a sovereign country, Georgia. The populations of these two entities, non ethnic Georgians, rose to obtain separation based on their own perception of cultural identity. In comparative analysis they would be the equivalent of Kosovo's ethnic-Albanians. As in other ethnic conflicts, each side claim superseding ownership; but in the eyes of modern international law that is irrelevant after hundreds of years of settlement. An initial confrontation in the early 1990s (1992-1994) between Georgia’s post Soviet Government and the separatist movements led to agreements allowing for local autonomy for these two areas and for the deployment of Russian (CIS) Peacekeepers. 

For almost 16 years this status quo survived while awaiting a final resolution of the conflict. As in many spots in the Caucasus and the Balkans, borders do not always correspond with nationalities and ethnicities. The agreement between South Ossetia and Georgia, blessed by Moscow, was the guarantee of stability, until times changed. 

Five reasons led to transformations: One was the shift of Georgia to NATO and friendship to Washington; two was a shift in Moscow from good relations with the US under Yeltsin and the first years of Putin to more tense relations in the last Putin years; three was the active participation of Georgia in US-led activities in Iraq; four were the Ossetians' continuous aspirations towards self determination; and last but not least, the breakdown of friendship between the West and Russia since the Kosovo resolution few months ago, the real last straw.

The Kosovo factor
Since 1999, the outcome of the Western campaign in Kosovo brought about a parallel status quo to the one established in South Ossetia and in Abkhasia. In short, NATO had created an autonomous area for the ethnic Albanians inside a sovereign country, Serbia; while Russia and the CIS have insured autonomous status for South Ossetians and Abkhasians inside another sovereign state, Georgia. 

From a Russian perspective the two cases were linked and would eventually be resolved via negotiations. From a Western perspective Kosovo was "unique" and was to be resolved differently, that is granted independence unilaterally. But as long as Russian-American relations especially under Presidents Bush and Putin were warm, the de facto enclaves in Kosovo and Ossetia lived in stability. 

The challenge began when during winter 2008, the US and the European Union decided to unleash Kosovo's separation despite Serbia's opposition. In international jurisprudence, breaking away entities need validation by the country the partition is going to affect. In Canada for example, Quebec would always need the other provinces to agree on separation. Agreement of "both sides" is usually sought. 

But in the case of Kosovo, for international political motivations, including a gesture to please the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) in the midst of a campaign to win hearts and minds, Washington and Brussels went ahead swiftly and endorsed Pristina's declaration of separation from Belgrade. The Western powers argued that going back to Serbia was out of question for the Kosovars; therefore going forward was the only option, despite Serbian claims inside the province. 

The underlying geopolitical reasoning was that no force including the Russians would be able to oppose the move. "They are too far" to intervene, assumed the diplomats. But Moscow made its intentions known the day of Kosovo's declaration of independence. 

The Russian statement was poorly covered in the international media. The release said the Russian Federation will recognize the efforts by South Ossetia and Abkhazia to secede from Georgia. It was a clear eye for an eye declaration, but it went unnoticed in the West. In an article titled "Be Wise on Kosovo," published on December 13, 2007 in the American Thinker, I warned that a chain reaction may begin elsewhere. The confrontations taking place today in the Caucasus were triggered strategically in the Balkans few months before. Russia was ignored on the shores of the Mediterranean, it responded on the shores of the Black sea. To Moscow, Georgia's allies are also "too far" when the enclaves would move to separation. 

Direct causes
But Georgia's Government realized the sense of Russia's statements and still decided to act preemptively. President Mikheil Saakashvili must have calculated that by moving fast on the ground he would avoid the repetition of a Kosovo-like declaration in South Ossetia. His strategic algebra is still unclear to me. Was he hoping for a blitz seizure of Tskhinvali and the formation of a pro-Georgian local government? Was he predicting a slow Russian reaction? Historians will tell. But the chain reaction is clear. Moscow gave the green light to South Ossetia and Abkhazia to follow the Kosovo model, and Tbilisi rushed to abort these moves. Hence Georgian forces were ordered by Saakashvili to "bring back constitutional order" to the breakaway republics -- 16 years after a status quo -- and Medvedev and Putin responded by sending Russian forces to drive the Georgians out of the two provinces. In its own response Russia was telling the West: South Ossetia is Kosovo and Georgia is Serbia; I am applying your doctrine in the Caucasus. 

From August 6 on, the Georgian offensive attempted to seize the capital of the enclave and the Russian counter offensive pushed the Georgians out. Moscow accused Tbilisi's units of ethnic cleansing and Georgia's leaders counter-accused the Russians of invading all of their country. The fog of war is still too thick at this point.

International reactions
The US blasted the Russian Federation for the attack while the European Union called for a return to the status quo ante, technically cancelling the effects of the Georgian attack but hoping for a Russian stop of operations. In the Security Council a battle of words has been raging for days without real results, other than wishes for a cease fire. Naturally Britain stood by America and China discreetly backed Russia. 

In Central and Eastern Europe, particularly in the Baltic sub-region politicians are very concerned. From Prague to Tallinn politicians remember the Soviet occupation and fear a repeat of Ossetian scenarios on their land. In the Baltic States many are concerned that local Russian populations may call for similar interventions. Perhaps these fears are unwarranted as the Caucasus enclaves have historical roots, unlike the north. 

But on both sides of the Atlantic unease is spreading. Hard core critics of Russia, vestiges of the Cold war, still believe that the Soviet Union changed clothes but is still around. Others boil down the crisis to standing by Georgia as an ally, period. On the left, any alibi is good to demean American policy. In a sum, confusion reigns: how did the West get itself to face off with post Soviet Russia in an ethnic standoff in the Caucasus? Was the Kosovo episode too rushed? Did Washington and Brussels' East Policies fail in the middle of a war on terror? Or was the Atlantic West dragged by other world powers to re-clash with the East? Again, historians will have to investigate.

But meanwhile, a growing number of observers in the West are connecting the dots from the South Ossetia drama to much wider and strategic horizons. How to look at the Caucasus crisis is the question. Do we want to bring back the Cold war and the Russo-Western struggle? Do we want to drop the War on Terror and swim back to the pre 1990s years? Or do we want to win the global confrontation with the forthcoming Jihadi Caliphate? 

At the end of the day, it is a question of choices, and mostly the democracies' choice.

Hard strategic questions
Is the Russian current leadership displaying features of superpower-return, of zones of influence and of so-called strategic belts? Yes it does. Prime Minister Putin and his Government showed many signs of opposition to the advancing NATO influence in what he perceives as Russia's neighborhood: the crisis with Ukraine, opposition to missiles defense shield in Eastern Europe and nervousness about US military influence developing at the edges of the former USSR, including in Romania, Bulgaria, Estonia and Georgia. 

But beyond these geopolitical considerations the Kremlin also rejected the US-led Iraq campaign, the isolation of the Syrian regime and the containment of the Iran Khomeinist power. And here lies the distinction. If Moscow's politico-military establishment feels uncomfortable with NATO coming closer to Russia's borders, it can express that discontent and address it in bilateral relationships with Washington. The United States, for example, wouldn't be very comfortable seeing Russian missiles systems installed in Mexico or a strategic defense treaty signed between Haiti and China. These are classical moves in international relations, drawing tensions and counter moves. 

But for Russia to actively arm Iran and Syria, this is a feature of cold war, inconsistent with present the international consensus against Terrorism. The Tehran-Damascus "axis" is in an active campaign to support Jihadi terror forces in the region and armed groups involved in the killing of US and Coalition personnel. It would be the equivalent of having the US arming and providing technology to Wahabi Chechen Terrorists operating against Russian cities and military. Hence, while Americans are as anti-terrorist as Russia is when it comes to the al-Qaeda Salafi threat, Russians are still feeding anti-Western forces in the Middle East. Hence there is a difference between Russian discomfort with NATO growth around the CIS and US concerns about Russia's protection of Iranian-Syrian efforts in the region. Moscow is backing a party at war with the US Coalition while Americans aren't assisting parties at War with Russia. 

So, if that is the case, what is the best strategic course of action that the US and NATO must follow to address this problem? Some advise Washington to press the encirclement of the Russian Federation and put pressure on its few allies in the Balkans, thinking that this would weaken the Kremlin resolve to fight back. I disagree. If Russia's leadership has moved to counter US efforts in the Middle East the right response is not to escalate against the Russians in Kosovo and along their borders, including in Ossetia. For by pursuing such policy -- while the US and its allies are engaged in massive confrontations against the Salafist movements and the Khomeinist power -- the West will find itself over stretched on two world fronts, one of them at least is unnecessary: Russia. 

To be crude: Liberal democracies have no interest in over-pressuring Russia in the course of strategic gaming while they are at full war with the Global Jihadists. Such a move will push the Russians away from converging with the West against the "common enemy." Instead of consolidating a Western-Russian entente against both Salafists and Khomeinists, Russia and the US are confronting the Wahabis separately and in most cases unsuccessfully while the Russians have befriended the Khomeinists who are harassing the Americans. The Russo-American competition is not helping either side, but one other side does win: the Global Jihadists. 

Jihadi Dual agenda
The world Salafists' ultimate wish is to see the two infidel superpowers at odds with each other again; and that is happening. The combat-Jihadists want bloodshed both in Moscow and in Washington now and in the future. The long-term Wahabis likes the idea of an American demobilization against Jihadism and a re-mobilization against Russia. Ending the War on Terror and reigniting the Cold war is the ultimate fantasy of the oil producing fundamentalist powers. 

On the other hand, the Iranian regime and its allies in Syria and Lebanon have clearly opted for privileged strategic relations with Russia as a way to counterbalance the US and its allies in the region. The flow of petro cash from Iranian oil revenues can ensure a good business and military relationship with Moscow. Some in the latter city -- still recalling Cold War feelings -- like the idea of client states (or so they think) counterbalancing American presence in the Middle East. 

In the final analysis, the two main trees of Jihadism are playing West against East to ensure the weakening and ultimately the collapse of their grand foes. The Wahabis wants to bring Russia down via the establishment of several Wahabi emirates in its midst --from Chechnya to Central Asia. And the Khomeinists want the US out of the region so that they can establish their own dominance instead. 

Moscow and Washington (and Brussels as well) should not be manipulated by oil fundamentalist powers against each other. The Cold War should not be brought back at the expense of winning the conflict against Jihadi Terrorism. In clear terms: no wars should be waged outside the international campaign against the terrorists, should it be an ethnic or economic one. These, including the current Caucasus conflict, are wrong wars as they would profit the global Jihadi forces, both political and military. 

The road from here
With this outlook in mind Western and Russian actions must climb back the walls and get off the pit they got themselves in. 


1) First a swift conclusion of the Georgia-South Ossetia-Abkhazia conflict. 
It is important to help the parties to the conflict end the military confrontation as fast as possible. Open wounds should not be allowed to fester. Lines of direct clashes must be frozen. After the consolidation of an internationally endorsed cease fire, security measures on the ground have to take place in a way to ensure a non repeat of the drama. Georgian forces should return to their initial positions of pre August 6, 2008 -- that is on their national soil but outside the two "ethnic republics." To separate them from the South Ossetians and Abkhasians until the political conflict is resolved, CIS Peace keepers should remain in their initial positions but it is highly recommended that other forces --not engaged in the latest clashes -- deploy between the two contending armed forces. A United Nations mandate (not regular UN units at this stage) for specially selected troops trusted from both sides such as French, Spanish, Greek, Mongolian, Japanese, Argentines, etc. would be best to separate the militaries on the ground. Once that stage is completed, the political process must begin. 

2) International resolution process
A UN-led commission of inquiry (with and all members of the UN Security Council) must meet with representatives of the South Ossetians and Abkhazians to determine their suggested claims and meet with the Government of Georgia to note their demands as well. Unlike in the Kosovo case, all sides should be listened to and all concerns should be catered to as well. The interim stage can take different shapes but the ultimate process ironically must follow the Kosovo precedent -- that is to grant the South Ossetians and Abkhazians their right for self-determination while Georgians concerns must be addressed. The final security arrangements are best to be made under international auspices so that responsibility for breaches can be determined by universal measurements. 

3) Russo-Western guarantees
To guarantee the two processes, security and political, a Russo-Western summit (in different shape) must take place including Russia, the United States and the European Union. Such a summit should work on ending the tensions between the two sides worldwide and in the Caucasus. A thinking process about a NATO-Russian dialogue must begin based on two principles: stabilization of ethnic conflicts internationally and focus on a new stage in the confrontation with international Terror forces. This process may take a long time, but as it begins, crises such as the South Ossetia, Abkhazia and Georgia must be addressed immediately and military clashes avoided. 

Conclusion 
In the end, even if the above comments and opinion seem to be too utopian, a simple review of the alternatives is a road to nowhere except a defeat of the international community in its quest for a win against Terror. This Caucasus conflict should create enough consciousness among Western and other democracies, including Russia, that any global confrontation between these large blocs -- regardless of their pending issues -- is a loss to the overarching world efforts against the danger that menaces all democracies, including India, other world powers such as China, and Muslim moderate countries as well. Obviously to those many among us in the West who are still swimming in Cold War culture, and to those in Russia who perceive the post-Soviet era with pre-1990 lenses, these crises are opportunities to sharpen the old rusty swords of the East-West conflict. I am making the case strongly in this article against such a return to a past we all lived through and hoped would end. After the terror attacks of 9/11, Madrid, London, Mumbai, Moscow and Beslan we have all moved to a new era: a relentless Jihadi war War waged against all Kuffars (infidels) worldwide. 

The Kosovo affair was concluded with sourness that came back to haunt the international community in South Ossetia. That is the first lesson to learn from it. The military clashes between Russia and Georgia told us that new conflicts would collapse all that the international community has tried to achieve for the last seven years. That is the second lesson. Third and last, without going back to the blame game, the South Ossetia war was a wrong war that should have been avoided: It was a perfect wrong War. 

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

Dr. Walid Phares is a Senior Fellow with the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies, a visiting scholar with the European Foundation for Democracy, the author of The Confrontation: Winning the War against Future Jihad, 
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New Reports on Security Progress & Lack of Political Reconciliation in Iraq

By Andrew Cochran

A written report released yesterday and an oral briefing provide expert and eyewitness testimony about the security improvements in Iraq and the potential that lack of political progress could imperil the country's security and result in a renewed Sunni insurgency.

John Nagl, Colin Kahl, and Shawn Brimley of the Center for a New American Security briefed a group of invited guests on their findings during their recent trip to Iraq. They traveled there at the invitation of General Petraeus and received high-level briefings, visited multiple provinces, and spoke with numerous Iraqi politicians and citizens. Nagl recently retired after 20 years in the U.S. Army, and his last assignment was as Commanding Officer of 1st Battalion, 34th Armor at Fort Riley, Kansas. He led a tank platoon in Operation Desert Storm and served as the operations officer of a tank battalion task force in Operation Iraqi Freedom. A West Point graduate and Rhodes Scholar, Nagl earned his doctorate from Oxford University, and contributed to the Army's new Counterinsurgency Field Manual.

They discussed the continued operations near Mosul against Al Qaeda, whose attacks there was discussed on August 4 and on May 31 by Evan Kohlmann. Al Qaeda is estimated to have 800-900 personnel near Mosul. Although infiltration from Anbar province has been sharply reduced, more US combat forces might be needed in Mosul, in part because we are not yet seeing the local support that we have received in Anbar. Overall, the north is still in the "clearing" phase, one to two years behind the rest of country. Al Qaeda is more sophisticated there than it was in Anbar; they aren't targeting civilians (see Evan's May 3 post on the allegations by other Sunni groups) and they're positioning themselves as "protectors of the Sunni way of life" against "Kurdish ambitions." 

They three described the security improvements in Iraq brought about by the surge as "remarkable," and Al Qaeda and Iranian militant groups have been degraded and are not a viable strategic threat at this point. But their opinion is that very few of the fundamental political grievances have been resolved. 

They described Prime Minister Maliki as "slowrolling" the integration of Sunnis and not reconciling with the most important Sunni groups. They cited the lack of accommodation with the "Sons of Iraq" (SoI), a group of thousands of Sunnis with whom U.S. forces have forged constructive relationships in the past two years. We are paying many of the SoI and want to place 16,000 into the Iraqi Security Forces by the end of this year, but the Interior Ministry has accepted only 600 so far (see this Long War Journal article on the SoI and this National Review Online article in March). The briefers described a vetting process by which we give the Interior Ministry the names of candidates, but only Shia candidates are accepted, not the SoI. UPDATE, August, 18: CNAS posted a transcript of the briefing here.

The latest edition of "The Iraq Report" by the Institute for the Study of War and the Weekly Standard details the positive impact of the U.S.-SoI relationship in clearing Al Qaeda out of Diyala. 


Read More »



Eric Hamilton, the report's author, writes, "The SoI program has a three-fold effect: it drives AQI from former sanctuaries, frees up combat power to pursue enemy fighters, and offers short-term employment to jump-start local economies. The overall impact of the program is to promote reconciliation by separating insurgents from their base of support and creating linkages between local areas, the Iraqi Security Forces, and the Government of Iraq... Operation Fierce Thrasher, for example, was conducted in February in the town of Durah. Coalition and Iraqi Security Forces secured the city, established a SoI program, and helped return displaced residents."

The report discusses the creation of 25 local councils in Diyala in February with five goals:
• Work for reconciliation between tribes and religious sects;
• Help displaced families return to their homes;
• Advise the provincial government on reconstruction projects;
• Help Sons of Iraq receive jobs in the Iraqi Security Forces; and
• Create social programs in the area.

According to the ISW report and the CNAS briefers, the Sons of Iraq have kept their end of the bargain. With their help, Al Qaeda was expunged from Diyala, and important reconstruction and economic development programs have begun. According to the CNAS briefers, placement of SoI volunteers into ISF positions lags because the Maliki government considers the SoI "thugs" and unworthy of respect (the ISW report addresses the issue more diplomatically: "Moreover, relationships are still in need of development between local areas, the provincial government, and the central government.") The CNAS briefers warned that continued Sunni disenchantment could eventually lead to a renewal of armed insurgencies.
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Rethinking Russia on Terrorism Issues

By Douglas Farah

I am not a Russia expert and defer to Robert Kagan and others to paint the macro picture of what Russia's incursion into Georgia means.

But there are several issues, outside of these, that need to be looked at in terms of Russia in the greater world, and our relationship to Russia, particularly in counter-terrorism and weapons proliferation issues.

What is clear is that Russia is set on selling weapons to those who want very badly to hurt us, and who buy their weapons with the stated purpose of using them for that.

Everyone sells weapons, and yes, the United States plays in the game. But Russia's willingness to arm non-state actors and states that are facing international sanction is qualitatively different.

The three clearest examples are the arming Hezbollah in the summer 2006 conflict (courtesy of their favorite delivery person with almost-plausible deniability, Viktor Bout); Venezuela, which recently purchased an additional $2 billion worth of weapons from Russia, in addition to the $4.4 billion already purchased in the past four years-including two AK-47 factories; and Iran, receiving advanced missile systems.
As noted above, Chavez's pitch for purchasing the weapons was the formation of an anti-US coalition with strategic interests in Latin America. My full blog is here.
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Assessing the Fight against al Qaeda

By Michael Jacobson

This afternoon, the Washington Institute hosted Ted Gistaro, the National Intelligence Officer for Transnational Threats as part of its 2007-2008 lecture series with senior US government counterterrorism officials. Mr. Gistaro provided a comprehensive assessment on how the US and its allies are doing, nearly seven years after the September 11 attacks, in its efforts to defeat al Qaeda. 

Here is an excerpt of Mr. Gistaro's prepared remarks: 

We assess that greatly increased worldwide counterterrorism efforts over the past five years have constrained the ability of al-Qaeda to attack the United States and our allies and have led terrorist groups to perceive the Homeland in particular as a harder target to strike than on 9/11. These security measures have helped disrupt known plots against the United States since 9/11. That said, al-Qaeda remains the most serious terrorist threat to the United States, and we remain in the heightened threat environment we noted in the July 2007 National Intelligence Estimate. 

• We are not aware of any specific, credible al-Qaeda plot to attack the U.S. homeland. But we do receive a steady stream of threat reporting from sources of varying creditability, which the U.S. Intelligence Community is investigating aggressively. 

• As the election nears, we expect to see an uptick in such threat reporting -- of varying credibility -- regarding possible attacks. 

• We also expect to see an increase in al-Qaeda's propaganda efforts, especially around the anniversary of the attacks of September 11, 2001, which has often been a hook for such propaganda statements. In Osama bin Laden's September 2007 address to the "American people," he labeled the democratic system "a failure." He claimed that there is no difference between Democratic or Republican candidates winning presidential or congressional elections so long as "big corporations" support candidates. 

We assess that al-Qaeda's intent to attack the U.S. homeland remains undiminished. Attack planning continues and we assess it remains focused on hitting prominent political, economic, and infrastructure targets designed to produce mass casualties, visually dramatic destruction, and significant economic and political aftershocks. 

To read the rest of Mr. Gistaro's prepared remarks click here: 
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Head of Al Qaeda in Afghanistan Reported Killed in Pakistan (Update: Maybe...)

By Andrew Cochran

Media sources are reporting that Pakistan security forces have killed the general head of al Qaeda in Afghanistan, Shaykh Mustafa Abu al-Yazid (a.k.a. “Shaykh Saeed” and "Abu Saeed al-Masri"), in in a clash in the Bajaur tribal area in northwestern Pakistan. If confirmed, this would be a major triumph for Pakistani forces and an important blow to al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan. As Evan Kohlmann reported in his NEFA Foundation dossier posted on June 6, al-Yazid was a co-founder of al-Qaida in 1989 and is considered quite close to Al-Qaida Deputy Commander Dr. Ayman al-Zawahiri. He has been implicated by other Al-Qaida members in sworn testimony as playing a critical role in the financing and coordination of Al-Qaida’s international terrorist operations, including allegedly the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the United States. It was al-Yazid who made numerous important announcements from al Qaeda to the world, including al Qaeda's claim of responsibility for the June 2 suicide bombing attack on the Danish embassy in Islamabad, Pakistan and the recent killing of Egyptian Al-Qaida commander "Abu Khabab al-Masri" (a.k.a. Midhat Mursi al-Sayyid Umar) in a U.S. airstrike. 

As with all media reports of the deaths of major al Qaeda figures, we need to wait for confirmation of al-Yazid's death. The SITE Intelligence Group reports, "Jihadists on password-protected al-Qaeda-affiliated forums such as al-Ekhlaas and al-Hesbah have expressed their skepticism with the reports of Yazid’s death, and await confirmation from al-Qaeda or al-Fajr Media Center."

UPDATE: Daveed Gartenstein-Ross: "I am extremely skeptical of the claim of Abu Saeed al-Masri's death, as are my contacts in the IC (intelligence community)." And note this from the Pakistani "Dawn" news site (thanks to Rick): "A senior intelligence official identified the militant as an Egyptian known as Abu Saeed and said he was believed to be a close aide of al-Qaida No. 2 leader Ayman al-Zawahri. He said authorities had intelligence the militant had died but did not have the body. Two Taliban spokesmen contacted by The Associated Press in Afghanistan, Qari Yousef Ahmadi and Zabiullah Mujahid, said Tuesday that they had no information about it." 

And the National Intelligence Officer for Transnational Threats, Ted Gistaro, spoke at the Washington Institute today. Michael Jacobson has posted on his prepared remarks, and Gistaro also noted that al Qaeda has "replenished its bench of skilled mid-level lieutenants capable of directing its global operations," and "has developed succession plans, can reshuffle leadership responsibilities, and promote younger commanders with years of battlefield experience to senior positions." So while al-Yazid's death would be "an important blow," as I characterized it above, it would not be a "critical blow" to operations in Afghanistan and Pakistan.

NEFA Foundation Photo of al-Yazid
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Al Qaeda in Gaza?

By Olivier Guitta

Part of the three-part piece that I am writing for the Middle East Times on Al Qaeda's opportunistic strategy, I explored today Al Qaeda's alleged presence in Gaza.
In case you missed the first part, you can read it here.

You can read today's whole article here.
Here is an excerpt:

One of the alleged al-Qaida linked terror groups is the 400-man strong Army of Islam (AI). AI emerged for the first time in June 2006 with the kidnapping of Israeli soldier Gilad Shalit, in conjunction with Hamas. AI then claimed responsibility for the kidnapping of BBC journalist Alan Johnston in Gaza. While the organization denies being a part of al-Qaida, it acknowledges that it is influenced by al-Qaida, but does not have direct links to it.

Another of these jihadist groups that have recently surfaced, the Army of Believers, is holding the same speech: "We have no organic links with al-Qaida, but we share its ideology. Our goal is not only to liberate Palestine, but to spread Islam everywhere." It is obviously difficult to know how far the connection goes with al-Qaida, but what is sure is that there is a breeding ground in Gaza for such groups. In fact, according to Samir Zoquout, from the Human rights group al-Mezan: "One cannot say if al-Qaida is really present here, but more and more groups are adopting its radical ideology, sometimes as a cover for criminal activities."

But there is a worrisome trend: these jihadist groups are gaining strength. The jihadists feed on the decision of Hamas to become a party in government, in a territory where the Sharia (Islamic law) is not applied. Also some are very unhappy about the recent truce concluded with Israel.

Therefore, Hamas has lost members of its armed wing to the Brigades of Allah or the Islamic Army of Jerusalem that killed a Palestinian Christian and attacked an American school, which was holding a show featuring a coed crowd of boys and girls aged six to 12. In this attack, one bodyguard was killed and seven people were injured including three children after the terrorists started shooting.

But that is not all: the French daily Le Figaro recently revealed that a few dozen foreigners, including half a dozen Frenchmen, entered from Egypt in January 2008, during the 11 days when the border with Gaza was forced open. 
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A Look At the Resignation of Mazen Asbahi and the Muslim Brotherhood

By Douglas Farah

In the week since the Global Muslim Brotherhood Daily Report (free registration required) revealed the ties of Mazen Asbahi to Muslim Brotherhood legacy groups and his immediate resignation as an adviser to the Obama campaign, it has been fascinating to watch the Brotherhood response, particularly those of CAIR and the Muslim Student Association.

This is relevant because of the MB's historical ties to radical Islamist terrorism and the ties of members of legacy groups in the United States to multiple terrorist cases, investigations, etc. The line of inquiry would have been just as valid had Mr. Asbahi surfaced in the McCain camp, or any major political campaign.

(For a more complete look at these groups and their history in the United States, see this report I co-authored for the NEFA Foundation during the Holy Land Foundation trial).

The tactics have been familiar to any who follow these groups: attack the messenger, despite the fact that the postings simply laid out Mr. Ashbahi's multiple ties to MB groups, based on SEC filing and public records-and made no allegations of any illegality or impropriety; attack the Wall Street Journal and Glenn Simpson for following up on the report, and having the nerve to call Mr. Asbahi for comment (which is now described as a right-wing expose-in-the-making, as if belonging to FOUR-not one MB groups, as has been widely reported-were not worthy of comment, or a story when the resignation happened); blame the media et al for Mr. Asbahi's resignation, as if an e-mailed question about the relationship from a journalist were somehow an unacceptable practice in seeking information; and paint the entire thing as anti-Muslim bash-fest by the far right (see this wildly inaccurate and deceptive piece by James Zogby in the Huffington Post; and, finally, fail to address ANY of the substantive issues such associations raise.

For a good critique of the Zogby piece and its factual misrepresentations of the original piece, go here.
One of the favorite tactics is to paint those pushing back against CAIR et al as right-wing zealots. Fortunately, that is not true, although it resonates among many in the Obama camp because it paints the issue, falsely, as one of civil rights. 

Rep. Brad Sherman (D-CA), who recently invited Steve Emerson to testify at a hearing where I was also a witness, refused to buckle to the the groups' pressure tactics and protests aimed a silencing Emerson. See this Action Alert for a taste of their language.

Sens. Charles Schumer, Barbara Boxer and Richard Durbin-hardly the right-wing fringe of American politics-have distanced themselves from CAIR and other MB groups, and noted the ties to terrorism and HAMAS. So, another lie, but one that lives on. My full blog, including a reprint of the GMBDR factual outline of events, can be found here.
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Apply Kosovo's model to South Ossetia?

By Walid Phares

The conflict over South Ossetia -and possibly over Abkhazia's- regions is dangerous development in international stability and particularly for the efforts deployed worldwide in the campaign against Terror forces. For this local ethnic and territorial confrontation, involving now Georgia and the Russian Federation has the potential of absorbing energies and resources, otherwise needed and applied elsewhere in resisting Jihadi offensives and networks. 

Georgia is an important ally in the US-led coalition overseeing the stabilization of Iraq and the containing of Khomeinist offensive in that country. An escalation over South Ossetia and Abkhazia will lead (and has already significantly) to a full withdrawal of Georgia from Iraq and eventually drawing US and other Western diplomatic efforts and resources for the defense of Georgia in the Caucuses. This will weaken the position in Iraq, in the Middle East and open an unnecessary front in a different region against a superpower, also drawn into the conflict because of local conflicts.

Russia and the West have a series of disagreement on the "War on Terror" so far. Moscow and Washington didn't see eye to eye in Iraq and are not at ease on the issue of anti-missiles systems in central Europe. It is not wise, strategically to open a military front -via proxies- against the Russian Federation in the Caucuses. While many in Washington and Brussels are still in Cold War mood, we need to realize that present day Russia is also at war with the Jihadi-Wahabi networks. Beyond and above the Chechen crisis, al Qaeda and the Salafi combat movement -chief enemy of the West (US and Western Europe combined) wants Russia down as much as they wish to see liberal democracies defeated. Thus, it is not in the interest of the US-led efforts against worldwide Jihadi forces to engage in a strategic confrontation with Russia, despite all the latter's negative behavior on many issues worldwide. The West needs to rationalize fully at this stage where the so-called "War on terror" is not going extremely well.

Thus it is suggested to move forward and quickly with two main parameters: On the one hand stand by Georgia as a staunch ally of the West and make sure its sovereignty and security are protected. On the other hand stop any potential conflict with Russia in the Caucuses and find a solution which would bring justice to the local parties and encourage Moscow to divert its resources from borders crisis to a world campaign against what is more dangerous to all democracies -old ones and transitional ones. This last effort may not be easy but is crucial if we wish to keep the focus on the greater conflict against Jihadist totalitarianism. Hence, it is suggested to quickly apply in South Ossetia what Americans and Europeans have applied in Kosovo so that local wounds are healed and regional stability is reaffirmed. Here is the model based on the Balkans resolution process.


Read More »



1. South Ossetia and Abkhazia are provinces (self declared Republics) within a sovereign country, Georgia. The populations of these two entities rose to obtain separation based on their own perception of cultural identity. They are the equivalent of Kosovo. An initial confrontation in the early 1990s (1992-1994) led to agreements allowing for local autonomy and deployment of Russian (CIS) Peacekeepers. 

2. Tensions related to the will of these provinces to move forward to self determination led to a move by Georgia to assert what it called "constitutional order." In other words, a military initiative to seize back South Ossetia. This in turn triggered a Russian military counter attack to block and reverse the Georgian move. Both parties claim they intervened as a response to a perceived opposing field move. But reality is that Georgian and Russian forces battled over South Ossetia. 

3. A Kosovo-like model would be to bring the situation to pre August 6 status quo and move rapidly from there on to apply international law. This means practically that:

a. Georgian forces should withdraw from South Ossetia (equivalent of the Serbian pull-out from Kosovo). A pull out they say they accomplished already.

b. Russian forces should withdraw the forces they brought to South Ossetia after August 6. 

c. Russian (and CIS) Peace keepers should stay in their positions and -if the UN Security Council offers- should be reinforced by UN Peace keepers. 

d. A process leading to referendum in South Ossetia and Abkhazia should be established by the United Nations. If these provinces wish to stay as autonomous regions inside Georgia, an international mechanism to oversee these negotiations should be established. And if these local "republics" wish to separate -like Kosovo- they too should be granted that wish and helped to achieve independence. 

As in the former Yugoslav conflict no final solution would satisfy the emotional, historical and geopolitical feelings and aspirations of all parties with the same degree, but this is the current state of our international law. As Pope Benedict XVI has often remarked, the strongest pillar in international relations must be reciprocity. Therefore as we planted in Kosovo, we need to harvest in South Ossetia, and perhaps elsewhere. 

For the international community -and the free world in particular- are facing off with a global, advancing and lethal enemy to all. We're dealing for the next decades with forces that see South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Georgia, Russia, Europe, America and all other democracies as "Kuffars" (infidels) with no distinctions. "Indifels" should see beyond local conflicts and solve ethnic struggles as fast as they can; for the Salafists and the Khomeinists, terror powers of the world, count on kuffar wars to survive and prolong their assault on world Peace. We should be smarter, strategically. 

Dr Walid Phares is the director of the Future Terrorism Project at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies and a visiting scholar at the European Foundation for Democracy. He is the author of The Confrontation: Winning the War against Future Jihad.
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Islamic Landscape: South and South East Asia

By Animesh Roul

My paper titled "South Asia: Hotbed of Islamic Terrorism", published in the latest issue of the NBR Analysis (The National Bureau of Asian Research, Vol. 19 (4), August 2008, explores the rising menace of Islamic extremism in South Asia while discussing key terrorist groups, networks, and emerging terrorism trends throughout the region. 

South Asia has been confronting the challenge of Islamic extremism for many years. At least four South Asian countries—India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and, most recently, the Maldives (each with large Muslim populations)—are considered hotbeds of Islamic terrorism. In both Pakistan and Bangladesh, radical Islamic forces aim to establish Islamic states based on Islamic laws. This region has the highest concentration of Islamic jihadist groups in the world: a rough estimate is that nearly one hundred Islamic extremist groups and jihadi organizations with cross-border linkages are operating with impunity throughout South Asia. India tops the list with more than 50 active or dormant terrorist tanzeems (organizations). Several anti-India and anti-Hindu Islamic groups fighting in Kashmir are based in Pakistan or Bangladesh. Many of these groups have ties with international jihadi organizations based in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Uzbekistan, including al Qaeda, the Taliban, and the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU). 

This essay explores how South Asian countries, in particular India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh, are grappling with Islamic extremism, especially since the catastrophic events of September 11. This essay identifies major terrorist groups and discusses intricate terror networks, their operational developments, and emerging terrorist trends in three country-specific sections. Despite concerted efforts by government forces, including the U.S.-led campaign in South Asia, Islamic terrorism is on the rise, with a new generation of terrorist leaders taking the reins of jihad in their hands throughout the region. The essay also finds that South Asian terrorist groups increasingly prefer to work collectively, even when there is little ideological convergence among their objectives.


For Full Text 


The issue titled Aspects of Islamism in South and Southeast Asia has three papers: 
Introduction: Islamism and U.S. Policy in South and Southeast Asia by Robert W. Hefner 
South Asia: Hotbed of Islamic Terrorism by Animesh Roul 
The Fluid Terrain of Islamism in Southeast Asia by Joseph Chinyong Liow
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China discovers al Qaeda in its backyard

By Walid Phares

In a video accusing China’s Communist Government of “mistreating Muslims” a Jihadi group threatened to attack the Summer Games in Beijin. A spokesman of the Turkistan Islamic Party accuses China of “forcing Muslims into atheism and destroying Islamic schools. The “Turkistan Islamic Party” is most likely based across the border in Pakistan, where sources affirm it received training from Al Qaeda. 

Weeks ago the organization claimed responsibility for a bombings across the country. The latest video shows graphics of a burning Olympics logo and explosions. This week, attackers killed 16 police and wounded more than a dozen in the Xinjiang city of Kashgar using homemade bombs.

But according to AP reports few months ago, Chinese Police broke up a terror plot targeting the Beijing Olympics while a flight crew foiled attempt to crash a Chinese plane. Per Communist Party officials in the North Western province of Xinjiang, materials seized in a January 27 raid in the regional capital, Urumqi, suggested the plotters' planned "specifically to sabotage the staging of the Beijing Olympics." Earlier reports said police found guns, homemade bombs, training materials and "extremist religious ideological materials" during the January raid in Urumqi, in which two members of the gang were killed and 15 arrested. The immediate question becomes: Is China targeted by a Terror organization? And since the material found was characterized as “extremist religious ideological”, does that mean it is al Qaeda or one of its affiliate? The answer to these questions could change the face of geopolitics in Asia.

Interestingly the Associated Press runs to frame the Terrorists to a local ethnic conflict in one of China’s Western provinces. AP wrote: “Chinese forces have for years been battling a low-intensity separatist movement among Xinjiang's Uighurs, a Turkic Muslim people who are culturally and ethnically distinct from China's Han majority.” The news agency has tried to set the agenda of the debate by scoring three points for the “radicals.” They are separatists, they are representative of a local ethnicity and they are Muslim. In addition the description of the struggle is informative: Chinese forces versus a Uighur movement. In a way a parallel to Kosovo, Chechnya and Kashmir with two projected effects. As framed by AP, the struggle of these “Terrorists” is indeed legitimate even though the means are violent. But is it the case? 

Evidently the Chinese Communists are repressive against all other minorities and political dissidents. But as in Russia and India’s Wahabi cases, one would investigate if these particular Terrorists in China are local patriotic elements with liberal outlook. Not really. As under the Russians in Chechnya it looks like the Communists in China are battling another form of totalitarianism to come: Jihadism.


Read More »



Chinese officials said the group had been trained by and was following the orders of a radical group based in Pakistan and Afghanistan called the East Turkestan Islamic Movement, or ETIM. The group has been labeled a terrorist organization by the United Nations and the United States. East Turkestan is another name for Xinjiang. So the “movement” is indeed Terrorist-identified by the international community. But other than its violent means, is that group linked to al Qaeda? There is a double answer to this question. First the group is indeed Jihadi Wahabi-Salafi as its long term objective is to separate a particular province from China but only to establish an Emirate, a prelude to join the world Caliphate. Hence ideologically it is part of the world web of internationalist Jihadis, who identify with Bin Laden’s school of thought. Second in many instances, al Qaeda produced material showing Chinese Jihadists training in their camps. In the chat rooms, the Salafi commentators often cite the presence of “brothers” from the Xinjiang. And let’s remind ourselves that upon the fall of Tora Bora in 2001, Chinese officials asked US military to extradite Chinese nationals who we part of the Taliban and al Qaeda networks in Afghanistan. So the bottom line is that the Bin Laden cohorts included Jihadis recruited from inside China’s Western province. As in Chechnya a local ethnic separatist claim exists but the struggle was hijacked by the Jihadi terror forces. 

Hence as China is discovering al Qaeda in its own backyard, this begs powerful questions: 

1. If these Jihadists will escalate their Terror against Chinese cities and installations -and the recent discoveries indicate this trend- will Beijing find itself in the same trench as Washington that is against al Qaeda and the Salafists?

2. And if that becomes the case, will China continue to pursue a policy of support to other Jihadist forces, including the Islamist regime in Khartoum? 

3. If Communism and Jihadism clash again in the 21st century inside the Asian superpower, will its resources rich Western province becomes a new Afghanistan with Jihadists converging from central Asia and other parts f the world? 

For now Chinese officials are downplaying the danger altogether and dismissing the threat: "Those in Xinjiang pursuing separatism and sabotage are an extremely small number,” said a pro Government Uighur leader. “They may be Uighurs, but they can't represent Uighurs. They are the scum of the Uighurs," regional communist official Bekri said. But that is what Russian officials always said about Chechnya and their Indian counterparts argued about Kashmir. Jihadism has demonstrated that its adherents can swiftly recruit and expand, especially if international Wahabis are generous and committed. Hence the answer to this critical new “Jihad” will come from as far as Pakistan, Saudi Arabia but also from the smaller principality of Qatar, where al Jazeera can transform a local separatist movement into an uprising in the name of the Umma.

***********

Dr Walid Phares is the Director of the Future Terrorism Project at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies and a visiting scholar at the European Foundation for Democracy. He is the author of The Confrontation: Winning the War against Future Jihad 
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1998 U.S. Embassy Bombings and Denial on Jihad's Ideology

By Jeffrey Imm

Ten years ago, on August 7, 1998, Al-Qaeda conducted simultaneous car bombings of U.S. embassies in Nairobi, Kenya and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania. Over 250 died in these attacks, including 10 Americans at the U.S. embassy in Nairobi, and 6000 were reported injured. The August 7, 2008 East African Standard reports that new intelligence reports show that the Al-Qaeda terrorists planned in Nairobi "to use a device twice as big as the one that exploded." The Kenyan Daily Nation reported that 300 of the injured subsequently died. The majority of the victims of the embassy bombings were African civilians.

But despite that terrible human tragedy and the thousands of pages of documents, indictments, reports, and studies on the 1998 embassy bombings, we still have many today who refuse to confront the ideology behind Jihadist terrorism.

On the 10th anniversary of this tragedy, Kenyan Prime Minister Raila sought to reassure Kenyans that "this Government will do everything possible to prevent us from ever again being attacked." The Kenyan Daily Nation further reported that the prime minister also would not face any "specific groups" that might support such a Jihadist ideology. Prime Minister Raila did not offer any initiatives to challenge the ideologies of Islamic supremacism or Islamism that provides the basis for Jihadist action, but instead focused of "extremism" and "disaffection" as the causes for this tragedy.

As reported by the August 7, 2008 Daily Nation, Prime Minister Raila indicated: "But he ruled out the possibility of targeting specific groups on the war on terror, saying it would be counter-productive. 'It would generate the very disaffection and extremism on which terror thrives. It would be sheer madness to target it, or its followers. Kenya will never do so. Our sole target is terrorists.'" The Kenya Broadcasting Corporation also reported: "He dispelled allegations that the terrorists were acting in the name of Islam, or that the government's anti-terror efforts were directed at Muslims. Raila said the whole world knew that Islam was a religion of peace, adding that its very name was derived from peace." 

AFP also reported that President Bush observed the anniversary of the attacks by stating that it "reinforces the need to confront the terrorists, to work with our allies to bring them to justice, and to prevent such attacks from happening again." Meantime, the U.S. 2008 National Defense Strategy is based solely on fighting "extremists," in keeping with the DHS/NCTC "terror lexicon" recommendations on not using any terms such as "Jihad," "Islamist," etc.

The alleged Al-Qaeda mastermind of the 1998 embassy bombings, Fazul Abdullah Mohammed, remains at large. In addition, at least seven others named in the embassy bombing indictment are also at large. Four of the Al-Qaeda bombers were sentenced to life in prison in 2001, and two are reportedly being held at Guantanamo Bay detention center (Ahmed Ghailani and Mamdouh Mahmud Salim). The Guardian reported on August 4, 2008 that "Fazul Abdullah Mohammed, who has a $5m bounty from the US on his head, was reported to have left his hideout in the coastal resort town of Malindi shortly before a raid on Saturday night." In an ongoing manhunt in Kenya for Fazul Abdullah Mohammed, police have subsequently arrested five and are seeking another man for questioning.

With the 10th anniversary of the U.S. embassy bombings and ongoing manhunt for Fazul Abdullah Mohammed, Kenyan Daily Nation has been publishing a series of reports that are allegedly from a diary kept by Fazul that was on a laptop captured by the Kenyan authorities. On August 4 and August 5, the Daily Nation published stories "Diary of a terrorist: Fazul's journey to Pakistan," "Fazul's military quest lands him in Afghanistan," and "Fazul joins camp to begin Jihad." In the alleged diary excepts, Fazul reportedly states that he was led to Islamic supremacism by "the Sudanese school of thought [that] emerged... [that] consisted of a mixture of Muslim Brotherhood and Salafist ideas." (This is the same Muslim Brotherhood that Peter Mandaville has urged engagement with in West Point publications and the same Salafists that Matthew Levitt has suggested "have credibility when it comes to deradicalizing others.") In addition, the McClatchy newspaper chain has done a feature article on the Daily Nation's "Diary of a terrorist" series. These "diary" reports could certainly be apocryphal. But legitimate or not, the willingness of the Daily Nation to publish such anti-American screeds without also offering a challenge to the ideology of the Islamic supremacism behind them is troubling.

The alleged diary quotes by embassy bomber Fazul Abdullah Mohammed reportedly include: "We must, of course, raise our children with the love of jihad. We have to raise a new generation with an education totally opposed to the Western education that is imposed on us."

This quote concisely demonstrates the root of the problem with Islamic supremacism in general as a supremacist ideology that rejects values of equality and liberty, and seeks to promote an alternative Islamic supremacist value system. Such Islamic supremacist goals remain the root cause and motivation behind the 1998 U.S. embassy bombings, even though Prime Minister Raila and President Bush don't understand that as they continue to only tactically pursue "extremists" and "terrorists," without ever honestly asking why so many died.

Ten years is a long time to clearly remember such a tragedy. 

"Never again" eventually becomes "never mind." Our national outrage at Jihadists and their ideology has transformed into national policies that merely seek to discourage "extremism," and many of our government leaders don't care that no one can define what "extremism" is. 

If these are the circumstances 10 years after the 1998 U.S. embassy bombings, will we be having the same discussion on September 11, 2011 as well?


Read More »
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Will State Department Punt (Again) on Islamic Saudi Academy's Radical Textbooks?

By Andrew Cochran

UPDATE, August 8: I was interviewed by the Fox News Channel for a special report on homegrown radicalization, and you can see a video report here (tip to KY). 
--------------
I've covered the use of extremist textbooks at the Islamic Saudi Academy in Fairfax County in northern Virginia since May, when the county supervisors voted to continue to allow ISA to lease county property even though it uses textbooks which included virulently anti-Semitic and anti-Christian language and teachings. The county punted the issue back to the State Department, which has refused to act on recommendations in 2007 by the U.S. Commission on International Religious Freedom to close ISA unless the school materially changed the textbooks to remove the hateful language. Neither did the State Department act when USCIRF issued a new report reiterating that ISA's textbooks "extremely troubling passages that do not conform to international human rights norms." In late June, the county supervisors refused to revoke the ISA's lease of county property and punted the issue again back to the State Department, even though it could have done so without penalty. Congressman Frank Wolf, who represents the ares in the House, became involved and wrote letters to Secretary Rice in June and in July, urging her to determine what is being taught at the school and what to do about it.

Having not received a satisfactory response to either letter, Rep. Wolf wrote again last week, this time with more ammo to try to force the State Department into decisive action. He commissioned a special independent study of the legal status of the ISA by the Congressional Research Service (an issue which Patrick Poole examined on his website and I did here). That study concluded that the ISA qualifies as a "foreign mission" under U.S. law, since it is "substantially owned or effectively controlled by...a foreign government," namely the Saudis. Accordingly, the State Department can order ISA off the county property if the Secretary determines "that such divestiture is 'necessary to protectthe interests of the United States.'" Rep. Wolf again called for Secretary Rice "to convene a meeting of relevant State Department and USCIRF representatives... to conclusively determine what precisely is being taught at ISA." 

As I wrote on June 12, the ISA and its 1999 valedictorian, Ahmed Omar Abu Ali, represent a case study in the process by which American-raised Muslims morph into Islamic jihadists ("homegrown radicalization."). EDIT: Patrick Poole pointed out this post, "Behind the Veil at the Islamic Saudi Academy," with accounts from former ISA faculty that "An atmosphere of deception was at the heart of everything that they did (at ISA)" and thst students "had been taught to hate Jews and that Christians were awful." Yet the State Department and Fairfax County supervisors duck, hide, and punt the issue back and forth, failing to act in the best interests of county citizens and the U.S. This is my seventh post on this issue since May, and I am no more optimistic that they will act than I was in May.
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The FBI-CAIR Relationship Could End Very Soon

By Andrew Cochran

The quick departure of a Muslim adviser to the Obama campaign after disclosure of his ties to one or more of the many unindicted co-conspirators in the Holy Land Foundation criminal case is not just a campaign decision. It's a precedent for management guidance next year for components of the Justice Department. It doesn't have to be complicated, just something like "No component of the Department of Justice will enter into any contract, grant, or agreement with any person or entity which is an unindicted co-coinspirator in a federal criminal case brought by the Department of Justice." And that should be extended by the Office of Management and Budget to cover all Executive Branch agencies. Such a policy need not have anything to do with CAIR's grounding in the international Islamist Muslim Brotherhood network or the questionable associations and criminal convictions of several CAIR officials. (I think those associations should come into play, but we've already asserted that on this website.)

After all, the naming of an unindicted co-conspirator is no small matter; it's actively discouraged by the Justice Department. The U.S. Attorneys Manual at DOJ advises federal prosecutors to avoid naming them. "The practice of naming individuals as unindicted co-conspirators in an indictment charging a criminal conspiracy has been severely criticized in United States v. Briggs, 514 F.2d 794 (5th Cir. 1975). Ordinarily, there is no need to name a person as an unindicted co-conspirator in an indictment in order to fulfill any legitimate prosecutorial interest or duty. For purposes of indictment itself, it is sufficient, for example, to allege that the defendant conspired with "another person or persons known." The identity of the person can be supplied, upon request, in a bill of particulars. See USAM 9-27.760. With respect to the trial, the person's identity and status as a co-conspirator can be established, for evidentiary purposes, through the introduction of proof sufficient to invoke the co-conspirator hearsay exception without subjecting the person to the burden of a formal accusation by a grand jury. In the absence of some significant justification, federal prosecutors generally should not identify unindicted co-conspirators in conspiracy indictments." A prosecutor can't just throw a list out there; the presiding judge must conclude that the individual's statements or acts were in furtherance of the alleged conspiracy. Moreover, the Attorney's Manual discourages the actual naming of any party not actually charged in an indictment, noting, "Courts have applied this reasoning to preclude the public identification of unindicted third-party wrongdoers in plea hearings, sentencing memoranda, and other government pleadings." Legal policy experts, including the American Bar Association, have recommended outlawing the designation entirely or at least banning the release of any names.

In light of the seriousness of the designation, it is an inherent conflict of interest for any DOJ component to have a business relationship with an unindicted co-conspirator in a federal criminal case, until the trial or a plea bargain produces some resolution which is favorable to the designee. It's especially preposterous for the FBI to have entered into a training agreement with CAIR while its agents were providing the information to the U.S. Attorney which resulted in its designation as an unindicted co-conspirator in the HLF case. The White House and the Attorney General can suspend that agreement anytime, without cost to the taxpayer, until the case is retried and completed. Now that a federal judge in Dallas has denied HLF's motion to delay the case beyond the planned September 8 starting date, we will soon have a disposition of the list of unindicted co-conspirators. And if the trial doesn't clear them, there won't be any excuses for the continued FBI-CAIR relationship.
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The Hamdan Jury

By Bill West

Today, Andy McCarthy at National Review Online penned an excellent piece related to an 8-6-08 NY Times editorial concerning the verdicts in the Hamdan military commission trial at Gitmo. The results of this trial demonstrate that American military officers truly are the independent minded, moral self-thinkers we expect them to be. Sure, members of the military must "take and follow orders." But they must also be able to think for themselves and act in a moral way. This is especially true for the Officer Corps...the leadership of the US military. We expect military officers to act with honor and sound judgement. Contrary to what some on the far left (very many of whom never served in the military) may believe, when one becomes a US military officer, one does not morph into a mindless automaton. 

The officers who served on this jury had a duty to independently weigh the evidence presented to them within the rules of the Commission and to render a decision based on their own judgement of that evidence...not based on any external orders. The conduct of the proceedings and the verdict demonstrate those officers did just that. They not only vindicated the Commission...the "system"...but they brought great credit upon themselves and the Officer Corps. They upheld that code of honor We the People expect of them. 

The NY Times, in its derogatory editorial, not only ignores that fact but does a backhanded insult to those officers who served on the jury. 
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Abu Bakar Ba'asyir quits Indonesian Mujahidin Assembly

By Kenneth Conboy

Militant Muslim cleric Abu Bakar Ba'asyir announced on 6 August that he was resigning from the Indonesian Mujahidin Assembly (Majelis Mujahidin Indonesia, or MMI) due to an internal dispute. The MMI, with Ba'asyir as its emir, or leader, has been campaigning to turn Indonesia into an Islamic state. Its hard-line views have led many in the media to call it the overt face of Jemaah Islamiyah. 

Ba'syir has left MMI because he disagreed with the leadership system the assembly has adopted. Under the current system, its top members are chosen by vote. Ba'asyir condemned such a democratic method as "un-Islamic," and instead said that the emir should be the only authorized decision-maker. 

He is being temporarily replaced by his former deputy, cleric M. Tholib, until the MMI convenes its next congress to elect a new emir.
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ZOG’s Nightmare (and the CT Analyst’s Dilemma)

By Madeleine Gruen

ZOG’s Nightmare
White nationalist and supremacist groups have been long known for their innovative inculcation tactics; such as their “White Power” music and their computer games that depict humiliation and death of minorities. One particularly aggressive example is the computer game “ZOG’s Nightmare,” a first-person shooter game in which the player must kill a certain number of Jews, homosexuals, African-Americans, and Hispanics in order to reach the next level of the game. 

“ZOG” is an acronym for “Zionist Occupied Government;”white nationalist code to communicate their belief that Jews secretly control the government. "ZOG's Nightmare" suggests that Jews and other minorities will lose their power to whites after a bloody revolution. “ZOG’s Nightmare” is very similar in format and theme to other white supremacist computer games, such as “White Law” and “Ethnic Cleansing,” both of which depict the stabbing or shooting of minorities from a first-person perspective. What makes “ZOG’s Nightmare” stand out from the other games is the unvarnished language used by the game creator on the promotional video clips found on the main web site. Most white supremacists do not intend to conceal their hatred of minorities, but most do not express their desired method of how minority groups will be segregated from whites with the degree of blatancy expressed in “ZOG’s Nightmare." Most white nationalist and supremacist groups will only subtly infer violence because they are trying to develop a broader, more mainstream audience. Their violent aspirations are usually only clearly expressed through their computer games or through the lyrics of the “White Power” songs. 

The “ZOG’s Nightmare” web site opens with an announcement that it is a “Whites-only Web site. No niggers, spics, faggots, Jews, or other mutts allowed”—the type of people, the game's creator says, “who follow Obama.” After entering the site, the visitor can find video clips of the entire game being played by its creator and full voice-over narration of the action taking place on the screen. As the player is stabbing an African-American police officer in the face, for example, the narrator says, “Die nigger pig.” After killing all the minority police officers, the player reaches the next level of the game in which minorities, who have invaded a Nazi office building, are shot. The player enters several storage rooms, one of which contains barrels of Zyklon B, which the narrator says is for “your favorite Jewie [sic].” Another room contains boxes of “nigger skin lampshades.” Another tier of the game features “The Good Jew Room,” in which, the viewer is told, Jews are used for medical research. “We have our ovens, electroshock devices, and we have our Jewish corpses.” 
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The “ZOG’s Nightmare” web site was previously registered as “NukeIsrael.com,” which purported itself to be the official site of “The National Genocide Movement.” “NukeIsrael.com” was re-registered as “Zogsnightmare.com” in October 2007 by a man from the Portland, Oregon area, who is a former member of the neo-Nazi group National Socialist Movement (NSM). He is currently unaffiliated with any organization after having had a series of disputes with the NSM leadership. 

The CT Analyst’s Dilemma
In the post 9/11 era, white supremacist groups no longer receive the same sort of news media attention they once did, and never received the same volume of attention currently given to Islamist extremist and terrorist groups. I too have been occupied with the more imminent threat, and would argue that the white nationalist and supremacist groups do an efficient job of sabotaging themselves with their internal power struggles and paranoid suspicions that fellow supremacist-group members are FBI informants. There is probably no need to devote so many professional counter-terrorism assets to white supremacist groups, which are usually as solid as a deck of cards to begin with. 

Furthermore, it could be argued that devoting “ink” to the white supremacists’ activities will simply result in favoring them with the free publicity that they are looking for. This is a valid argument, but there are two (or more) sides to it:

1. Blog entries, such as this one, get reposted on other blogs, which sparks curiosity, which results in more cyber “hits” on the exact thing that is being defined as offensive. More "views" of the web site may give the offender the ability to boast that he or she is now offending a bigger audience (thus inciting friction between white supremacists and their opposition, which is part of their strategy to foment a revolution). Increased traffic to the site may enhance his or her ability to claim that more people support the racist perspective, or that they have been able to expose a larger audience to their message, which may eventually draw in more people to the racist movement. 

2. The other result of calling public attention will be an increased awareness of a source of violent ideology that is intended to incite violent action. Increased public awareness may result in the mitigation of supremacist/terrorist/violent extremist group's ability to influence an audience--And, my belief in increased public awareness as an effective method of mitigating and interdicting extremist hate group activities outweighs my reluctance to draw attention to their foolishness. Public awareness leads to outrage, which leads to complaints, which leads to government response, as was the case in the UK after members of the public and non-governmental organizations raised their concerns about Omar Bakri Mohammed's hate-filled rhetoric to government agencies. For years, Bakri and the members of his group, al-Muhajiroun, held public rallies and distributed leaflets calling for British Muslims to wage Jihad. Ultimately, as a result of pressure on the government by the media, the public, and non-governmental organizations, Bakri was forced out of the UK and is banned from returning, and many of his closest followers are in prison. 

White supremacist groups do not use their computer games to inculcate their own members exclusively, nor are they used exclusively to draw in more card-carrying members. Games such as “ZOG’s Nightmare” may be effective in inciting a lone wolf actor who is attracted to white nationalist/supremacist ideology. Timothy McVeigh, for example, was inspired by the book The Turner Diaries, which tells the story of an armed revolution by whites against the government. Eric Rudolph, the Olympic Park bomber, was influenced by the Christian Identity movement, which adheres to the belief that there will be a violent battle between Jewish people and white European descendants before the Second Coming of Jesus Christ. "Zog's Nightmare" allows players to rehearse the Armageddon scenario over and over again. 

As an analyst, I do my best to avoid imbuing reports with my personal opinions. My job, as defined by the Random House Unabridged Dictionary, is to engage in a process “of studying the nature of something or of determining its essential features and their relations.” It can be almost clinical. In the case of “ZOG’s Nightmare,” there is no subtlety; no reason to crunch discrete facts to help decision makers visualize an ambiguous phenomenon. “ZOG’s Nightmare” carries a transparent message and purpose. Numerous studies have found that playing violent computer games increases aggressive behavior and also desensitizes children to suffering, and the white supremacist computer games are intended to do just that. 
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NEFA Foundation: Al-Qaida Acknowledges "Martyrdom" of Abu Khabab the Egyptian

By Evan Kohlmann

[image: image5.jpg]


The NEFA Foundation has obtained and translated a copy of the statement from Al-Qaida leader Mustafa Abu al-Yazid acknowledging the "martyrdom" of most wanted Egyptian Al-Qaida commander "Abu Khabab al-Masri" (a.k.a. Midhat Mursi al-Sayyid Umar) in a U.S. airstrike targeting a lawless region of northwestern Pakistan. According to the communiqué, the airstrike also killed Abu Mohammed Ibrahim Bin Abu al-Faraj al-Masri, the son of the former Chief Shariah Judge of the Egyptian Islamic Jihad Movement. The document further threatened, "Although Abu Khabab has departed from us, he has left behind him-by the mercy and grace of Allah-a generation of honorable young men who will cause you torment and avenge him and his brothers, with the support of Allah. Although an expert has left us, he has left in his wake-thanks to Allah-new experts who have trained under him and learned from him over the years to volunteer, to sacrifice, and to be patient and tolerant on the path of righteousness." 

The translated communique can be downloaded from the NEFA Foundation website.
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Evidence That Africa Matters to Al Qaeda

By Douglas Farah

Recently, two people on whom I did extensive reporting because of their ties to al Qaeda in West Africa have again surfaced in the news, a useful reminder that sub-Saharan Africa was and is a target of opportunity for radical Islamist movements.

In Kenya, there is an an intense manhunt underway for Fazul Adallah, one of the masterminds of 1998 East Africa embassy bombings. 

Fazul was also active in Liberia and Sierra Leone immediately after the embassy bombings. While several of his suspected cohorts have been rounded up, he has again, it seems, managed to escape.

This indicates that senior al Qaeda operatives continue to operate in East Africa, where they have carried out successful attacks in the past. There are increasing reports of efforts by _wahhabi_ groups to radicalize East African Muslim, who have traditionally been tolerant of other beliefs.

The second is Aafia Siddiqui, who may have been involved in the West African diamond trade as well. She is expected in a New York court today on charges of attempted murder.
As my colleague Andrew Cochran has noted, Siddiqui is said by the Special Court for Sierra Leone to have been in Liberia receiving al Qaeda diamonds.
My own research showed that a woman had arrived to collect diamonds from al Qaeda operatives in Monrovia, and had returned, with two men, to Karachi, Pakistan, and then moved on to Quetta, where police and intelligence lost her trace. It was not clear to me at the time of the reporting that the woman was Siddiqui. Perhaps the New York trial will help clarify the issue. My full blog is here.
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A Dangerous Neighbor

By Daveed Gartenstein-Ross

As the situation in Afghanistan worsens, many military officials have come to see the growing safe haven for insurgent groups in Pakistan as the key to the Afghanistan war. Today Bill Roggio and I have an article at the Daily Standard examining how Pakistan's deterioration harms coalition efforts in Afghanistan:

The primary advantage that terrorist sanctuaries in northwestern Pakistan provide to the Afghan insurgency is the ability to operate with relative freedom in that country. The U.S. military is constrained in cross-border strikes and hot pursuit because Pakistan views the tribal areas as sovereign territory. Not only is Pakistan a U.S. ally, but there are also serious concerns that too heavy a U.S. hand in the tribal areas will destabilize the government and push more members of Pakistan's military and intelligence communities and civilian population into the extremists' camp.

Thus, the American military is handcuffed in its ability to respond to attacks when the enemy melts back over Pakistan's border. Reluctance to strike in Pakistani territory also prevents the U.S. military from disrupting the enemy's bases and supply lines. The safe havens in northwestern Pakistan give the Taliban and allied groups a virtually untouchable rear area, where they can recruit, arm, train, and infiltrate fighters into Afghanistan.... 


The second advantage that Afghan insurgents derive from Pakistan is the ability to train and gain combat experience. American military and intelligence officials have told us that more than 100 training camps are operating in the North-West Frontier Province and tribal areas, up from an estimated 29 camps last year in Waziristan. The camps vary in size and specialty, and some are temporary.

At these camps, a host of extremist groups--including local Taliban organizations, hardcore al Qaeda recruits, and Pakistani terror groups focused on Kashmir--are trained in a variety of tactics, techniques, and procedures. Training for the Taliban's military arm focuses on the fight against the Pakistani army or NATO forces in Afghanistan. Other camps focus on training suicide bombers or preparing al Qaeda operatives for attacks in the West. One camp exclusively services the Black Guard, Osama bin Laden's elite bodyguard.

The complete article can be found here.
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Islam, Islamism and Jihadism in Italy

By Lorenzo Vidino

I have a long article in the latest issue of the Hudson Institute's Current Trends in Islamist Ideology entitled Islam, Islamism and Jihadism in Italy. Readers of the CT Blog might be particularly interested in the last part, given the paucity of English-language sources on the matter. Based mostly on primary sources and years of field work, the section describes at length the history and development of jihadist networks operating in Italy, devoting extensive attention to the infamous Islamic Cultural Institute of Milan. 

You can read the article here.
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Federal Complaint and Other Documents on Aafia Siddiqui, Alleged Al Qaeda "Fixer"

By Andrew Cochran

Aafia Siddiqui, long sought for alleged ties to Al Qaeda, appears in federal court today in New York City. Siddiqui was arrested on July 17 by the Afghanistan National Police and was carrying documents describing the creation of explosives, descriptions of landmarks in the United States, and substances that were sealed in bottles and glass jars." While she was in custody, she seized a rifle and fired twice at U.S. military personnel who were preparing to question her. A federal agent returned fire, and she was wounded while shouting in English that she wanted to kill Americans. Siddiqui is charged with one count of attempting to kill United States officers and employees and one count of assaulting United States officers and employees. The NEFA Foundation has posted the complaint, the DOJ press release about the complaint, and other documents referring to her. 

Siddiqui has been on the Ten Most Wanted list of the Boston office of the FBI for years for her alleged role as a terrorist facilitator. In 2004, the Attorney General and FBI Director identified her as one of seven people wanted for questioning about suspected ties to Al Qaeda. She is alleged to have assisted Majid Khan and Ammar al-Baluchi, two alleged top Al Qaeda lieutenants now imprisoned at Gitmo, in their activities in the U.S. She is also alleged to have been among among the "intended beneficiaries" of the misuse of funds by Care International, the Boston-based Muslim charity whose leaders were convicted on several charges (later partially dismissed by a federal judge). Siddiqui is also implicated in Al Qaeda's interest in the west African diamond trade and traveled to Liberia in 2001. See this post by Douglas Farah in August 2005, quoting Mike Shanlin, the former CIA station chief for Liberia. "'They (al Qaeda operatives) were there during the period in question,' referring to the period of 1998-2001. 'And clearly they were involved in some sort of a diamond business. That's a fact.'"

Siddiqui's capture is an important break for U.S. counter-terrorism efforts and could lead to significant information about the Al Qaeda leadership structure worldwide.
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Gen. Barry McCaffrey on Afghanistan: 2009 "the year of decision"

By Andrew Cochran

General Barry R McCaffrey USA (Ret) recently traveled to NATO headquarters in Brussels and to Afghanistan and filed a trip report with his impressions. In a section titled "The Bottom Line," he reported the following:

Afghanistan is in misery. 68% of the population has never known peace. Life expectancy is 44 years. It has the second highest maternal mortality rate in the world: One of six pregnant Afghan women dies for each live birth. Terrorist incidents and main force insurgent violence is rising (34% increase this year in kinetic events.) Battle action and casualties are now much higher in Afghanistan for US forces than they are in Iraq. The Afghan government at provincial and district level is largely dysfunctional and corrupt. The security situation (2.8 million refugees); the economy (unemployment 40% and rising, extreme poverty 41%, acute food shortages, inflation 12% and rising, agriculture broken); the giant heroin/opium criminal enterprise ($4 billion and 800 metric tons of heroin); and Afghan governance are all likely to get worse in the coming 24 months.

The magnificent, resilient Afghan people absolutely reject the ideology and violence of the Taliban (90% or greater) but have little faith in the ability of the government to provide security, justice, clean water, electricity, or jobs. Much of Afghanistan has great faith in US military forces, but enormous suspicion of the commitment and staying power of our NATO allies.

The courageous and determined NATO Forces (the employable forces are principally US, Canadian, British, Polish, and Dutch) and the Afghan National Army (the ANA is a splendid success story) cannot be defeated in battle. They will continue to slaughter the Pashtun insurgents, criminals, and international terrorist syndicates who directly confront them. (7000+ killed during 2007 alone.) The Taliban will increasingly turn to terrorism directed against the people and the Afghan National Police. However, the atmosphere of terror cannot becountered by relying mainly on military means. We cannot win through a war of attrition. The economic and political support provided by the international community is currently inadequate to deal with the situation.
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2009 will be the year of decision. The Taliban and a greatly enhanced foreign fighter presence will: strike decisive blows against selected NATO units; will try to erase the FATA and Baluchi borders with Afghanistan; will try to sever the road networks and stop the construction of new roads (Route # 1 -- the Ring Road from Kabul to Kandahar is frequently now interdicted); and will try to strangle and isolate the capital. Without more effective and non-corrupt Afghan political leadership at province and district level, Afghanistan may become a failed state hosting foreign terrorist communities with global ambitions. Afghan political elites are focused more on the struggle for power than governance.

US unilateral reinforcements driven by US Defense Secretary Bob Gates have provided additional Army and Marine combat forces and significant enhanced training and equipment support for Afghan security forces. This has combined with greatly increased US nation-building support (PRT’s, road building, support for the Pakistani Armed Forces, etc.) to temporarily halt the slide into total warfare. The total US outlay in Afghanistan this year will be in excess of $34 billion: a burn rate of more than $2.8 billion per month. However, there has been no corresponding significant effort by the international community. The skillful employment of US Air Force, Army, and Naval air power (to include greatly expanded use of armed and reconnaissance UAV’s : Predator, Reaper, Global hawk, and Shadow) has narrowly prevented the Taliban from massing and achieving local tactical victories over isolated and outnumbered US and coalition forces in the East and South.

There is no unity of command in Afghanistan. A sensible coordination of all political and military elements of the Afghan theater of operations does not exist. There is no single military headquarters tactically commanding all US forces. All NATO military forces do not fully respond to the NATO ISAF Commander because of extensive national operational restrictions and caveats. In theory, NATO ISAF Forces respond to the (US) SACEUR…but US Forces in ISAF (half the total ISAF forces are US) respond to the US CENTCOM commander. However, US Special Operations Forces respond to US SOCOM…..not (US) SACEUR or US CENTCOM. There is no accepted Combined NATO-Afghan military headquarters. There is no clear political governance relationship organizing the government of Afghanistan, the United Nations and its many Agencies, NATO and its political and military presence, the 26 Afghan deployed allied nations, the hundreds of NGO’s, and private entities and contractors. There is little formal dialog between the government and military of Pakistan and Afghanistan, except that cobbled together by the US Forces in Regional Command East along the Pakistan frontier. 
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Pakistan and Another "Wake-Up Call"

By Jeffrey Imm

In the capital of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan today, the widely read newspaper The Nation contained an article entitled "A wake-up call," by Tarik Jan, which should be required reading for American government policy makers to get an insight into the thinking of many Pakistanis today. While the continuing revelations about Pakistan government members' support for Jihad should be a sufficient wake-up call to American policy makers, the August 4 article in The Nation further demonstrates the pro-Sharia, pro-Taliban position held by many Pakistanis.  

In the August 4 article "A wake-up call," Tarik Jan clearly calls for Pakistan government support of the Taliban and calls for Sharia law as a basis for governing the Islamic Republic of Pakistan:

"The pro-shariah local Taliban are sons of the soil. They are not separatists and are the upholders of the integrity of Pakistan. They may be ultra conservatives but when they call for the shariah implementation, they are in line with the nation's constitution, which visualises an Islamic Pakistan.  Some people like Rehman Malik and others who share the former's perception are raising hell that they would not let the shariah call prevail, for in their perception it will be against the government writ. A state, as they frantically argue, cannot afford to have two kinds of law and administration."

"Right now in FATA, the federation has lost friends. Those who side with the federation are killed by dubious elements. Thus, it will be good politics if pro-state Tehrik-i-Taliban Pakistan is embraced by the Gilani administration for seven obvious reasons:"

"One, it will be a step towards restoring the government writ. Two, it will bring much-needed peace. Three, it will bring order to a chaotic situation where the colonial set-up has already collapsed for its sadistic approach to people and their problems, inefficiency and insensitivity. Four, once the local Taliban are recognised as the rightful representatives of their people in their region of influence, they will be able to chase out miscreants from their jurisdiction. Five, they can also go after the blood of the agents' provocateurs, and Indian recruits engaged in sabotage and fomenting scare in society. Six, the Taliban can also negotiate neutralisation of the presence of foreign elements if due inquiry proves their presence. Seven, it will strengthen Pakistan as a nation and a state."

"From all counts, the FATA situation is manageable; it offers challenge as well as hope. Islam can heal wounds, give courage, and help build a nation that yearns for Islam's remedial power. The call for the shariah is not a laughable joke. If the PPP administration, and the establishment that supports it, did not read the situation correctly, it may devastate our nation. Today, it is the call for the shariah in FATA, tomorrow its sympathy wave can embrace the whole nation. The colonial world and its manifestations in Pakistan are in the death throes. The nation cannot continue with its stink for long. The FATA call is a wake-up call."


Tarik Jan's commentary in The Nation should indeed be a wake-up call for American leaders regarding the Islamic Republic of Pakistan.  Public opinion polls suggest that many other Pakistanis share Tarik Jan's views.   In consistent national polls in August 2007 (page 34, Question 16e) and January 2008 (page 31, Question 12g), nearly 75% of the Pakistan population stated that it was important for the government to implement "strict Sharia law." This Islamic republic has federal Sharia courts today, and the Taliban are working to develop more Sharia courts in FATA and NWFP regions of Pakistan. Such support for a Sharia-based Islamic Republic of Pakistan is hardly just "extremist" thinking. America's leaders need to reassess Pakistan, as they also need to develop a strategic assessment of the challenges of Islamic supremacism itself.

The Nation states that it is the "market leader" in Pakistan's capital (Islamabad) as well as throughout Punjab province, with a "strong presence" in Karachi. The Nation is described by BBC as one of the major media institutions in Pakistan, and it is part of the 60 year old Nawa-i-Waqt group of publications. It claims to be "internationally the most quoted Pakistani newspaper."  The Nation clearly had no qualms about a commentary that openly promotes the Taliban.  The author, Tarik Jan, is a senior research fellow of the Institute of Policy Studies (IPS), who has been quoted in Time Magazine and the Christian Science Monitor to provide insight on Pakistan and Islam.  

If American leaders continue to ignore such pro-Sharia, pro-Taliban sentiment in Pakistan, they do so at the peril of our national security and the continuing threat to our armed forces fighting the Taliban in Afghanistan.


Read More »




Sources and Related Documents:

August 4, 2008 - Pakistan's "The Nation" Newspaper: A wake-up call - by Tarik Jan

August 1, 2008 - Pakistan and Delusions about Negotiating on Jihad -- Counterterrorism Blog - by Jeffrey Imm

June 10, 2008 - Pakistan and the Growing Threat of a Sharia Mini-State -- Counterterrorism Blog - by Jeffrey Imm

Pakistan and the Growing Threat of a Sharia Mini-State - Sources and Related Documents

Pakistan's "The Nation" Newspaper - About Us

Nawa-I-Waqt Group of Publications

Wikipedia: Nawa-i-Waqt

Wikipedia: The Nation (newspaper)

Wikipedia: Institute of Policy Studies (Pakistan)

Institute of Policy Studies (Pakistan)

BBC - Pakistan Media

Tarik Jan - IPS CV

December 17, 2007 - Christian Science Monitor: As Pakistan lifts emergency rule, Musharraf eyes next step -- quotes Tarik Jan

August 2, 2007- Time Magazine: Pakistan: Divided by Faith -- quotes Tarik Jan

May 2, 2007 - World Muslim Congress: Muslims and West: Accumulating Wounds -- by Tarik Jan

Terror Free Tomorrow: January 19-29, 2008 Pakistan Poll - "Pakistani Support for Al Qaeda, Bin Laden
Plunges; Moderate Parties Surge; 70 Percent Want President Musharraf to Resign: Results of a New
Nationwide Public Opinion Survey of Pakistan before the February 18th Elections"
-- see page 31, Question 12g on support for implementation of "strict Sharia law"

Terror Free Tomorrow: August 2007 Pakistan Poll - "Pakistanis Reject US Military Action against Al Qaeda;
More Support bin Laden than President Musharraf: Results of a New Nationwide Public Opinion Survey of
Pakistan"
-- see page 34, Question 16e on support for implementation of "strict Sharia law"
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FARC Commanders Indicted Over Kidnappings of Americans

By Andrew Cochran

The Justice Department today announced the first set of indictments over the kidnappings in February 2003 of the three Americans rescued by the Colombian Army on July 2. Hely Mejia Mendoza, known as “Martin Sombra,” was indicted in Washington, D.C. (Acrobat file) on seven counts of terrorism and weapons charges. Sombra was captured in February 2008, was one of the original founders of FARC, and is the most senior FARC member ever captured alive. Marc Gonsalves, Keith Stansell and Thomas Howes were captured with two other Americans on February 13, 2003. FARC terrorists killed the other American captured that day, Thomas Janis, immediately; Martin Sombra served as “jailer” of the three American hostages for most of their first two years of captivity. From a DOJ press release: "He designed and supervised the construction of a large barbed-wire concentration camp in which he held the Americans and dozens of other hostages in the jungle. The Indictment charges that Sombra used chains and wires to bind the necks and wrists of the American hostages to prevent their escape, and forced the hostages on a grueling 40 day “death march” with heavy backpacks through dense jungle to outrun Colombian military forces. Sombra ordered his confederates to kill the Americans and the other hostages rather than allow them to be rescued by the Colombian police or military."

The Justice Department also unsealed an indictment in December 2003 (Acrobat file) of six other FARC senior commanders involved in the kidnapping and holding of the Americans. Two of the six are dead, including FARC Raul Reyes (see our archive of posts on him), and the FARC’s former “Supreme Leader,” Manuel Marulanda Velez, while the other four remain at large. The Rewards for Justice Program of the State Department is offering a $5 million dollar award for information leading to the apprehension or conviction of any FARC commanders involved in the hostage taking of Keith Stansell, Thomas Howes, and Marc Gonsalves, and the murder of American Thomas Janis.

August 4, 2008 05:16 PM   Link     TrackBack (0) 

Al Qaeda's opportunistic strategy

By Olivier Guitta

While the crisis over the Iranian nuclear program is taking a nefarious turn, implications for the West and the Middle East are being assessed. But not much is said about Al Qaeda.
In fact, how is Al Qaeda going to take advantage of this situation?

I wrote a piece for the Middle East Times on that topic.
You can read the whole article here.

Israeli transport minister and potential future Prime Minister Shaul Mofaz, addressing a Washington crowd on Friday, left no doubt about Israel's intentions regarding Iran's nuclear program: Israel won't let it go through. Since negotiations with Iran have gone nowhere in the past six years, military confrontation looks almost inevitable. While the international community fears the implications of such an outcome, one player can't wait for the first shots to be fired: al-Qaida.
Al-Qaida has been expecting and awaiting a U.S.-Iran war over the nuclear issue. It is in fact one of the major tenets of al-Qaida's master plan. According to the late Abu Mussab al-Zarqawi, the very likely collision between the United States and Iran over the nuclear issue is going to help al-Qaida advance its plan. Indeed since Iran is going to be less focused on exerting its control on Syria and Lebanon, al-Qaida will easier penetrate these two countries.

Jordanian journalist Fouad Hussein in his 2005 book, "Al-Zarqawi: Al-Qaida's Second Generation" delved extensively into that issue. Thanks to his personal connection to Zarqawi - many years ago, they spent time together in prison - Hussein was able to interview him along with other major al-Qaida leaders, including Seif al-Adl, the Egyptian terrorist allegedly behind the attacks against the two U.S. embassies in West Africa in 1998.

Unsurprisingly, Hussein explains that al-Qaida's final goal is to establish an Islamic Caliphate in 20 years through seven phases. The first phase called, "The Awakening" really started on Sept. 11, 2001 when al-Qaida attacked New York and Washington D.C. These attacks supposedly awakened the Muslim nation (the "ummah") that had been in hibernation. This phase ended in 2003 when coalition troops entered Iraq.
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NEFA Foundation TerrorWatch Episode 7: An Al-Qaida Resurgence in Mosul?

By Evan Kohlmann

The NEFA Foundation has released the latest edition of its TerrorWatch video broadcast, this week examining Al-Qaida's attempts at an organizational resurgence in Sunni regions of Iraq - particularly in the northern city of Mosul. On June 23, 2008, Al-Qaida’s "Islamic State of Iraq" (ISI) released a new propaganda video denying that the declaration of an "Islamic State" had been a premature measure and insisting, "we are determined not to repeat [the] tragedy" of the 1995 Dayton Peace Accords "for the believer is not to be stung twice from the same source." The video also included sections of the "martyrdom will" of a Kuwaiti-born suicide bomber who admonished fellow Al-Qaida supporters, "We have been sitting on the Internet, and we have been watching the videos of the operations, while saying 'Allahu Akhbar.' But what good does this accomplish? We sit and do nothing, while our brothers from the Islamic State of Iraq (ISI) feel the bitter taste of torment at the hands of the apostates and infidels."

Click to view TerrorWatch Episode 7 on the NEFA Foundation website.
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The Law of Unintended Consequences

By Douglas Farah

The Times of London today brings an interesting reminder of the law of unintended consequences, and the rise of radical Islam, through the first Bosnian conflict.

I and others have long argued the the Bosnian conflict provided the template for al Qaeda action in the years ahead. Fresh off driving the Soviet Union from Afghanistan and convinced Allah would deliver another major victory, thousands of _mujahadeen_rushed from Afghanistan and elsewhere to fight for Bosnian Muslims. 

The recruitment, training, rapid radicalization and the the massive use of charities (the Third World Relief Agency-TWRA-in particular) came from the Afghan playbook and were honed in Bosnia.

How did this come to pass, that al Qaeda suddenly found an opening to recruit and fight in the West? The movement had its root in the campaign of Rodovan Karadzic and his allies, of ethnic cleansing of Muslims in the former Yugoslavia.

In the eyes of Serb propagandists, the Muslim population of Bosnia was doubly contemptible, both for their religion and because they were historically seen as renegade Serbs. Karadzic's deputy and then successor, Biljana Plavsic, has explained: “It was genetically deformed material [among the Serbs] that embraced Islam. And now, of course,” she lamented, “with each successive generation, this gene simply becomes concentrated. It gets worse and worse...” But a well-crafted final solution was at hand, and 100,000 Muslims paid the price of such “deformity” with their lives.
The Muslims in Bosnia, traditionally unaffiliated with the _wahhabist_ and _jihadist_ theology of radical Islamism, turned to the Muslim world for aid, finding benefactors in Sudan, Saudi Arabia, Iran and elsewhere. THe unifying force that held these disparate donor groups together was the Muslim Brotherhood, operating through TWRA and linked to Sudan's primary MB leader, Hassan al Turabi. (For more on this, see my previous work here. My full blog is here.
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Pakistan and Delusions about Negotiating on Jihad

By Jeffrey Imm

Would America find it a shocking news revelation if a white supremacist organization had members supporting Ku Klux Klan terrorism? Would the FBI go to white supremacist political groups to fight the Ku Klux Klan, or seek white supremacist leaders to convince KKK members to change their thinking? But when it comes to the Islamic Republic of Pakistan, the Taliban, and Jihadist organizations around the world, this type of nonsensical thinking has become a common argument among many international relations circles, including American government leadership, because nearly 8 years after 9/11, such leadership continues to refuse to clearly define the enemy threat and ideology.

The American media and government seem to think it is major news that members of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan's intelligence organization (ISI) have reportedly been supporting the Taliban and Jihadist activities. They are surprised that a nation, where polls consistently show that 75 percent support the implementation of "strict Sharia law," would have individuals that support a group such as the Taliban whose goal is to enforce Sharia law and work towards restoring a caliphate. They are surprised that a nation whose government officials call for making "blasphemy" an international crime punished by death would have individuals that support attacks in other countries. Where do they think members of the Pakistan Taliban come from? What ideology do they think inspires the Taliban?

Responding to news that CIA sources and other reports claimed links between the Islamic Republic of Pakistan's ISI and the Taliban, Pakistan's Prime Minister Gilani stated that he was "pretty sure" that the ISI contained no pockets of Taliban sympathy. When further reports by the International Herald Tribune and the Wall Street Journal alleged links between the Islamic Republic of Pakistan's ISI to the bombing of the Indian embassy in Afghanistan, an Islamic Republic of Pakistan government spokeswoman Sherry Rehman stated: "There are probably still individuals within the ISI who are ideologically sympathetic to the Taleban and act on their own in ways that are not in convergence with the policies and interests of the government of Pakistan." 

What policies and interests are they not acting in convergence with? Enforcement of Sharia?

This week, while President Bush has been praising the Islamic Republic of Pakistan as "a strong ally and a vibrant democracy," the Islamic Republic of Pakistan's federal government has been meeting with the Pakistan Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP) government on plans to implement Sharia law throughout the Malakand Division and Swat regions, as part of the so-called "peace" agreements with the Taliban in that area. The move to expand Sharia law throughout parts of the NWFP and Pakistan tribal areas has been in progress for months. But our president continues to claim that the Islamic Republic of Pakistan is our "strong ally." Is it going to build a "vibrant democracy" based on Sharia?

The delusions about the Islamic Republic of Pakistan serve as a microcosm for the delusions about global Jihad and the unwillingness to recognize its basis in Islamic supremacism. As 9/11 served as the tactical wake up call for Americans on Jihadist's tactical threats, Pakistan serves as a strategic wake up call on Jihad's ideological basis in Islamic supremacism and the dangers of our continuing denial about it. But are the American media and government listening? Not really. They are shocked, they want to stop funding to Pakistan, etc., but they won't actually mention the word "Sharia" or the phrase "Islamic supremacism" in any reports, let alone the term "Islamist." 
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But it is just an "extremist" problem, right? U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates certainly thinks so, and his mantra is "the enemy is extremism."  In the June 2008 National Defense Strategy approved by Secretary Gates, the Defense Department makes it clear who the enemy is: "violent extremists." What are "extremists"? Well, the National Defense Strategy [sic] won't really tell you that - clearly defining the enemy isn't part of such a "strategy." Robert Gates' Defense Department report simply seeks to find a term that no one can disagree with, and since "extremists" could mean anything or nothing - it fits perfectly for a so-called defense strategy document that fears to even name the enemy. Even Osama Bin Laden is against "extremists." 

Compliant with the NCTC/DHS "terror lexicon" recommendations, you won't find the terms "Islam," "Islamist," "Islamic," "Jihad," etc., in this 2008 National Defense Strategy -- just "violent extremists." While the Taliban was busy during June trying to turn parts of Pakistan into a Sharia mini-state, Robert Gates' Defense Department was busy compiling a "defense strategy" that refuses to identify an enemy. Clearly the Taliban are not the only problem that the United States has in this war.

Moreover, the Islamic Republic of Pakistan is not the only government agency with individuals who may be sympathetic to pro-Taliban individuals. In the July 31, 2008 Washington Times, Bill Gertz provides an interview with James K. Glassman, undersecretary of state for public diplomacy, who is working on programs to "push back against violent extremist ideology." Clearly Mr. Glassman got the NCTC/DHS "terror lexicon" memos too. Then Mr. Glassman goes on to praise Sayyed Imam al-Sharif (aka "Dr. Fadl") as a credible voice against extremists (whatever that means). Mr. Glassman fails to mention that al-Sharif calls for "Jihad in Afghanistan [that] will lead to the creation of an Islamic state with the triumph of the Taliban, God willing." This is the same Taliban that the American media are so outraged that Pakistan's ISI is reported to have been supporting. But Mr. Glassman is paid by American taxpayers as an American government employee to further promote individuals like al-Sharif to fight so-called "extremists," and the Washington Times prints his comments without rebuttal or challenge.

Americans can find the challenges in our relationship with the Islamic Republic of Pakistan as an educational lesson if they are willing to think beyond the tactical monofocus of a "War on Extremism" (W.O.E.). We won't get this insight from some analysts, however, because such international relations and counterterrorism analysts are monofocused on who, what, where, and when, but with a complete and total disregard as to WHY. The lesson in America's challenges with Pakistan is that WHY always matters. Moreover, without an answer as to WHY, you have no national defense strategy.

In addition to refusing to identify the enemy's ideology, some have also been waging a disinformation campaign that there isn't any meaningful connection between Jihad and an enemy ideology. Non-interventionist Marc Sageman makes this argument claiming that Jihadists are just "thrill" seekers. National Security Advisor Steven Hadley, urging patience with Pakistan, has called for more education in Pakistan and has launched schools in Pakistan areas, ironically, where Jihadist activity has since increased. The 2008 National Defense Strategy makes the argument that America needs to "understand and address the grievances that often lie at the heart of insurgencies" (page 8). Counterterrorism analyst Farhana Ali tells Newsweek that women suicide bombers are primarily acting to "avenge the loss of male family members," ignoring that such women Jihadists kill other women and children. This same analyst claims that pro-Pakistani Kashmir Islamic women protesting against kufar (infidels) are fighting for their "freedom," while the Pakistan Taliban promise "every woman not wearing Hijab would be disfigured with acid." 

In addition to such disinformation efforts, there are those who would embrace Islamic supremacism as a political Islamism with which we can negotiate. The fallacy of this can also been seen in the failures with the Islamic Republic of Pakistan that has now become a haven for Osama Bin Laden and Al-Qaeda and where Pakistan government staff are reportedly aiding the Taliban against U.S. soldiers, while American government leaders have been negotiating with this Islamic republic. What clearer example could there be of why negotiating with Islamic supremacists is an impossible tactic? Yet, while a Sharia mini-state is being created in Pakistan, the West Point Combating Terrorism Center (CTC) publication "Sentinel" published a June 2008 article by Peter Mandaville calling for engagement with Islamists as "a potential component of counter-terrorism solutions." Counterterrorism analyst Matthew Levitt makes a similar Cold War tactical argument that "political salafists have credibility when it comes to deradicalizing others."  Arguing for engagement tactics that have clearly failed with Pakistan, these analysts claim that if we negotiate with Islamists using political methods to achieve their goals, it will prevent "violent extremism" (aka "radicalism") from growing.

But there are no grays when dealing with supremacists. We can't compare supremacists to statists and believe that, like during the Cold War, we can persuade them gradually to move from Communism to Socialism, etc., based on degrees of supporting state management over individual freedoms. The challenge of supremacism is more than just a threat to liberty; it is also an unwavering denial of equality. Identity-based supremacists may use different tactics (terrorism, propaganda, elections), but their supremacist ideology remains the same. In addition to America's historical experience with fighting white supremacism, America's more recent struggles with the Islamic Republic of Pakistan should teach us this lesson. But that would require that we acknowledge that an ideology of Islamic supremacism exists in the first place and that our values of equality and liberty together are worth promoting.

The desire to avoid identifying an enemy ideology is based on both denial and a fear of confrontation. Identifying an enemy as "extremists" is believed to "build consensus," but it is a consensus that means nothing, since the term "extremist" means nothing. Seeking to wish away an enemy ideology by blaming Jihad on "thrill" seeking, lack of education, poverty, "grievances," or revenge gives false hope and comfort for those in denial who believe that we can talk our way out of war with Jihadists. It is a sad era for America, home of the brave, when our Department of Homeland Security seeks to promote "progress" over "liberty", and when our Department of Defense claims that its mission includes promoting "prosperity" and "opportunity," but is distressingly silent on the values of equality. The primal American value that "all men are created equal" remains our primary defiance to supremacist ideologies.

When it comes to the values and identity of America, the only thing we need fear is fear itself. We must not fear confrontation of supremacist ideologies over our values, based on disinformation that we can engage with supremacist individuals to end "violent extremism." The continuing challenges in America's relationship with the Islamic Republic of Pakistan prove how this short-term tactic does not and will not work. America's own history also shows that such a tactic won't work, and the only thing that supremacists understand is confrontation.

The root problem comes back to acknowledging that there is an Islamic supremacist ideology behind Jihadist tactics, not just "extremism," not just terrorism for "thrills", not just "lack of education," not just "grievances," and not just desire for revenge. 

If we didn't understand the problem before, Pakistan should be America's wake up call on why we have no choice but to defy Islamic supremacism.

As American soldiers are attacked in Afghanistan with the support and aid of those in the Pakistani government, don't we owe them our own courage to honestly identify the enemy ideology? Don't we owe our fighting men and women the courage of our convictions in supporting equality and liberty that we will defy -- not engage with, not pander to, and not submit to -- the enemy's ideology? 

Their lives are on the line. 

We must show them that the war against Islamic supremacism is our war too.
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New Study, "The Need for an Integrated National Asymmetric Threat Strategy"

By Andrew Cochran

On May 8, I was honored to chair one of four panels at a special seminar, "Dealing with Today's Asymmetric Threat," co-sponsored by the National Defense University and CACI International, with assistance from the Counterterrorism Foundation. The purpose of the seminar was to establish a framework for the development of an integrated and synchronized strategy, by the end of the calendar year, to address the asymmetrical threats to United States and global security. My panel, titled, "Global Strategy to Counter Terrorism and Extremism," included Contributing Expert Douglas Farah; VADM Bert Calland, USN (Ret.), former CIA Deputy Director; Jose Rodriguez, former Director of the CIA's National Clandestine Center and the Counterterrorism Center; and Lt. Col. Bill Cowan, USMC (Ret.), FOX News Channel analyst and President of WVC3. My comments included recommendations for the need for continued deployment of joint DOD-Treasury "Threat Finance Cells" and the need to promote the continued work of the non-governmental CT community of nonprofits, journalists, and independent media, including this site. I participated with senior officials at NDU and CACI in planning the seminar and look forward to working with them and the broader community towards the development of the strategy for the next Administration and Congress. Contributing Expert Walid Phares participated in another panel on "Strategic Communications," which explored how to protect security through an effective communication strategy.

CACI International posted the first study resulting from that seminar, "The Need for an Integrated National Asymmetric Threat Strategy," on its website. This outstanding study will join other studies recently released as benchmarks for policymakers in the next Administration and Congress as they develop new policies to deal with various threats worldwide. The study advises developing new strategies for our strategic communications, defense and homeland security, economic assets, and diplomatic power. Some excerpts: 

During the Cold War, Western leaders developed a shared consensus on a strategy of deterrence and containment. From that consensus came strength. Today, U.S. security objectives are challenged by multiple states that have strengthened their economies, enhanced their militaries, and gained increased credibility. Rather than dominating, we now compete globally with multiple powers. While America debates the merits of international engagement and nation-building, others have dedicated themselves to securing global influence and key resources across the globe - a strategy that has been described as economic colonialism.” Countries we view as rogue states now enjoy diplomatic, economic, and strategic lifelines from these competing powers. 

Nuclear weapons development by Iran and North Korea threatens a new round of destabilizing proliferation. Instability in Pakistan and other potential nuclear states could result in the loss of control of fissile material and technology, providing rising powers and non-state actors increasing parity and the ability to assert local and regional hegemony. The world also faces a pervasive, non-state, non-government set of adversaries, including radicals such as Al Qaida, Hamas, Hezbollah, the Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ), and the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC). Organized crime groups, such as the Lebanese and Hong Kong Mafias, and crime syndicates from Central America and Mexico, to Nigeria to Russia and Taiwan, also threaten our security. Across the globe, these and other non-state actors have been effective in their asymmetric developments, processes, and actions.

Besides these four key elements, our national approach to dealing with asymmetric threats should include strategies for health, education, emergency response, resource sharing, and nation-building to counter and correct the trend of failing states. The cultures, religions, and ideals in the nations we hope to assist may differ, but the end goal is the same - stable nation-states with the political, economic, social, and security institutions able to provide their people with security, food, clean water, education, prosperity, and hope for the future.
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Terrorist Financing "Red Flags" & Advice From Law Enforcement & Banking Regulators

By Andrew Cochran

The retiring director of the New York and northern New Jersey division of the U.S. Treasury Department's High Intensity Financial Crime Area (HIFCA), Gary Murray, gave an interview to Fortent's MoneyLaundering.Com with some insights into recent trends in his work to fight money maundering and terrorist financing. The HIFCA program concentrates law enforcement efforts in designated high-intensity money laundering zones. Murray also seconded a proposal by Contributing Expert Dennis Lormel and by Jeffrey Breinholt, a valuable Contributing Expert here while he was on temporary leave from the Justice Department. Some excerpts: 

In terms of criminal activity, 50% of my work is involved with some kind type of economic crime. In New York, you see a lot of tax evasion, Black Market Peso Exchange activity and the money often moves around the world before to New York. Structuring is still prevalent but criminals are continuing to exploit as many avenues available to them as possible. I do think we are seeing less cash leaving airports but more bulk cash smuggling throughout the borders - a lot of moving from the southern part of the former Soviet Union and that money appears to be washing through our shore for tax purposes... 

I can tell you that the SARs (Suspicious Activity Reports) we receive today are ten times better than five years ago. When financial institutions are new to SAR writing, they have a learning curve to go through. But I think recently issued guidelines from FinCEN have helped. 

Q.: People like former FBI special agent Dennis Lormel and Department of Justice agent Jeff Breinholt have called for greater openness from law enforcement, such as providing select compliance officers with access to otherwise classified data on investigations. What do you think about the idea?
I think there should open communication between law enforcement and the financial community. There should be a security clearance for certain institutions.

See Doug Farah's June 27 post on the criminal-terrorist nexus and Dennis Lormel's June 16 post on the impact on the enforcement of money laundering laws from a recent Supreme Court decision. 

Today, the Treasury Department's Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN), which administers the Bank Secrecy Act (as amended by the USA Patriot Act), issued new guidance, "Recognizing Suspicious Activity - Red Flags for Casinos and Card Clubs," with indications "that may indicate the presence of money laundering, terrorist financing, and related financial crimes." They are a laundry list of ways in which suspects attempt to evade BSA reporting requirements, engage in unusual gambling activites or financial transactions in and around casinos, with examples as specific as: 

A pair of bettors frequently cover between them both sides of an even bet, such as: 
- Betting both "red and black" or "odd and even" on roulette; 
- Betting both with and against the bank in baccarat/mini-baccarat; or 
- Betting the "pass line" or "come line" and the "don't pass line" or "don't come line" in craps; and, 

the aggregate amount of both bettors' total wagering is in excess of $5,000.
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Pakistani Intelligence Sponsoring Terror

By Aaron Mannes

This morning, The New York Times has a front page story stating that U.S. intelligence has determined that Pakistan’s intelligence agency, Inter-Services Intelligence, aided the July 7, 2008 attack on the Indian Embassy in Kabul. The conclusion was “based on intercepted communications between Pakistani intelligence officers and militants who carried out the attack…”

This is a very big deal. Indian intelligence sees the ISI behind every adverse event (it should be noted that sometimes, this assessment is correct), but oftentimes the follow-up investigation is lax and inconclusive. India’s security services are of uneven quality (with, it should be emphasized, some able people in top slots) and blaming the ISI is easier than engaging in the needed long-term reform. More recently Afghanistan’s President Karzai has been publicly accusing Pakistan of supporting the Taliban against his regime.

But for U.S. intelligence, particularly the CIA (which has a long working relationship with the ISI) to come to this conclusion - and allow it to appear in the newspaper of record is an event of a different magnitude altogether and it should be taken very seriously.

Read the full post here.
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Deja Vu All Over Again

By Douglas Farah

It didn't take long for that old Yogi Berra feeling to hit. Immediately after questions about Pakistan's ISI's definition of who the enemy actually is, we get a report that says the ISI is actively aiding the Taliban in bombing activities.

The conclusion (that the ISI helped plan the July 7 bombing of the Indian embassy in Kabul) was based on intercepted communications between Pakistani intelligence officers and militants who carried out the attack, the officials said, providing the clearest evidence to date that Pakistani intelligence officers are actively undermining American efforts to combat militants in the region.
The American officials also said there was new information showing that members of the Pakistani intelligence service were increasingly providing militants with details about the American campaign against them, in some cases allowing militants to avoid American missile strikes in Pakistan's tribal areas.
So, not only are members of the ISI, the recipient of billions of dollars in US aid since 9/11, not interested in helping hunt for Bin Laden, but they are using US taxpayer dollars to help plan attacks by our enemies against our friends.

(For a comprehensive look at the Taliban's new emergence, see this NEFA Foundation report.)

What is wrong with that picture? My full blog is here.
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