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PS 121 Lecture 5
The Region as an Arena of Conflict

1. The State and Legitimacy: Adding to Max Weber’s Definitions

Weber famously defined the state as that entity in possession of “the legitimate monopoly of the means of physical coercion.”
Types of Legitimacy:
1) traditional 
2) rational-legal; 
3) charismatic 
4) ideological
2. Absent Democracy, Regimes Are Especially Vulnerable Unless they are Repressive, but if they are repressive they invite resistance, rebellion, coups d’état, and terrorism
3. Democracies are more stable than authoritarian regimes because:
1. By allowing free speech and assembly, they allow all factions to compete for influence peacefully.

2. They guarantee majority rule and minority rights, thus satisfying the popular will while protecting groups and points of view majorities might otherwise oppress.

3. They prevent military coups by requiring civil control of the military.

4. They enable non-violent transitions by free, fair, and frequent elections based on universal suffrage.

5. They rule out the use of secret police, kangaroo courts, sanctioned torture, censorship, and pressure to prevent dissent.

6. They promote religious toleration by separating religion and state. 

7. They promote the rule of law by following established constitutions and providing for judicial independence.

8. They allow a separation of the state and civil society, which allows for a regulated market economy in which initiative is encouraged (rather than centralized, bureaucratically- run “command economies” that stifle initiative, promote cronyism and corruption) and for interest groups, media, and parties not controlled by government.

9. They provide citizens with a “safety net” and benefits like education and health care without demanding submission to the state in exchange.  

10. The tendency for states to go to war with each other is also lessened because democratic states share the same values (including national self-determination) and tend to want commercial ties, not aggression. This hypothesis is sometimes called “the democratic peace.” There is not yet enough evidence to make this more than a hypothesis, but it is plausible. 

4. Instability and Violence in the Middle East in the absence of Democracy: Coups, Assassinations, Civil Wars, Revolutions, Inter-State Wars 

5. Terrorism—from the French Revolution to Modern Times: 

1) State Terrorism; 

2) 19th Century Nihilism and Anarchism: “The Propaganda of the Deed;” 

3) The Mixed Results of Political Terrorism; 

4) Poverty Not Always the Source; 

5) Targeting the Innocent: “Armed Struggle as a Euphemism” for Attacks on Civilians; 

6) Terrorism as a Tactic; 

7) Terrorism as a Religious Duty 

8) Defining and Dealing with Terrorism 

10. The Sources of Instability and Violence

Poverty and Discontent

Shifting Social Structure

Frustration and Rage

Overpopulation and Unemployment

Culture and Religion

Regional Hostilities

Why Democracy is Preferable
In previous classes, we saw that while the Middle East exhibits considerable diversity in many respects, it also has certain general characteristics that set it apart, notably the important role played by religious belief. We also need to appreciate something else that is unfortunately also characteristic of the region – its volatility or instability, coupled with an extraordinary degree of political violence, including the resort to terrorism. 
Why? Very simply because the absence of democracy promotes instability, and instability breeds political violence. Conversely, democratization – if it comes about -- should bring about much greater stability and lessen the tendency toward political violence.
How to achieve democracy is another, much more difficult question, especially in the Middle East, but the prevalence of instability and violence in the region is a striking testimony to what happens in its absence.  

This instability has been evident virtually throughout the region in the wake of the collapse of the Ottoman Empire after World War I and the retreat of the Western imperial states after World War II. It was one thing to achieve decolonization, another to replace imperialism with stable and accountable regimes. 
By instability I don’t mean that the government changes all the time. On the contrary, some of the rulers or dynasties have held power for decades, as in Saudi Arabia, Syria, and until recently Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, and Libya. Many manage to survive because they can deploy enough physical force to suppress rivals and dissent; because they provide benefits to key sectors of society; and because they forge alliances with major social groups and leaders. But these regimes are “systemically” unstable because they do not rest on a base of perceived legitimacy. They are vulnerable not just to coups and outbreaks of violence but also to wholesale changes in regime type (or in another word, revolutions). More legitimate systems, whether they are constitutional monarchies or democracies, are much more likely to allow for peaceful transition, and for changes of policy in response to peaceful expressions of public opinion – notably in elections. They are therefore apt to be more stable. 
By violence, I mean especially political violence—assassinations, coups, terrorism, authorized torture and murder by secret police, etc. 

Drawing on Political Sociology 
As we’ve already noted, political science needs to draw on the help of history and other disciplines. Here we’ll draw on insights from political sociology and to some extent political psychology as we seek to understand the instability and violence that are characteristic of the region.

To understand how stability is achieved and maintained, it is helpful to refer to the definition of the state offered by the great sociologist Max Weber. The state, he said, is the entity that possesses “a legitimate monopoly of the means of physical coercion in a particular territory.” 
Such entities initially arose wherever tribal chieftains or feudal princes managed to overcome their rivals to gain control over a territory so as to end the fragmentation of power. When the state came to be allied with culturally homogenous populations, the nation-state was born. In Europe the system of nation-states began to take shape roughly in the fifteenth century in the vacuum caused by the collapse of the Holy Roman Empire, as vernacular languages replaced Latin and territorial princes became national sovereigns.  By the end of the nineteenth century, regional polities were amalgamated into states (in a few cases imperial states that were broken up after World War I).
Notice the word “legitimate” in the definition. Legitimate here means that the authority is accepted as based on some standard of popular acceptability. Weber went on to say that there were three “ideal types” of legitimacy: 
Traditional, 
Rational-legal, 
Charismatic 
The traditional type is typified by dynastic monarchies where authority passes on the basis of family descent. So long as dynastic succession is accepted, it is by definition legitimate.
Rational-legal authority is exemplified in parliamentary democracy, where legitimacy rests on election and compliance with constitutional foundations that define, allocate, and limit the exercise of the instruments of power.
Charismatic authority (from the Greek work charisma meaning “grace”) is well illustrated in personal dictatorships, though even elected rulers can enjoy it. A charismatic leader is by definition someone whose legitimacy rests primarily on the popular support he enjoys as an individual thought to embody some great national cause or venerated for extraordinary heroism or leadership. Hitler was a case in point. So was Mussolini. In the Middle East, Nasser and Khomeini could well be classed as charismatic leaders. For Sunni Iraqis, Saddam Hussein was such a ruler. The same can now be said for Hassan Nasrallah, the leader of Hezbollah.
We probably need to add a fourth category: ideology. If enough people believe in the doctrine that the regime espouses, or act in conformity with it, whether it is nationalism or socialism or Islamism or Hinduism or Zionism, they may consider an authority-holder legitimate on that ground, and reject as illegitimate regimes not founded on the favored ideology.  
The dynastic regimes in the Middle East can claim to be traditional, but there are relatively few of them left. Monarchy prevailed during the Ottoman Empire, and afterward in modern Egypt, Syria, Iraq, and Libya, but all these are now gone. The ones remaining are in the five Arab Gulf states (apart from Yemen) and Jordan and Morocco. The traditional legitimacy they rely upon is fairly recent in time and shaky – “sheiky,” if you’ll pardon a pun -- because it allows for rival claimants (the many princes in Saudi Arabia, for example), just as the feudal system did in Europe.  There have been cases where a ruling king has been ousted by a prince (who may be his son, as in Oman) or assassinated (as in Saudi Arabia).
The Middle Eastern dynasties rest on a particular type of social system, one that is patriarchal and tribal, and they buttress their claim to authority by invoking ideology, in the form of Islam. In the Middle East, then, traditional legitimacy is grounded on patriarchalism -- the rule of father in the family and the tribal leader or sheik over the tribe -- and on adherence to the precepts of Islam, as defined by religious authorities. 
In traditional regimes, so long as the tribal leaders and the religious authorities accept the authority of a ruling family or an individual, the government is considered legitimate and must be obeyed. If the ruler fails to uphold the religion, be becomes illegitimate—corrupt, or kufr, an apostate, etc. 
 Under these circumstances, it is easy to understand why regimes go out of their way to spread patronage among tribal leaders and why they either defer to religious authorities, as in Saudi Arabia, or try to suppress and control them, as in Egypt under Nasser, Sadat, and Mubarak, and Iran under the Shah. It explains too why Saddam Hussein in Iraq gave patronage to tribal leaders and didn’t try to dismantle tribalism. He simply used the Ba’ath Party as the overall instrument of power but made deals with the tribal leaders at the same time and allowed them, for example, to administer justice in tribal courts. The result is that Iraq became at once a traditional and a modern society. Under Saddam Hussein, almost half the marriages in Iraq were between first and second cousins. The second Bush administration’s failure to appreciate the importance of Iraqi tribalism is one of the reasons U.S. forces had so much trouble pacifying the country after defeating Saddam Hussein and his army.
Charismatic  legitimacy explains the rule of a figure like Nasser and to some extent Saddam Hussein. In theses cases legitimacy attaches to a particular ruler, not the regime. Charismatic leaders often arise when dynastic or parliamentary regimes lose favor or when they are toppled by movements led by a new figure of authority (typically a military officer like Nasser or Ataturk).
The prototype of the rational-legal regime is a parliamentary republic or democracy because those in power are put there by elections and can be held accountable and voted out of office, in accordance with constitutionally agreed upon provisions.  For that very reason, democracy is apt to be the most stable system of rule, especially when it is reinforced by an ideological foundation in the belief in universal human rights, which protects dissenting individuals and religious or ethnic minorities against a potential tyranny of the majority. Democracy allows for peaceful transition –a major element of stability. You don’t need to engage in revolutionary conspiracy to change your government. Instead, you join a political party, arouse opposition by appealing to public opinion, rally around opposition leaders, and use the ballot box rather than the cartridge case. But democracy is not yet well established in the Middle East, except for Israel, Turkey (with qualification), and (for a time) Lebanon.
A number of governments in the Middle East have tried to buttress their authority by adopting ideologies.  Israel’s Zionism is unusual because it was the inspiration or rationale for the creation of the state rather than a rationale adopted after state creation. Nasser promoted pan-Arabism or what was sometimes called Nasserism as a way of mobilizing support not only in Egypt but among Arabs everywhere. Pan-Arabism was an outgrowth of the historic expansion of Arab culture and control from the Arabian Peninsula. It was based on the idea that all Arabs belonged to one “nation” and that all Muslims belonged to one umma or community. Allied to pan-Arabism was Nasser’s belief that the Arab world should join with other neutral nations to form a Third Force committed to neither of the two superpower blocs. 
Other ideologies have also served to legitimize regimes. Syria and Iraq adopted Ba’athism, which in its heyday was not just a rationalization for the personal rule of dictators but a doctrine that combined pan-Arab nationalism with a form of socialism and an appeal to religious solidarity as well. But it didn’t take hold very well. And neither did Qadhafi’s cruder attempt to claim that he had a new philosophy summed up in a Green Book comparable to the Red Book that followers of Mao used to hold up during the Cultural Revolution.  Iran’s current regime bases itself on a very politicized version of Islam, which serves as its political ideology.
Nationalism is the most common political ideology. The trouble with relying on nationalism as an ideology is that it can wear thin after awhile. Once you have disposed of the imperialists, you can invent new foreign devils and call them the Great Satan and the Little Satan (in the eyes of Iran’s rulers, the U.S. and Israel respectively), but increasingly it becomes obvious that for a ruling group to claim legitimacy because it led the fight for independence in the past doesn’t give it a claim on loyalty forever. The Ba’athists hoped to avoid that problem by combining socialism with nationalism, but the Ba’ath party became an instrument for the preservation of the personal and family power of the Assads in Syria and of Saddam Hussein and his Sunnite-Tikriti fellow tribesmen in Iraq. In their hands socialism became a byword for stagnation, as state-owned enterprises imposed bureaucratic inefficiency and blocked entrepreneurial initiative. 
Even in Israel, where parties that do not accept Zionism are banned, there is a movement to replace Zionism with a post-Zionist attitude that would be much less nationalistic so as to appeal to citizens of the state who are not Jewish. Those who advocate it say that Israel should be the state of all its citizens, not a Jewish state with tolerated minorities. And there too socialism is fading in appeal, though not because it has been the instrument of a ruling clique but rather because economically advancing societies chafe under restrictions of entrepreneurial initiative and equality of reward.
Why Non-Democratic Regimes Are Vulnerable to Overthrow—Unless They are Highly Repressive and Wealthy Enough to Mollify Discontent
 Because most of the regimes in the region are not democratic, and do not even pretend to protect civil and political rights, most of them are vulnerable to challenge, attack, and overthrow. The rulers know all too well how vulnerable they are. In order to prevent challenges, they use sticks and carrots. They build up armed forces and police systems that are often very repressive to their own populations, and also use softer techniques--patronage and propaganda--to cement allegiance.  That combination of techniques explains why they last. But because they remain vulnerable to conspiracy, power can change hands suddenly by a coup d’état, often involving assassination. 
In the nineteenth century, the conventional European view was whereas that the West was at least potentially the home of liberty, the East was the citadel of despotism. In the West, even absolute kings accepted some constitutional limitations on their power, but as you went east, the assumption was, you would encounter only despotism— the Czar of Russia, the Sultan of the Ottoman Turks,  the supposedly divine Emperors of China and Japan. The phenomenon was called “Oriental Despotism” and was famously described as “autocracy tempered by assassination.”
The Ottoman Empire was considered a classic example—unfairly and incorrectly because the Ottomans actually allowed a good deal of pluralism and self-government for the various communities they ruled. But once the Ottoman Empire was overthrown, the stability that the Ottoman imperial system had provided went with it. Between 1918 and the 1940s, the British and French installed Western-style governments but these were soon overthrown. World War II imposed a temporary calm, because the British and French suppressed revolts, but once the war was over and the two powers began their retreat from empire, instability became the rule. 
The first coup after World War II occurred in Syria in 1949 when an army officer replaced a civilian government. 
Then the monarchy was overthrown by a military revolt in Egypt in 1952, where Nasser soon took power. 
After that came coups in Iraq and Sudan in 1958, in Yemen in 1962, in Libya in 1968, when Muammar Qadhaffi ousted King Idris and made himself dictator. 
In Iraq there were several coups, the last in 1979 when Saddam Hussein took control. 
In Syria there was another coup in 1963 in which Hafez el-Assad, the father of the present dictator, Bashar el-Assad, took power.
In Iran in 1979 Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi was forced into exile and his government overthrown. The revolution in Iran produced a great deal of turmoil, as a variety of factions fought for supremacy, until Ayatollah Khomeini succeeded in establishing an “Islamic republic.”
From 1975 to 1991 Lebanon went through a vicious civil war; it was only pacified when it became in effect a Syrian protectorate. Now that Syria has been compelled to withdraw by public anger, it is possible Lebanon will again become a stable “consensual democracy” but that possibility is gravely threatened by the existence of Hezbollah, an armed militia which in effect functions as a state within the state.
And while except for Iraq the latest governments in each case have lasted—they and the kingdoms are constantly threatened by assassination and revolt – currently in Syria. Even when there have been elections, they are not really democratic in character. In Iran, all the candidates have to be approved by the ruling theocratic clique, and opposition leaders are often jailed. In Egypt, the Mubarak government ruled under emergency law, certain parties were banned, the president ran against only token opposition, newspaper editors were appointed by the government, and everybody learned that there were limits to permissible criticism. In Algeria, in 1991, when the Islamist opposition was set to win, the Army cancelled the election.  
Even in democratic Turkey, there have been three military coups after the initial revolt, in 1960, 1971, and 1980. Turkey still faces a serious insurgency problem from the Turkish Kurds, though for now it is less serious. 
The Result: A Political Culture of Violence

The result of all this instability is that in the period since the fall of the Ottoman Empire, the region has been marked by a high degree of political violence--not just the sort of civil violence found in all societies but political violence such as civil war, coups d’etats, assassinations, and terrorism. 
Does this mean that political violence is necessarily endemic to the region? Is there something about the culture that makes it inevitable, or will this prove to be a passing phase, perhaps having to do with the revolt against colonialism and the struggle to modernize? That remains an open question.

It is certainly important to bear in mind that the Middle East and the Muslim world in general do not have a monopoly on political violence. We like to think of the United States as a stable democracy, in which authority is regulated by our constitution and by periodic free elections, but we should remember that we too have experienced political violence.
 Our four-year Civil War took a great many lives.  As it ended, President Lincoln was assassinated by a Southern sympathizer. 
So were Presidents Garfield, McKinley, and Kennedy, and attempts were made against presidents Franklin Roosevelt, Reagan, Truman and even Gerald Ford, Mr. Nice Guy himself. Most of these acts were by mentally deranged individuals, but several were politically motivated.
 Several major American leaders, including Robert Kennedy, Martin Luther King, Jr., and George Wallace, were also targets of assassins. So was Huey Long, the “Kingfish” governor of Louisiana and a national leader. 
 In the 1960s and ’70s we had the Weather Underground and the Black Panthers, and riots in our cities, and we’ve had home grown vigilantes like the Ku Klux Klan, and ideological terrorists as well, starting with the anarchists at the turn of the century. 
When the Oklahoma City bombing occurred, many guessed it had to be the work of foreign Muslim radicals. It turned out to be the work of Americans who were angered by the way the ATF responded to a cult in Waco and who were inspired by a crackpot racist ideology promulgated in a novel called the Turner Diaries which portrayed the American government in terms oddly similar to those used by Osama bin Laden. 

What is true for the U.S. is even truer for other regions of the world. Tens of millions were killed in wars that began in Europe in the twentieth century. Latin America has often been convulsed by civil wars and coups and Mexico is suffering from drug gangs. The largest number of suicide bombings is the work not of Hamas out of Gaza or Hezbollah out of Lebanon, but of the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka, a non-Islamic, non-Middle Eastern movement now defeated. Ireland has had its “troubles” and Northern Ireland, while it is now at peace, is still uneasy. In Spain and French Corsica there are violent separatist movements. South Africa, Rwanda, Nigeria, Zimbabwe, Angola, and most other sub-Saharan African states have had more than their share of political violence, especially Rwanda. In India, Hindus, Sikhs, and Muslims have all engaged in savage attacks on each other. Pakistan regularly experiences horrific episodes of political violence. 

The General Prevalence of Violence and the Especially Notorious Example of Iraq Under Saddam Hussein 

Those qualifications being made, we would have an unrealistic view of the Middle East if we did not recognize that the region has been characterized by an extraordinary degree of political violence in recent times. Kanan Makiya, an Iraqi architect and intellectual who now lives in the U.S., gave a lecture before Saddam was toppled on intolerance in the region. This is what he said about the countries of the “Mashreq”--east of Egypt:

In recent years, these have become as violent and wild a place as Europe was in the seventeenth century [a time when wars of religion caused widespread devastation]. Cruelty is rampant in all those countries of the Mashreq that experienced wars, civil wars, occupations, collective punishments, armed guerrilla organizations, national liberation movements, terrorist attacks, mass deportations, and expanding state bureaucracies for whom the principle of torture is always the norm.

In Hama, Syria, during one month in 1982, 20,000-40,000 people died. How did they die? The army had encircled the town, supposedly to crush an Islamic rebellion. The rebels and ordinary citizens flooded into the old quarter known as the Kayalnia district. ..There the people hid. The army pounded the area with artillery until it all turned to rubble. All that is now left of the town is a bald hill on which stands a new hotel.

It is a fact that 3,642 car bombs exploded during the Lebanese civil war. The official casualty toll for fifteen years of civil strife is 144,240 killed, 197,506 wounded, and 17,415 still missing. All this in a tiny country of three million people, one-third of whom have now emigrated to the West.

In the progressive and forward looking country of South Yemen, on the morning of 13 January 1986, while tea was being served to the fifteen members of the ruling politburo, President Ali Nassir initiated a gangland-style massacre of his rivals. One of the guards holding the leader’s Samsonite attaché case whipped out his Skorpion machine pistol, and began raking the minister of defence up and down his back with bullets. Two weeks of street fighting then ensued, which left 13,000 dead, with many bloated bodies lying in the streets. The sad thing is that most Arabs have forgotten that this happened. Hardly anyone bothers to write or talk about it.

After liberation, Kuwait not only expelled its 300,000-strong Palestinian community—most of whom never knew Palestine or any country other than Kuwait—but semi-official vigilante groups hunted down hundreds if not thousands of Palestinian after liberation and arbitrarily arrested then. If they did not “disappear,” it is because they had been gunned down in public or tortured and killed. It is as though the Kuwaitis were intent on doing to the Palestinians what the Iraqis had done to them during the occupation.

Which brings me finally to the subject of Iraq. Over an eight-year period, the Iran-Iraq war cost between half a million and one million dead. These numbers are proportionately the same as the number of French dead in the First World War…

While the Iraqi and Iranian dead were accumulating, thousands of Kurdish villages were being wiped out by the Iraqi government in a zone which starts 140 kilometers from Baghdad. Between 1968 and 1988, just under 2,000 villages were destroyed. Altogether, since 1975 something like 3,500 villages have been wiped out in northern Iraq. During a period of seven months in 1988, in the course of the so-called Anfal operations, at least 150,000 non-combatant Kurds were murdered in a systematically organized government campaign which bears the hallmarks of genocide. This is the regime that so many Arab intellectuals thought was going to help them to liberate Palestine.

What on earth is going on here? What is the meaning of this unprecedented high level of cruelty and intolerance reached in the modern Middle East? It was not always like this, and there are many, many factors involved….

Unfortunately, the Mashreq today is a world in which everybody is a victim, but more importantly most people…think like victims….The spiralling violence in the Middle East in recent years is…both the cause and effect of the increasing inability of individuals and political groups to establish an identity for themselves that is not exclusively reactive and hostile to others in its origins. An identity founded upon hate and the absence of empathy with the other is, to my way of seeing things, a kind of disease.

. . .Interviewing defectors from the Iraqi power structure entails hearing about so many inhuman acts that when one agent of the mukhabarat (security service) said he had worked in the Bureau of Murders, I thought he meant the office that committed them. In fact, it was the office that investigated murders. There are many startling stories about Iraq. In 1933 the tiny Assyrian community in northern Iraq made the mistake of demanding ethnic and religious recognition. The Iraqi army committed atrocities against some 3,000 people. Celebrations were held throughout the country and in one city triumphant arches were set up with melons stained with blood and daggers stuck in melons to represent heads of slain Assyrians. In 1958 the Hashemite dynasty—the same dynasty that now rules Jordan—was overthrown in a military coup headed by General Abd al-Karim Qassem. The mutilated body of the regent was dragged by a raging mob through the streets of Baghdad before being hung at the gate of the Ministry of defense. The body of the deceased former Prime Minister was dug up and also dragged through the streets.  A year later there was a coup attempt against Qassem. When it failed, the city of Mosul was subjected to one of the bloodiest reprisals in Iraq’s modern history. Four years later, in 1962, Qassem was overthrown and his bullet ridden corpse was screened on Iraqi TV. Nine months later, the new Ba’ath regime was overthrown by a military junta headed by General Ahmad Hasan Bakr. It was revealed that the regime had installed a torture chamber in a royal palace with electric wires with pincers, pointed iron stakes on which prisoners were made to sit, and a machine that still bore traces of chopped-off fingers. 

In 1979 Saddam muscled Bakr out of the way and took over. He immediately launched the bloodiest purge yet, executing hundred of Party officials and military officers, some of them close friends. There is a chilling tape of the meeting when he called upon people by name to stand and leave the room. Everyone there knew they were about to be executed and wondered if they would be next.

Saddam gunned down half his cabinet.

In 1982 at a town fifty miles north of Baghdad, gunmen fired on Saddam’s motorcade. He had the town bulldozed, had every male in the town shot, and imprisoned the women and children. 
A famous TV news announcer was pestered by Saddam’s wife for not reporting his every activity. She complained about the wife and her comment was relayed to the family. She was executed and her tongue cut out and sent to her family.
A man who threw something at his TV at home while watching Saddam on the news was reported by his wife. The man was arrested. His genitals were cut off and he was allowed to bleed to death. The body and genitals were then sent to his family.

Party members who run afoul of Saddam were found dead in highway accidents involving trucks from some public agency. Uday, his eldest son, raped and killed a woman, then gave her family a car in compensation; Qusay, his second son, ordered Abu Ghreib prison to be "cleaned out" and had 2,000 prisoners executed in 24 hours. 
Unfortunately, as we are all well aware, the overthrow of Saddam Hussein by American arms has not yet produced either political stability or an end to political violence in Iraq. Activities by insurgents and sectarian militias and terrorists still take many lives there every day.

Violence Elsewhere in the Middle East and Pakistan
What are conditions like elsewhere in the Arab/Iranian Middle East and Muslim Pakistan?
From 1967 until 1993, when it renounced “armed struggle” in favor of diplomacy the factions of the Palestine Liberation Organization” were mainly engaged in committing acts of terrorism, including indiscriminate attacks on Israelis in Israel and outside it, Jewish people and institutions such as synagogues outside Israel, airplane highjackings, and attacks on airports.  Notorious cases included the highjacking of a civilian airliner to Entebbe, Uganda and the kidnapping and murder of Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympics. From 2000 onward, several Palestinian factions have also taken responsibility for suicide bombings against civilians in restaurants, schools, and buses and missiles launched from Gaza against random targets. 
In 1996 Algerian militants affiliated with the Groupe Islamique Armee kidnapped seven monks from a monastery. They offered to free the monks in exchange for GIA members held in France. Several months later they announced they had killed the monks after the French government refused to negotiate. Later that year a bomb exploded at the home of the French archbishop of Oran. A Bulgarian businessman was beheaded.

In 2002 Daniel Pearl, in Pakistan a Wall Street Journal reporter, was lured to a set up and murdered. In 2004 two other American civilians, Nick Berg and William Johnson, and a South Korean civilian, were beheaded by affiliates of Al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia and Iraq.
In Bahrein in 1996, a bomb exploded at a hotel for foreigners in Manama. The Islamic Front for the Liberation of Bahrein claimed responsibility. In the same year a Molotov cocktail was thrown at a restaurant killing seven Bangladeshi employees. A Pakistani policeman guarding the Russian consulate was shot and wounded. Flammable liquid was thrown at a shop, killing an Indian employee. A Molotov cocktail killed an Asian man and injured two others at another location.

In Egypt four Islamic militants opened fire on a party of Greek tourists in front of a hotel in Cairo, killing 18 and injuring 14. The group claimed they had intended to attack Israeli tourists they believed were staying at the hotel.
In Sudan, a civil war between the northern Muslims and southern Christians and Animists resulted in deaths estimated at between 1 and 2 million, and today the crisis in Darfur (Muslim on Muslim) is exacting a very heavy toll.
At Khobar towers, in Saudi Arabia, a truck filled with explosives exploded outside the US military residence killing 19 and injuring 515, including 240 US troops, and there have been other attacks on foreigners.

Under the Taliban, Afghanistan put at least ten homosexuals to death; on New Year's Day, 2002, Saudi Arabia beheaded three men for sodomy. According to one report, Iran has executed several thousand men for homosexuality since 1979. In Egypt a mass arrest of suspected homosexuals in early 2001 resulted in the torture and imprisonment of dozens of males as young as fifteen. And these figures
are undoubtedly dwarfed by the annual number of "honor killings" of female family members who have strayed sexually (or who have shamed their families by being raped)--a form of murder that is so much a part of traditional Muslim culture that it goes unprosecuted even in relatively moderate Islamic countries like Jordan. In May 2002, Amnesty International reported that in Pakistan at least three honor killings occur every day, and that the perpetrators are usually not even arrested, although their identities tend to be known to family, neighbors, and even the police.

In Morocco, where people pride themselves on having a tolerant version of Islam, on one day in May 2003 there were suddenly 14 suicide bombings. Moroccans were forced to recognize that they too had a radical Islamist movement. Two 13-year-old twin sisters were caught before they could blow themselves up in the Moroccan parliament. The causes were not general discontent. There had been a good rainfall and people were looking forward to bumper crops. Mohammad VI, The popular king had given birth to an heir. But what was suddenly realized was that many peasants drawn off the land into urban slums—one of them a huge suburban dung heap outside Casablanca, were living in the most abject poverty and ignorance and among them the Islamists had made inroads, promoting Saudi Wahhabism with the aide of Saudi money to maintain mosques and schools, abetted by Afghan Arabs—Moroccans who had come home from fighting with the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan.  Since they had nothing, at least they could take hope and consolation in religion. There it’s produced a backlash. People who wear beards or head coverings are being ostracized. So Morocco is not being destabilized or wracked by violence, but many other countries are. 
In Iran, the Shah’s secret police, the Savak, was notorious for its repressiveness, but the regime that replaced him in 1799 has been no less brutal. In the immediate aftermath, large numbers of bureaucrats, managers and academics lost their jobs. Those unable to flee the country were sometimes punished with death or imprisonment or confiscation of property. Revolutionary courts summarily executed some senior statesmen, high-ranking military officers, and government officials (including former Prime Minister Hoveyda and a former minister of education who had been the first woman minister in Iraq. Many more members of the military and police forces were killed. Scores of generals and senior officers were summarily executed. The courts also executed business leaders of the Jewish and Baha’i communities, and gruesome pictures of those executed were published in newspapers.
Soon after the revolution, a group of pro-Khomeini students led by militant clerics took over the American Embassy in Teheran and held its personnel hostage, demanding that the U.S. extradite the Shah in exchange for them. (He had a terminal illness and had sought asylum.) With the approval of the government, the U.S. diplomats were held prisoner for 444 days in gross violation of traditional norms of international law.

At the same time, left-wing movements challenged the religious fundamentalists, and a fresh round of violence ensued. Many senior figures in the revolution were killed, including 72 leaders of the Islamic Republic Party, the fundamentalists’ main organization. In response, the fundamentalists went on a rampage. From 1980 to 1982, scores of leftist activists and guerilla fighters were arrested, tortured, and executed.  The leaders of the long-established (Communist) Tudeh Party were put on trial and killed. In 1988, there were mass executions of accused leftists. As a result, the leftwing factions were all but completely eliminated.

In the Iran-Iraq war, which began in 1980, almost one million Iranians, both combatants and civilians were killed or maimed, some victims of poison gas. Iraqi casualties were in the hundreds of thousands.

Even after the revolutionaries consolidated power, the regime continued to be extremely repressive. In 1994 a prominent critic of the Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, mysteriously died in prison after being tortured. Dissident journalists and intellectuals disappeared or were jailed, and in 1998 six dissident political activists and intellectuals were killed in what came to be known as serial murders – later revealed to be the work of the Ministry of Intelligence. A Canadian journalist of Iranian background also disappeared. In 1991, the Shah’s last prime minister was assassinated in Paris. In 1992, dissident Kurdish leaders were assassinated in a restaurant in Berlin and the German government indicted Khamenei, President Rafsanjani, and Ali Fallahian, the Minister of the Intelligence, for their part in the affair. The European Community thereupon asked all member countries to withdraw their ambassadors from Iran; only Greece retained an embassy there. 
This German charge is still outstanding. And in 1994, Iran was accused of being behind the bombing of a Jewish cultural center in Buenos Aires.

This behavior, coupled with Iran’s use of Hezbollah in Lebanon to attack U.S. peacekeeping forces there and troops in Saudi Arabia, led the U.S. in 1995 to tighten sanctions against Iran. 

Although since then the regime has felt itself safe enough to allow for political contestation, it has continued to be repressive, shutting down critical newspapers and arresting dissidents.


In Pakistan, violence against women is commonplace.

The "State of Human Rights in 2011," the annual report of the Human Rights Commission of Pakistan (HRCP), a non-governmental organization, examines, among other issues, various problems affecting women in Pakistan. The report noted the increase in cases of domestic violence against women, honor killings, and atrocities against women at police stations, work places, and educational institutions. It also noted the rising suicide rate among young Pakistan women aged 15-30. 
Following are excerpts from the report:
"At Least 943 Women Have Been Killed In The Name Of Honor"; "Nearly 4,500 Cases Of Domestic Violence Against Women Were Reported"
Some main points: 

"* At least 943 women were killed in the name of honor, of whom 93 were minors. Among the victims were seven Christian and two Hindu women.

"* 701 women committed suicide and 428 tried to end their lives.

"* Nearly 4,500 cases of domestic violence against women were reported.

"* The country's first woman ombudsperson was appointed to receive and examine complaints of sexual harassment and other grievances….

"Not all women suffer social vulnerability in quite the same manner or extent, and their situations may differ in accordance with their social positioning in terms of class, religion, education, economic independence, geographical location – inclusive of distance from urban centers – caste, educational profile, marital status, number of children, and so on.

"So, while all women continue to do poorly in terms of their status as citizens of the state, a fact reflected in the poorer statistics for women's education and health, for instance, and discriminatory laws that make them socially vulnerable, their vulnerability is experientially different according to their social position and their access to avenues of empowerment.

"Over the year 2011, the social indices of development such as educational opportunities, employment, and health pertaining to women remained dismal, with 65 percent of the workforce engaged in low paid and unrepresented home-based work. 

"The floods continued to affect women and children adversely, with 120,000 pregnant women suffering from trauma, fatigue, malnutrition, and poor hygiene. The health indicators for women, particularly in rural areas, remained abysmal, with breast cancer being amongst the highest in South Asia and 40,000 deaths recorded annually."\\
And in Lebanon, there is Hezbollah, as this review of a new book details:
Book Review: 'Hezbollah,' by Matthew Levitt. 

By MICHAEL J. TOTTEN

Until 9/11, no terrorist organization had killed more Americans than Hezbollah, the Lebanese Shiite group: From the 1983 Beirut barracks bombing, which killed 241 Marines, to the 1996 detonation of the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, which killed 19 U.S. airmen, Hezbollah's anti-American curriculum vitae was long and bloody. Today it remains an efficient global terror operation, having executed bombings on four continents, built a presence on six and even branched out to drug trafficking.

Despite this record, Hezbollah (the "Party of God" in Arabic) is still viewed in some quarters as little more than a parochial Lebanese political party with an armed wing charged solely with resisting an Israeli occupation that ended 13 years ago, on May 25, 2000. It's this myth that Matthew Levitt explodes in "Hezbollah: The Global Footprint of Lebanon's Party of God." The author, a fellow at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy and a former FBI counterterrorism analyst, narrates the full history of the organization in absorbing detail with an emphasis on its 30-year history of terrorism. While scholarly in tone and approach, Mr. Levitt's book delivers suspenseful and even terrifying blow-by-blow accounts of the most infamous of Hezbollah's attacks. He can't dramatize all of them, though, because there are too many—far more than most people realize, because until now no one had bothered to document them in one place. 

Hezbollah traces its origins to Iran's 1979 revolution. The mullahs knew that unless they aggressively exported their theocratic ideology after the revolution, Iran risked becoming, in the words of former President Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, just "an ordinary country." So the regime created Hezbollah as the overseas branch of its own Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps—the tip of an Iranian imperial spear.

The group first coalesced in 1982 in Lebanon's Bekaa Valley, as a loose confederation of Shia Islamist cells under various names. By the mid-1980s it had become a more formal organization. Lebanon, with its large Shia population, was the perfect place for Tehran to export its revolution, and the early 1980s, in the midst of civil war and Israeli occupation, was the perfect time. 

Hezbollah cut its teeth in Beirut, first by destroying the U.S. Embassy in 1983, then by deploying suicide truck bombers simultaneously against American Marines and French soldiers on peacekeeping missions in October of the same year. "The Marine barracks bombing," Mr. Levitt writes, "was not only the deadliest terrorist attack then to have targeted Americans, it was also the single-largest non-nuclear explosion on earth since World War II." 

Some of Hezbollah's subsequent operations are well-known: truck bombings of the Israeli embassy and a Jewish community center in Buenos Aires in 1992 and 1994, respectively, that together killed more than 100; the hijacking of TWA Flight 847 from Athens to Rome in 1985; the suicide bombing last year of a bus full of Israeli tourists in Bulgaria, which killed six and injured 32. 

Most aren't so well known: seven near-simultaneous attacks in Kuwait in 1983; 15 separate bombings in Paris alone in 1985-86; the hijacking of Kuwait Airways Flight 221 to Karachi in 1984 and Flight 422 out of Bangkok in 1988; the assassination of Iranian-Kurdish dissident Sadegh Sharafkandi at a Greek restaurant in Berlin in 1992; the downing of a commuter plane on its way from Colón to Panama City in 1994; a wave of kidnappings in sub-Saharan Africa throughout the 2000s. 

I could go on. Mr. Levitt does so for more than 400 pages. And yet Hezbollah is still often described, by itself and by its Western apologists, as an indigenous Lebanese "resistance" movement in a twilight struggle against the Jewish state. It is, in fact, a multinational terror operation with Iran as its funder and controller. "Hezbollah's role in Iran's shadow war . . . has cast the group as a dangerous terrorist network capable of operating everywhere from Europe to Africa and Asia and to the Americas," Mr. Levitt writes. Indeed, aside from the brief war between Israel and Hezbollah in 2006, almost all Hezbollah activity during the past decade has taken place outside Lebanon. And that's before factoring in its heavy involvement in the Syrian civil war—on the side of Iran's ally Bashar Assad. 

The Iranian regime supports Hezbollah with hundreds of millions of dollars annually, but the organization itself raises as much with overseas criminal enterprises. These activities range from mafia-style racketeering and the sale of African conflict diamonds to cigarette smuggling and credit-card fraud in the U.S. The Party of God is particularly active in South America's tri-border region, where Argentina, Paraguay and Brazil converge. Its base of operations there is Paraguay's Ciudad del Este, a lawless and corrupt counterfeiting capital. Hezbollah has also been active in northern Latin America, forging ideologically promiscuous ties with Colombia's right-wing paramilitary groups and communist guerrillas and digging tunnels for drug cartels on the Mexican-American border—the same kinds of tunnel networks it has spent years perfecting along the geographically similar Lebanese-Israeli border. 

Its operatives and sleeper cells are certainly in America. "Law enforcement officials across the Southwest," Mr. Levitt writes, "are reporting a rise in imprisoned gang members with Farsi tattoos," including some with Hezbollah imagery. Another official he quotes puts it this way: "You could almost pick your city and you would probably have a [Hezbollah] presence." 

Hezbollah has yet to mount an attack on U.S. soil, but the Iranian regime itself is no longer reluctant. In 2011, Tehran tried to hire a drug trafficker in Mexico to assassinate the Saudi ambassador in a Washington, D.C., restaurant (the would-be assassin turned out to be a federal agent). And Iranian diplomat Mohsen Rabbani, who masterminded Hezbollah's attacks in Argentina in the 1990s, assisted a (foiled) plot to bomb JFK Airport in New York City in 2007. Whether Hezbollah would strike the American homeland is an open question. But as Matthew Levitt's well-researched book makes clear, it isn't an outlandish one.

Mr. Totten, a contributing editor of World Affairs and City Journal, is the author of four books, including "The Road to Fatima Gate," which won a 2011 book award from the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. 

A version of this article appeared October 9, 2013, on page A13 in the U.S. edition of The Wall Street Journal, with the headline: The Tip of the Mullahs' Spear.

The Instability and Violence in the Region Affects the Rest of the World

The instability in the region often affects the rest of the world, including the U.S., for several reasons. 

1. The world depends on access to the oil resources of the region and instability threatens the security of that supply. That dependency coupled with Cold War anxieties led the U.S. to use the CIA to defeat a nationalist uprising against the Shah of Iran in the 1950s. It led us to send troops to Lebanon, where hundreds were lost because of a truck bombing. It led us to send forces to liberate Kuwait from an Iraqi invasion and to station troops in Saudi Arabia, triggering a backlash from Islamists who consider this a pagan invasion of their Holy Land. It contributed to the US decision to topple the regime of Saddam Hussein and occupy Iraq until it can be pacified. 

2. Middle East conflicts often spill over elsewhere, as when terrorists target people outside the region. Osama bin Laden, a Saudi millionaire who headed al Qaeda, declared a worldwide jihad against the United States, Israel, and assorted others, and until he was killed by US Seals he was at the center of a world-wide network of terrorism responsible for attacks on our embassies in Africa and the World Trade Center and Pentagon. His right-hand man, Dr. Ayman al-Zawahiri, fled Egypt when his Islamist group was badly damaged after attempts to assassinate President Mubarak. Now he aims to direct the fire of Muslims at the Western regimes that presumably support secularist rulers like Mubarak. 

3. “Rogue regimes” that sponsor terrorism and protect terrorists—and that list includes both Iraq under Saddam and Iran, and by some standards Saudi Arabia--pose an especially serious threat now that weapons of mass destruction are becoming widely available. The Japanese group known as Aum Shin Rikyu was able to develop chemical weapons with low-level facilities and expertise. In 1996 they planted a nerve agent called sarin in plastic bags placed in one corner of one subway system. They opened the bags and let air currents do the rest. Because the subway’s tubes are filled with constantly rushing air, the system produces a powerful, deadly means of dispersal. The air-conditioning systems of modern buildings would be just as effective. Saddam Hussein used nerve gas against the Kurds and against Iranian troops. The UN Special Commission appointed to monitor Iraq’s disarmament proved conclusively that Iraq had developed the deadliest chemical weapons and had them stored in artillery shells that could have been used against the troops liberating Kuwait. Saddam Hussein chose not to use them, possibly because our bombing prevented him from moving them from their places of storage, possibly because he was holding them back until he himself was threatened. There has been speculation that the first Bush administration stopped the campaign short of eliminating Saddam himself out of fear that he would have no reason not to use his chemical and biological arsenal. Osama bin Laden experimented with chemical weapons in his training camps in Afghanistan. Suppose one of the rogue states supplied him with such weapons. That is a very real fear that we now have to live with.  

And it’s not just chemical and biological weapons. The threat of nuclear proliferation has become more worrisome because it is not that difficult for a state to build a nuclear weapon, and the means of delivery by missile, aircraft, and surface vessel are also readily available. Iraq worked for years to develop nuclear weapons. Iraqi defectors have given detailed accounts of the feverish effort there to develop nuclear weapons. Some accounts indicate that once the inspectors were removed, work intensified. Had the US not toppled the regime, Iraq might well have resumed its program and gotten nuclear weapons, just as we think North Korea has done. Iran is obviously working to enrich uranium as a way of developing nuclear weapons. Some years back, the Rumsfeld Commission, headed by the current defense Secretary, concluded that the U.S. and its allies face a serious threat from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and therefore recommended careful evaluation of a national missile defense system. The trouble with this answer of course is that it might protect against missile attacks but it can’t protect against terrorists sneaking chemical, biological or even nuclear weapons into the country, in crates on cargo ships, or sending them via aircraft or low flying cruise missiles.
Terrorism


So that means we need to understand terrorism. That turns out to be a really hard problem. 


Even the definition of terrorism is hard to establish. We usually think of it as something done by non-state actors. Terrorism is distinguished from guerrilla warfare because guerrillas have a base from which they operate either within their own country or on its borders. Terrorists usually don’t, though Al Qaeda was different when it had a base in Afghanistan. The word itself was first introduced after the French Revolution, when it applied to state behavior. It referred to the campaign by the new regime, run by the notorious Committee of Public Safety, to eliminate or intimidate its enemies. The new regime thought that the revolution was the embodiment of virtue, and its enemies were therefore evil.  
In a curious way, The Terror was a secularized version of the campaign the church had once run to stamp out heresy by burning heretics at the stake, only this time it was being done in the name of the cause of humanity and reason. The Terror came into play not because it was needed against the aristocrats of the Old Order but because the Revolutionary regime experienced trouble controlling its own followers. The liberty that the revolution unleashed was producing demands that could not be met. The Bastille had been liberated but the Revolutionaries set about establishing an even worse tyranny. They sought to stifle all dissent by focusing popular hatred on all enemies of the regime and attacking them ferociously. Armed forces were sent out to the villages to make sure that peasants did not hoard wheat or cut their crops while they were still green rather than sell them at dictated state prices. Laws were passed giving the state sweeping authority to spy and declare citizens enemies of the people. Saint Just said, “Between the people and their enemies there can be nothing in common but the sword…it is impossible for revolutionary laws to be executed unless the government itself is truly revolutionary.” The republic had to be terrible to all who opposed it. 
And it was. Thousands of people were massacred, and not just by the relatively humane invention of Dr. Guillotine. In Lyon, for example, sixty prisoners were tied in a line, shot at by cannon, and finished off by sabers, bayonets and rifles. On another day the killers proudly reported to Paris that they had executed 113 and then 209. In all 1500 people were killed in that city alone.  One area of the country, the Vendee, was subject to wholesale destruction. Thousands were slaughtered there, and the guy in charge joked that he was conducting vertical deportations of the enemies of the republic by loading them onto flat bottom boats and then punching holes in the boats below the waterline so that the captives all drowned. The low number of all deaths during the Terror is 40,000. Some estimates are much higher, ranging up to a quarter of a million.


So terror was political violence inflicted by the state against its citizens. And the same could be said of some forms of modern terrorism, like Stalin’s campaign of annihilation against the kulaks, the wealthier peasants, or Hitler’s genocidal treatment of Jews, or Saddam Hussein’s brutal treatment of the Shiites and Kurds or Assad’s of the Muslim Brotherhood. Slobodan Milosevic and his associates are now being tried for war crimes because of the “ethnic cleansing” practiced by the Serbian government of Yugoslavia against Bosnian and Kosovar Muslims. That too was state terrorism.

And some take this even further by arguing that the obliteration of the distinction between the battlefront and the home front, especially in World War II, produced a rebirth of state terrorism in the form of the bombing of cities. It was started by the Germans and Japanese and then perfected by the allies, on the rationale that modern war is total war and that if you are going to win you have to attack the enemy’s production facilities, his work force, and his will to fight and that makes civilians fair targets. The ultimate form of terror bombing was of course the use of the atomic bomb against Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Ask anyone who served in the U.S. military about that and they will say ‘Thank God it was used because it shortened the war and probably saved my life and that of many Japanese.” But the rationale that Hiroshima and Nagasaki were chosen because they were major military targets is very dubious. Even before that Tokyo had been fire bombed and there were more casualties from the fire bombing than from the atomic bombing. The objective was psychological—to persuade the Japanese that there was no alternative but surrender. It worked but at a terrible price, all the more so because it set off a nuclear arms race and a proliferation problem that we still face.

In the nineteenth century, however, a different form of political violence emerged -- violence by subnational groups and individuals against figures and symbols of authority. It appeared with particular ferocity among the Russian Nihilists who were active from the 1870s in attacking Czarism. They were idealists who thought they were acting on behalf of justice and the people. Their rationale was simple enough. The regime was oppressive; it could not be reformed or removed except by acts of violence. They had tried to organize the masses by leaflets but that wasn’t enough. What was needed was direct action. The violence was always directed at the authorities or at symbols of authority, at first at those officials who had been especially cruel or had tortured prisoners. Gradually it became less discriminate. But they took pains not to harm the innocent because they wanted to win the people to their cause. It was called the “propaganda of the deed.” It was designed both to remove those in authority and to galvanize the masses. 

Their example spread throughout Europe, notably among the anarchists who were active in Germany, Italy, Spain, and practically everywhere else. The anarchists reasoned that by throwing bombs into the stick markets or assassinating rulers they would provoke the state to show its true colors by being more blatantly repressive. That way more and more people who flock to their banners and eventually to overthrow the state and bring about liberty. Such groups came to be called terrorists 

Terrorism also became the instrument of a great many nationalist groups fighting for independence. The Irish people were determined to win independence from Britain and some of those who led this campaign decided that relying on their representation in the British parliament or on moral suasion wouldn’t work, or wouldn’t work fast enough. Thus was born the Fenian movement and later the IRA. 


These efforts of terrorism of produced a backlash. When a reformist Czar Alexander II, was killed in 1881, the regime stiffened its resistance and even revolutionary socialists like Lenin sought to distance themselves from terrorism. They believed in organizing the masses, using a conspiratorial party, so that when conditions were right the regime could be overthrown. The anarchists were denounced because they were using violence even in cases where there were alternatives. Indeed they used violence because they were a tiny minority which had no chance of succeeding otherwise. But sometimes terrorism seemed to work. The British finally did give Ireland its independence, as they later did to India, where Gandhi’s non-violent protests were even more effective than violence. And the example of Ireland was not lost on the members of the Irgun and the Stern group, two small but potent Jewish groups anxious to force the British out of Palestine. They have since claimed that they succeeded because they made the British pay a price for holding in to Palestine, but the fact is that the British were retreating from empire all over the place and would have done so when they did anyhow because they simply couldn’t afford it any longer and because they no longer needed Palestine as part of their effort to secure access to India.


Interestingly, terrorism did not appear in regimes which were highly oppressive because by now the oppressive state could and did suppress opposition ruthlessly. There was very little anti-Nazi or anti-Soviet terrorism because the security apparatus could easily stamp out opposition. Basque terrorism began in Spain only after Franco died and a democratic regime began to take shape. The reason is that democratic regimes are not ruthless. They abide by the law and do not use the full force at their command to wipe out dissent. That’s what makes terrorism effective against democracies. Hezbollah in Lebanon used suicide bombing to kill American soldiers acting as peacekeepers on behalf of the UN.  We got out because President Reagan wasn’t about to use force against the Shiite population of Lebanon. Hezbollah used the same techniques against Israel when it was occupying southern Lebanon, saying that “here is Israel which is a nuclear power, and yet it can’t bear the costs of losing its soldiers to suicide bombers.” Were Israel a country like Syria under Assad or Iraq under Saddam Hussein it would have used its overwhelming fire power to make a mockery of that argument, but it didn’t. Instead, it left Lebanon, hoping that would end the problem. 
Some Palestinians (especially those supporting Hamas and Islamic Jihad) argue, with the encouragement of Hezbollah, that if terrorism worked for Hezbollah it would also work in Palestine, particularly because the exchange ratio is so good. One suicide bomber can kill twenty or more of the enemy, and what can the enemy do about it without incurring the condemnation of the rest of the world by engaging in massive retaliation, which kills civilians? There is of course a big difference. The U.S. and Israel both could get out of Lebanon, but Israel can’t get out of Israel. Maybe Israel could reduce the terrorism by evacuating the West Bank, but there is no guarantee that a withdrawal would not encourage Hamas and Islamic Jihad to think that they could use the same tactic to achieve their stated goal of driving the Jews out of the whole of Palestine. And meanwhile, the acts of terror provoke the Israelis to retaliate by inflicting all sorts of hardships on the entire Palestinian population, and to conclude that you cannot negotiate with the Palestinians because you can’t negotiate with terrorists. 


These examples point to two other considerations. It’s sometimes assumed that modern terrorism arises among poor people protesting the miserable conditions of their existence; but it turns out that terrorist groups are by no means always composed of poor people. The German Baader Meinhof gang of the 1980s was recruited from the German middle class at a time when the German economic miracle was making that country the envy of Europe.  It was motivated more by ideological leftism than by poverty. The same is true for the red Brigades of Italy. And it was also true for Osama bin Laden and virtually all of the 9/11 highjackers.


The second is that over time, the character of terrorism has changed. Terrorists now no longer worry about not targeting the innocent. The various PLO groups, who described their activities euphemistically as “armed struggle,” began to use political violence in earnest after the Six Day War in 1967. Until then they mainly relied on Arab governments, but when Israel defeated the main confrontation states, they decided to take matters into their own hands. They were usually unable to wage “guerrilla warfare”—that is stage attacks from nearby countries or from territories controlled by Israel, so they opted for highjacking Israelis, kidnapping and killing Olympic athletes, attacking embassies, Jewish synagogues outside Israel, and staging raids in which they killed school children and others in Israel. Between 1970 and 1990 some 80 percent of the attacks were carried out against civilian targets. 
Yasser Arafat, head of Fatah and the Palestine Liberation Organization, the umbrella group, said of this operation: “Violent political action in the midst of a broad popular movement cannot be termed terrorism….it is appropriate in certain objective conditions, in a given phase.” Fatah also allowed Black September to attack the Saudi embassy in the Sudan and kill two US ambassadors and a Belgian diplomat taken hostage. Arafat was implicated once the attack had taken place and may have approved the killings. 

These groups were motivated either by Marxist ideology or by political nationalism. But after the 1973 war, and especially in the 1980s, when the spontaneous intifada broke out in the territories, the mainstream of the groups affiliated with the PLO decided that terrorism had done its work and was now counterproductive, so the emphasis shifted to diplomacy and culminated in the Oslo Accords of 1993.


But by then a new element had appeared, and that was political violence conducted by Islamist Palestinians—Hamas and Islamic Jihad.   


Hamas is an Arabic acronym for “Islamic resistance movement.” It has had the allegiance of about 20 percent of the Palestinian population, much more lately. In the most recent Palestinian election it won a majority of the seats in the legislature, in part out of popular anger over Fatah’s corruption and inefficiency. It is an outgrowth of the Muslim Brotherhood founded in Egypt in the 1920s and it is especially strong in the Gaza strip. It became especially radicalized in 1987-88 when Islamist groups generally were on the rise. Until then it had mainly run schools and welfare programs. The leadership of Hamas challenged the secularists of the PLO by insisting that the only way to achieve the Palestinian goals was to engage in a jihad against Israel. In 1987 Hamas issued a manifesto saying that since the land of Palestine had been entrusted to Muslims by God, no one was entitled to give up any part of it. Jihad or holy war against Christians and Jews was said to be the duty of every Muslim. The Palestinian cause was a religious obligation and the young were to be trained to fulfill it. There was no room, the charter said, for peaceful solutions and international conferences. Curiously, Muslim groups had usually been against nationalism because it was a secular cause. Now, however, they were embracing it on religious grounds. Palestinian nationalism was somehow different because it was Islamic. 
The charter betrays a certain unfamiliarity with the outside world, to put it mildly. It claims for example that groups like the Rotary and Lions are nests of spies controlled by the Zionists, and that Zionists are behind the alcohol and drug trade. 
By declaring a jihad, they could get around the traditional Islamic prohibitions against attacking civilians and committing suicide. (Islam explicitly prohibits suicide. The Qur’an says, “Do not kill yourself for God is merciful to you.”) The Muslim who loses his life in a jihad—a war to defend Islam against its enemies—is a shahid or martyr. He is to go to Paradise and to be rewarded by the company of 72 black-eyed virgins. (Never mind that a spoilsport scholar has suggested that it’s all a mistranslation, and it really means 72 white grapes!)

In 1993, just when the Oslo Accords were being signed by the PLO and Israel, Hamas set about to sabotage the agreement. They enlisted experts in bomb making and began to launch suicide attacks against buses, markets, cafes, etc. It is generally believed that Labor lost the Israeli elections because of these attacks. The Israeli public grew leery of the Oslo Accords because it was supposed to bring security and it didn’t so it blamed Labor for signing these accords. Hamas and Islamic Jihad have received a great deal of outside support from Iran and wealthy Saudis and others. And other Palestinian groups including a wing of Yasser Arafat’s Fatah, the Al Aqsa Martyrs Brigades, have also engaged in suicide attacks.   


In addition, of course, there is the international movement formerly headed by Osama bin Laden, which is more a conglomerate composed of loosely affiliated groups in many different countries.  Their activities are well enough known to all of us to require more detailed elaboration here. But what is important is the question of what motivates them.


Some say the motivation is anger at the occupation of Arab and Muslim lands by Christians—the modern Crusaders—and Jews. The Christians are said to occupy the Holy Land—i.e., Saudi Arabia,--and to be persecuting Iraqis and imposing their degenerate culture on Arabs. The Russians had been forced out of Afghanistan. The Chechens are trying to force them out of Chechnya. Now, the Americans need to be forced out of Saudi Arabia, and the Jews out of Palestine. Presumably, then, the agents of al Qaeda would fold up his tents and retire.


But others point out that there is more going on here than simply a reaction to American policy or the rise of modern Israel. You can’t account for the activities of the Muslim Brotherhood and the Salafis in Egypt on that basis, or for the Armed Islamic Group in Algeria, or for the revolution in Iran or Hezbollah in Lebanon or for the terrorism in Kashmir. These are outgrowths of a religion-inspired hatred and territorial ambitions, coupled with particular local grievances. They arise because of the failure of their countries to modernize and the frustration Muslims feel at the decline in power of the Islamic world.  

Some analysts also contend that acts of terrorism are calculated. The train bombing in Spain, for example, was designed to unseat a government that cooperated with the U.S. in Iraq. Bin Laden offered Europe a truce if it would break with U.S. policy. Other terrorist groups have specific agendas (the Basques, for example, want a homeland). Al Qaeda, it is argued, is no less “rational” in using terrorism for its ends. The trouble is that the evidence does not support this contention. Even after the Spanish governing party lost power and the new Socialist government decided to pull its troops out of Iraq, the terrorists tried to mount an even worse attack. In Saudi Arabia, Americans were attacked even after we pulled troops out. Israeli civilians were attacked when Israel agreed to the Oslo Accords. Al Qaeda and its affiliates seem to believe in permanent war until all infidels are defeated. 

Can this new religion-based terrorism be fought successfully? That remains to be seen. If it becomes even more harmful, it will arouse a more violent counter-reaction. No state voluntarily commits suicide. The greater the danger posed by the radical Islamists, the more willing the states they are attacking will be to abandon restraint in dealing with them.


It remains to be seen whether most Muslims will recognize that they pose just as much a danger to them as they do to outsiders.


The resort to terrorism has many causes and takes various forms. (See the lecture “Making Sense of the Senseless.”)

One thing all forms of terrorism have in common is that they involve attacks on noncombatants. Nowadays, that is understood to apply to acts of violence committed outside the framework of war between states by non-state actors. Thus Jessica Stern defines terrorism as an act or threat of violence against noncombatants with the objective of exacting revenge, intimidating or otherwise influencing an audience. This definition allows for different actors—whether states or groups or individuals. It is apt to arise in cultures where conditions are desperate and where human life is devalued. But there are different forms of terrorism and different sources and why it rises and falls is not clear. Some say, deal with the underlying causes. Clear the swamp and the mosquitoes disappear. But it’s not all that obvious what the underlying causes are. It’s not just occupation of territory. If that were case, there would be no Moroccan or Algerian terrorism, and Hezbullah would by now be out of business.   


 Islamist terrorist activity has moved from the heart of the Middle East eastward and toward the Balkans—Bosnia, Albania, and Kosovo; toward the Caucasus—Chechnya and Dagestan; and lastly toward Asia—Uzbekistan, Kashmir, Afghanistan, and the Philippines. There is even a kind of nationalist-Islamist terrorism even in Xinjiang in Western China, carried out by Uighur nationalists and Islamists. Even after bin Laden was killed in an American raid carried out by Special Forces, and many of his associates killed or captured, al Qaeda has survived in Afghanistan and Pakistan and has “metastasized” into a loosely coordinated network of regional affiliates, notably al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP), now headquartered in Yemen, Ansar al Shariah in Libya, the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria, operating in both countries, Beit al Maqdis in Sinai, Al Qaeda in the Islamic Magrheb (North Africa), and al Shabaab in Somalia. These cells carry out attacks, including suicide bombings, directed at Westerners, Muslims, Christians, and other victims chosen indiscriminately. 

Is there a way to generalize about all this violence? It’s now pretty clear that there is. All of the countries in question, except for Israel, are either Arab or Islamic or both. They have all gone through a common set of experiences, despite their differences. What are these experiences?

From the beginning of the twentieth century, they have all experienced a great deal of social transformation. Most of the people lived in villages. They were poor and illiterate. They lived by the religion of Islam and the customs of Arabs and accepted rule by tribal chieftains and in some cases by kings or sultans. The social transformation came about because foreigners came in to colonize them, because oil discovered and exploited by these foreigners produced new wealth for the local rulers, and because a spirit of nationalism spread among them which led them to want to expel the foreigners and achieve either some larger pan-Arab form of national identity or separate statehood. Nationalism was often accompanied by the adoption of other western ideals including socialism and secularism. So the first wave of rebellion was under the banner of nationalism, often joined with socialism, but not necessarily. The targets were always the same: the foreigners. And the foreigners in their midst were the Jews of Palestine. The Palestinian cause became a rallying point for all Arabs and Muslims. The Arabs and Iranians sought support from the Soviet Union and wanted to wean the Americans away from Israel.

But after these nationalist movements succeeded in expelling foreigners, disillusionment set in. They did not succeed against Israel. They failed to fulfill their promises of progress and wealth. They were rejected by traditionalists because they upset old ways by bringing in western values and techniques and deliberately bypassed the religious authorities or confined to their mosques.  

And nationalism was also troubling because it divided the Muslim umma. Egyptians, Palestinians, Syrians, Turks, Iranians, Pakistanis, all sought separate national independence. This had fragmented the historic dar al Islam (the realm of Islam). 

The result by the 1960s was a backlash in favor of a return to traditional Islamic values and what were touted as the original Islamic way of governance. The Karl Marx of the movement in the western areas was the Egyptian Sayed Qutb, who was hanged by Nasser in 1966, but only after he wrote books that became best sellers in the Islamic world. His counterpart was an Indian named Mawlana Mawdudi. 

 In Shiite Iran, an Islamic republic was declared in 1979. In the Sunnite Sudan, a similar movement came to power committed to making Islamic law, the Shari’a, the foundation of government, and establishing a joint rule of theocrats and bureaucrats. In Algeria, the Islamists challenged for power. In Turkey, the first Islamist prime minister was elected. Similar challenges were mounted in Egypt and eastward in Pakistan, Malaysia, and Indonesia. Even secular figures like Saddam and Arafat began to use Islamic rhetoric. And Islamism came to a head in Afghanistan. That was declared by various ulamas to be a jihad because the infidels had invaded an Islamic land. It became an international enterprise with Saudi money and the support of the US. The Saudis hoped that they could focus Islamist resentment against the Soviets, and the US saw this as an opportunity to inflict a Vietnam on the Russians and pay them back for what they had done to us.  The Taliban took over, having defeated one superpower, and now Osama bin Laden declared jihad against the remaining superpower, the U.S.


How had this movement become so successful? It appealed to the younger generation that had moved in such vast numbers to the cities. Between 1955 and 1970 the Islamic population went up by 50 %. Those under 24 were 60 %. They were getting some schooling but no jobs. It appealed to the traditional God-fearing middle class merchants who had been thrust aside in the process of decolonization by regimes intent on Arab socialism. Then there were others, doctors, engineers and businessmen, who had gone to work in the oil-producing countries but had no share in political power. All of them found common cause in the glittering generalities of the preachers. They were all summed up in the wonderfully vague phrase, Islam is the answer. The promise was that a restoration of Islam would re-establish social justice on the model of the first state created by the prophet. The preachers of Islamism took advantage of popular resentment against corruption and authoritarianism and against the intrusion of western values which were regarded as sinful. 


So religion began to challenge and supplant nationalism as the great force in the Arab and Muslim world. The cause became not revolution but jihad.


In some cases those who supported the forces of Islam cooperated because they thought could use it. That was exactly the mistake of German industrialists and conservatives who supported Hitler to bring down the Weimar regime and fend off the communists. In the end Hitler used them, not the other way round. And that’s what happened when Khomeini rose to power in Iran. He used the “bazaaris” and by the time he consolidated power they were too weak to oppose him.


Only one regime seemed safe. This was the Saudi royal family, because ever since the founding of the state it had made an alliance with the puritanical Wahhabi sect. The Saudis in effect agreed to allow the Wahhabi clergy to set the standards for social behavior and they in turn agreed to allow the Saudis to maintain power. The Saudis also used much of the proceeds from their oil sales to finance the mosques and schools throughout the world that spread Wahhabi doctrine. So it looked for a time as though they were protected, indeed that they were a center for the promulgation of the Islamic cause. Now that ideology is producing terrorists aiming to overthrow the Saudi rulers.

In fact, both Saudi Arabia and Iran sought to export their ideologies and the Arab regimes sought to fend off overthrow by appeasing their Islamists. In Egypt, for example, they were given increasing control over civil law in the hope that this would compensate for political repression. Sadat portrayed himself as the Believing President. It didn’t help him. Islamist assassinated him.


But when the Egyptian regime cracked down, the Islamists looked for targets outside, and found the United States, which has been attacked because it supports these supposedly heretical regimes in Egypt and Saudi Arabia.


The first upshot of the tensions between Iran and the Arab world was the Iran-Iraq war. That didn’t settle things. Afghanistan became another battle ground. There the Saudis with US help financed an uprising against the Soviets in the name of Islam. When that succeeded in 1989, the Afghan alumni returned to their homelands and plotted against the various regimes of the Arab world and the West. Khomeini tried to foment trouble in the West by issuing a fatwa against Salman Rushdie. Muslims looked to Bosnia as a potential center from which they could launch the reconquest of Europe. And the European countries were having trouble assimilating their Islamic immigrants. There are five million in France alone. They insist on wearing their scarves. They don’t integrate well. In Germany and elsewhere they are not granted citizenship. There are now third and four generation immigrants in Germany and Norway, for example. Anti-immigrant parties have had considerable success. Some of the Muslims are intent on converting their hosts, on making these countries Muslim. Demographically they arouse fear. One estimate is that at current rates of growth Denmark will have a Muslim majority in 60 years. Islam is also a force in the former Soviet states of central Asia, where the collapse of socialism has left a vacuum.


It might be supposed that with all this, the Islamists are triumphing everywhere. They aren’t, however.  Iraq’s attack on Kuwait shattered the consensus of the Arab world. The Taliban regime has been dealt a serious setback and many Afghanis rushed to the barbershops and beauty salons and the girls are back in school and working as doctors. And U.S. intervention did not trigger a world-wide Islamic uprising. The clerical regime in Iran is under pressure. The Sudanese experiment has been considerably modified. In Turkey, a presumably Islamist party controls the parliament but it is not making any effort to turn the country into a theocracy or overthrow the republican constitution—partly because it knows the army would not allow that kind of change. The Algerian government co-opts some Islamists and represses others. Bosnia and Kosovo are under a UN protectorate. In Pakistan Musharaf replaced Zia, who had made an alliance with the Islamists, and is cracking down on the 10,000 madrassas or religious schools. Hezbollah has succeeded in forcing the Israelis out of Lebanon but the effort of Hamas and other Palestinians to repeat the strategy has failed, for the obvious reason that Israel can withdraw its troops from Lebanon but not from Israel without ceasing to exist. Overall then the issue remains in doubt. Terrorism in and from the region remains a serious threat and some of it is inspired by Islamists. Until and unless there is radical social change in the Islamic countries, so that the conditions that breed Islamists are removed or alleviated, that propensity to violence is not likely to abate.


That is why many analysts believe that the only long term solution to terrorism is the transformation of the Middle East into a region in which frustration and autocracy are replaced by modernization (relying at first on strong authority and eventually democratization) so that, in other words, as former British Prime Minister Tony Blair put it, it joins the rest of the world. That effort is proving difficult and meeting resistance, but it may well be the only way to promote lasting stability in the region and minimize if not defeat the threat it poses to the outside world. 
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