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This book is a compilation of editorial comments and excerpts from the speeches, writings and 
Internet postings of four Islamist and al Qaeda icons: Abdullah Azzam, Osama bin Laden, Ayman 
al-Zawahiri and the now deceased Abu Musab al-Zarqawi.  The book was edited to permit readers 


to examine al-Qaeda from within and to gain first-hand knowledge of the religious extremism, 
ideologies and rationales driving al Qaeda recruiting, funding, and global operations. 


The scholars who contributed to this work include: 


Gilles Kepel is a professor at the Institute for Political Studies in Paris and an expert on 
contemporary Islam.  His books include the bestseller Jihad: The Trial of Political Islam, Muslim 
Extremism in Egypt: The Prophet and the Pharaoh and The War for Muslim Minds: Islam and the 
West. 


Jean-Pierre Milelli has an advanced degree in Arabic and teaches at the Institute for 
Political Studies in Paris.  He is a translator of Arabic texts. 


Stephanie Lacroix is a scholar at the Institute for Political Studies in Paris and an 
expert on the politics of Saudi Arabia and the various political movements within that kingdom. 


Omar Saghi is a scholar at the Institute for Political Studies in Paris and is an expert on 
Saudi Arabia and contemporary Arabic literature. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The editors of this book provide us with the translated writings of four men who significantly 
contributed to the establishment of al Qaeda as both an Islamist organization and a global, militant 
movement.  It is their hope that with this book, readers will acquire an in-depth understanding of 
the ideology and strategic ambitions that guide al Qaeda. 


Initially, we study the writings of the al Qaeda founder himself, Osama bin Laden.  Born into 
wealth, a former citizen of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, and the global poster child for Islamist 
extremism, bin Laden remains the leader of one of the world’s most capable and threatening 
Islamist organizations. 


Next, we will examine the writings of Abdullah Azzam.  He was a Palestinian Muslim Brother, 
champion of the anti-Soviet jihad in Afghanistan, and mentor to Osama bin Ladin. Azzam was 
assassinated in 1989. His writings are rooted in Islamic theology and provide the best 
understanding of today’s armed struggle within radical Islam. 


We then get a look into the mind of al Qaeda’s second-in-command, Ayman al-Zawahiri, an 
Egyptian medical doctor turned Islamist, who is considered by many experts to be the top 
intellectual within al-Qaeda.  He remains al Qaeda’s most prominent media figure and radical 
spokesperson. 


Finally, we gain insight into the thoughts of the now-deceased leader of the al Qaeda of the Two 
Rivers (Tigris and Euphrates) in Iraq, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi.  Until his dead at the hands of the 
U.S.-led coalition, al-Zarqawi led the insurgents of Iraq, having aligned himself with and pledged 
allegiance to bin Laden and Zawahiri. 


The editors of this book readily admit that, although the translated passages shared with the 
reader are attributed to these four men, there is no way they can be absolutely positive that bin 
Laden, Azzam, Zawahiri or Zarqawi are the actual authors.  The main reason given is that all of 
these men wrote within an environment in which few, if any, copyright laws exist or are 
acknowledged.  With the exception of Azzam, the writings were done in an era of Internet, where 
leaders are often misquoted.  The editors have done their very best to verify that the writings are 
genuine as attributed. 


 


OSAMA BIN LADEN 


Osama bin Laden was born in the Saudi Arabian capital city of Riyadh in 1957.  His father, 
Muhammad bin Awad bin Laden, was originally from Yemen.  Muhammad bin Awad bin Laden 
moved from Yemen to Mecca, Saudi Arabia, in the 1930s to make his fortune in the construction 
business. After settling in the country, he managed to receive an audience with King Saud.  The 
king took a liking to him and awarded him many lucrative construction contracts, including a major 
project within the Grand Mosque in Mecca as well as many highway and public works projects.  A 
hard-working perfectionist who often pitched in with his laborers and got his hands dirty, 
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Muhammad bin Laden’s wealth grew alongside that of the Saudi kingdom. By the time his son, 
Osama, was born, Muhammad was a billionaire. 


Osama bin Laden became the billionaire’s seventeenth son.  Osama, one of many sons, often 
went with his father to construction sites to learn about the trade and about running a construction 
business.  Osama was the subject of an extremely strict education and upbringing.  He saw very 
little of his busy father, who died suddenly in a plane crash in 1967 when Osama was just ten 
years old. 


Osama bin Laden was a devout Muslim from an early age.  In high school, he did not hesitate to 
speak out against classmates whose conduct he deemed anti-Islam.  As he grew to manhood, his 
only vices, that friends can recall, were fast cars and football (soccer).  Osama bin Laden 
mastered the art of communication with both the common people and the very elite.  He could 
speak to wealthy men or common ones with equal ease and effectiveness. 


When the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan in 1979, Osama became the bin Laden family’s 
representative and chief activist for the Afghani cause. Osama himself claims that he first arrived 
in Afghanistan in 1979, but the book’s editors tell us his first expedition to Afghanistan was more 
likely in early 1980.  Throughout the 1980s, Osama traveled the Arabian Peninsula, Pakistan, and 
Afghanistan soliciting money and subsequently distributing the funds among those who became 
his clients or mentors. 


In 1981, bin Laden linked up with Abdallah Azzam, a Palestinian who had fled from Jordan and 
who was in Peshwar, Pakistan, recruiting volunteers to fight the Soviets in Afghanistan.  Together 
with Azzam, bin Laden created the precursor to al Qaeda – the Maktab al-Khadamat (Service 
Bureau) – in the mid-1980s.  Bin Laden financed the operation and Azzam served as the 
ideologue. 


Between 1981 and 1987, antagonism and competition between bin Laden and his mentor, Azzam, 
increased dramatically.  Differences on how the two men viewed politics, religion, and the causes 
for which they fought surfaced and produced conflict.  Azzam was a member of the Muslim 
Brotherhood, and in accordance with the Brotherhood’s traditional manner of doing business, 
sought power and the accomplishment of objectives through negotiation, power sharing, and 
violence, if necessary.  Azzam shied away from allowing riffraff into his organization.  Osama bin 
Laden preferred an organization that was more akin to a sect than a political party.   He had no 
problem with allowing questionable individuals to serve within his rank and file.  In fact, one of the 
characteristics distinguishing the new al Qaeda organization from its previous version was that it 
absorbed men from all backgrounds and walks of life, even if they possessed shady histories.  Bin 
Laden’s new al Qaeda “brought together many repentant, born-again Muslims militants who had 
broken with their former organizations, but also men who had been close to Azzam and now threw 
in their lot with this group (al Qaeda), with its lax, even soft ideology and its far greater clout.”1 


                                                             


1 Kepel, Gilles and Milelli, Jean-Pierre. Al Qaeda in its Own Words. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Belknap Press of  
the Harvard University Press, 2008, page 20. 
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In 1989, after the Soviets withdrew forces from Afghanistan, clashes among the Afghans 
themselves broke out across the country.  Bin Laden decided to leave Afghanistan and return to 
his native Saudi Arabia.  Osama, the militant, returned to Saudi Arabia looking for another cause 
to support.  One such cause was the need for a regime change in Iraq.  When Iraq invaded Kuwait 
in 1990, bin Laden made his move.  He approached the Saudi minister of defense and asked that 
he (bin Laden) be permitted to raise an army of mujahedeen – the same Muslims warriors who 
defeated the powerful Soviet Union in Afghanistan – and liberate Kuwait.  Bin Laden did not want 
the American infidels and their coalition partners desecrating holy Muslim soil in Saudi Arabia.  In 
the end, the Saudi royal family rejected bin Laden’s offer in favor of the American one. This 
decision further radicalized Osama, not only against the West but against the Saudi royal family 
itself, who bin Laden now viewed as blasphemers and traitors to the true religion Islam and the 
wishes of the Great Prophet himself. 


Osama bin Laden published decrees condemning the Saudi royal family. The Saudi royals finally 
tired of bin Laden’s criticisms.  In 1994, they stripped him of his Saudi citizenship and froze his 
financial assets.  Bin Laden departed Saudi Arabia and journeyed to Sudan, where he was 
welcomed with open arms by that country’s rulers.  It was not so much that the leaders of Sudan 
wanted Osama and al Qaeda; they wanted bin Laden’s money.  Osama established al Qaeda 
camps that welcomed Afghan veterans of the war with the Soviet Union.  He also began 
construction projects that improved Sudan’s infrastructure. 


After a series of events – not the least of which was the attempted assassination of Egyptian 
president Hosni Mubarak in Addis Ababa (capital city of Ethiopia) in which the hand of al Qaeda 
was strongly suspected – bin Laden was forced to leave Sudan in 1996.  He returned once again 
to Afghanistan.  From Afghanistan, he planned and executed the simultaneous bombings of the 
U.S. embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, on August 7, 1998.  These 
marked the launch of al Qaeda as an international terrorist force to be acknowledged and 
respected.  Al Qaeda adopted a strategy of simultaneous attacks so that no one would mistake 
them as accidents or random occurrences.   


During a rare public appearance in October of 2004, bin Laden stated that he first conceived the 
idea for the 9/11 attacks during the Lebanese civil war in 1982, when (in his opinion) American 
hegemony had, once again, reared its ugly head with the insertion of the U.S. military forces into 
the Lebanese capital of Beirut. 


The editors of this book acknowledge bin Laden as a master of media manipulation.  Al Qaeda’s 
operations and success on the world stage of public opinion have greatly benefitted from timely 
use and exploitation of the media – especially television.  Since Operations Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm, the Arab media has grown and consolidated in the Middle East.  This has worked to 
al Qaeda’s advantage.  The organization can and often does use the Qatari news network Al-
Jazeera as its global, television voice.   


Today, Osama bin Laden views himself and his al Qaeda as the manifestation of all the legitimate 
frustration, resentment, and anger harbored by Muslims in the world that cannot effectively be 
expressed or addressed by lawful government institutions.  Al Qaeda in a sense has the free 
world over a barrel - in order to fight al Qaeda in the most effective manner, either the problems of 
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the Middle East have to be solved or all of the televisions need to be unplugged, neither of which 
is bound to happen. 


Once the editors have set the stage for Osama bin Laden’s life and militant evolution, they expose 
us to his beliefs, opinions, and goals in his own words. 


 


THE WORDS OF OSAMA BIN LADEN 


Key excerpts from the writings of Osama bin Laden are summarized below: 


□  From “The Arab Companion’s Den in Afghanistan” - 1991: 


■ Osama points out that during the Afghan-Soviet war, the Afghans welcomed the Arabs as  
fellow Muslim guests but never really had confidence in their abilities to stay the course and 
fight effectively as an Arab force.  Osama expressed his frustrations with his fellow Arab 
fighters in Afghanistan who would regularly go back home to the Middle East when winter 
arrived. He believed that being a freedom fighter meant enduring both the war and the bitter 
cold.  The absence of true religious commitment on the part of his fellow Arabs both 
aggravated and alarmed Osama. 


■ The most significant (and one of the only) battles in which the Arabs participated was  that of 
Jalalabad in May 1987.  Osama realized that Arab participation in this battle was very 
important because Jalalabad was one of the principal cities in Afghanistan and very close to 
the capital city of Kabul.  It was one of the few instances in which the Arabs gained the respect 
of the Afghani warlords with whom they fought alongside.  


□   From his writings Declaration of Jihad Against the Americans Occupying the Land of 
 the Two Holy Sanctuaries - 1996: 


 ■ “Each of you knows the injustice, oppression, and aggression the Muslims are suffering from 
 the Judeo-crusading alliance and its lackeys.  The blood of Muslims no longer has a price; 
 their goods and money are offered up for their enemies to pillage.  Their blood is flowing in 
 Palestine, Iraq and Lebanon . . . not to mention the massacres in Tajikistan, Burma, Kashmir, 
 Assam, the Philippines, Pattani, Ogaden, Somalia, Eritrea, Chechnya and Bosnia-
 Herzegovina, where Muslims have been the victims of atrocious acts of butchery.”2 


■ Osama told his readers that the American occupation of the Saudi Arabian holy land near 
the cities of Mecca and Medina in 1990 was the latest in an ongoing list of insults against true 
followers of Islam.  He said that to expel the Americans from holy Muslim soil was the first and 
most important duty of every true follower of Islam.  He called upon all Muslims put aside the 
differences that separated them and combine their strengths and energies towards the defeat 
of the Americans wherever they may find them. 


                                                             


2 Ibid, page 47. 
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■ Osama chastised the U.S. government officials for telling their citizens that there would 
never be any retreat from the cowardly terrorists.  Bin Laden pointed out that such statements 
were laughable.  He cited the U.S. withdrawal from Beirut, Lebanon, in 1983 just days after 
241 marines were killed in a Hezbollah suicide bombing attack.  Bin Laden called the 
Americans cowards and told Muslims that America could be defeated because it did not have 
the will to keep up the fight to the end. 


□   From a CNN interview with Osama bin Laden – 1997: 


 ■ When asked for his main criticism with the Saudi royal family, bin Laden replied that Saudi 
 Arabia and the Arabian Peninsula in general remained subservient to the United States.  By 
 allying itself with the U.S., the Saudi regime had acted against Islam.  Based upon
 Shari’a law, this placed the Saudi regime outside of the Islamic, religious community.   


 ■ When asked about his future plans, bin Laden told the reporter that he would see and hear 
 about them in the media when they occurred. 


 ■ Bin Laden stated that the mere mention of the name of Bill Clinton or that of the U.S. 
 government provoked revulsion and disgust among true Muslims like himself.  He stated that 
 the mention of names such as Bush and Clinton conjured up pictures of children being 
 mutilated and killed in the Middle East by American and Israeli actions.  He warned American 
 mothers that if they truly cared for their sons they would object to American foreign policies 
 and the American president. 


□ From his writings World Islamic Front Statement Urging Jihad Against Jews and                                                                                                        
Crusaders - 1998: 


■ Osama wrote that there existed three, well-proven and indisputable facts upon which all men 
had to agree: (1) the U.S. had continued to occupy the Arabian Peninsula – the most holy of all 
Islamic lands – for many years after Operations Desert Storm and Shield; (2) With all of the 
destruction and devastation inflicted on the Iraqi people in the Gulf War, the U.S. led sanctions 
added insult to injury and caused more Iraqi Muslims to suffer needlessly; (3) the war aims of 
America were both religious and economic, serving the causes of the Jews and drawing 
attention away from the Jewish occupation of Jerusalem and the murder of Muslims by Jews 
across the Middle East.  Bin Laden stated that American action throughout the 1990s 
constituted a declaration against God, Islam, and all Muslims. 


■ Based upon his opinions as stated in the paragraph above, Osama bin Laden issued a fatwa 
or religious opinion to all true Muslims.  Bin Laden told Muslims in his fatwa that killing 
Americans and their allies – both military and civilian - whenever and wherever possible was 
the true duty of every individual Muslim.  In the name of God, he called upon all Muslims to kill 
Americans and plunder their possessions wherever and whenever they might find them.  
Osama told Muslims that God would reward them for these actions. 
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□ From an interview with Al Jazeera television - 1998: 


 ■ When asked what he sought, bin Laden replied that he wanted what was right for any human 
 being – for Muslim lands to be liberated from the American enemy that continually deprived 
 Muslims of their manhood.  


 ■ Bin Laden told fellow Muslims that the leaders of the Arab states in the Middle East lied to 
 their people when they told them that the Americans would only occupy their lands for a few 
 months.  (At the time of this interview U.S.-lead coalition forces had been in the Gulf for nine 
 years after Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm). 


□ From Bin Laden’s Tactical Recommendations - 2002: 


 ■ Bin Laden begins by reminding Muslims about the many defeats that they had dealt to the 
 infidels.  He cited (1) the withdrawal of the Soviet Union from Afghanistan in 1989; (2) the 
 Russian defeat at the hands of Islamists in the breakaway Republic of Chechnya; (3)  the 
 American retreat from Beirut, Lebanon, in 1983 after more than 200 Marines were killed in a 
 suicide bomb attack; (4) America’s withdrawal from Somalia after the brief fight there; (5) the 
 attack in the Saudi  Arabian capital of Riyadh that killed four Americans; (6) the Khobar 
 Towers attack that killed nineteen American servicemen and wounded four hundred more; (7) 
 the bombing of the two U.S. embassies in Africa; and (8) the successful attack in Yemen 
 against the USS Cole. 


 ■ Bin Laden stated that after all of these attacks, the leaders in Washington, DC still do not get 
 it.  They refused to change U.S. foreign policies that oppressed and humiliated Muslims in their 
 own lands.  He said the 9/11 attacks were perpetrated to finally get the attention of the 
 Americans and their leaders.  “And so, thanks to the enemy’s aircraft, they undertook a brave 
 and beautiful operation, unprecedented in the history of humanity, and struck down America’s 
 totems.  They hit at the heart of the Department of Defense; they struck the American 
 economy with full force, rubbed America’s nose in the dirt, and dragged its arrogance through 
 the mud.”3 


□ From Bin Laden’s Second Letter to the Muslims of Iraq - 2003: 


 ■ Bin Laden told Iraqis to rejoice because America was sinking in a quagmire in Iraq.  


 ■ He cautioned Iraqis not to support the American occupiers of their lands, stating that any 
 Iraqi who chose to do so was a collaborator and a traitor to Islam and his Muslim brothers.    


 ■ He told Iraqis that the new, U.S.-installed government in Iraq was nothing more than  
 another American, puppet regime serving the strategic goals of the United States and Israel.    


 ■ Bin Laden told the Iraqis not to be intimidated by America’s huge numbers, because post-
 9/11, the U.S. continued to deteriorate economically and militarily. 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 63. 
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□ From Bin Laden’s Message to the American People – 2004: 


■ Bin Laden denied that he and others like him hated freedom as George Bush had espoused 
on many occasions.  He made the case that if followers of al Qaeda hated freedom, then why 
did they not attack countries like Sweden?  It was not American freedom that bin Laden 
objected to but American foreign policy that humiliated and subjugated Muslims in their own 
lands. It was not American freedoms but American foreign policies that al Qaeda sought to 
target and change. Bin Laden told Americans that as long as they wanted to lay waste to 
Muslim lands, Muslims would attempt to do the same to them and their country. 


■ Bin Laden stated that when America militarily supported Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 
1982, the bombardment by the U.S. Sixth Fleet resulted in the killing and maiming of countless 
Lebanese, Muslim women and children.  When he viewed the carnage, bin Laden decided that 
America must be punished and looked to the day when a 9/11 attack could be  perpetrated.  
Osama said that, based upon U.S. military actions in the Middle East in support of the Jewish 
State, what America called freedom and democracy was simply state sponsored terrorism 
against Muslims.  And the actions of his al Qaeda – to stop the state sponsored killing of 
Muslim women and children, was labeled by the free world as “terrorism” and “intolerance.” 


■ Bin Laden said that if America changed its foreign policy to one in which Muslim lands were 
not occupied and Muslims were not oppressed and slain, the U.S. would enjoy the same 
security it had before 9/11. 


■ Bin Laden warned that just as the Muslim guerilla warriors bled the great Soviet Union dry in 
Afghanistan, so it continued to bleed America dry and will continue to do so until America was 
driven into bankruptcy.  He pointed out that the 9/11 operation cost $500,000 and cost the 
America tax payers five hundred billion dollars in financial losses.  For every dollar al Qaeda 
had spent planning and conducting the 9/11 attacks, it had reaped a return of $1 million on its 
investment, not to mention lost jobs and a subsequent spiraling U.S. deficit.  


■ He summed up by reminding Americans that their security was not in he hands of Bush or 
Kerry, but in their own hands. 


 


ABDALLAH AZZAM 


It is said that there is not a jihadist in the world who to some extent was not influenced or inspired 
by Abdullah Azzam’s life and teachings.  Azzam was born in 1941.  A Palestinian religious 
scholar, he is a central figure in the history of radial Islam in the 20th century. He is credited with 
being the organizer of Arab support to the Afghan mujahedeen during their 1980s struggle against 
the Soviet Union.  “Western analysts have described him as “the godfather of jihad,” while radical 
Islamists call him “the imam of jihad” because of his central role in the development of the global 
jihad movement that was born within the Afghan war.”4 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 81. 
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Azzam’s two most famous and widely-read books are The Defense of Muslim Territories and Join 
the Caravan. Considered classics in jihadist literature, these books call for global Islamist military 
efforts to defend Muslim lands. 


Abdullah Azzam’s family was religious but not fundamentalist or extremist in their practices and 
beliefs.  In fact, Azzam’s family often criticized him for his political views and extremism. He was 
always known as a child who was very intelligent and enjoyed reading.  He continually excelled in 
school, achieving beyond his current grade levels. Under the influence of a teacher whom he 
admired greatly - Shafiq Asad al-Hadi - Azzam joined the radical Muslim Brotherhood in the 
1950s.  Azzam was given a strict religious education by the teacher who introduced him into the 
Brotherhood.  He was introduced to many prominent members of the Palestinian movement who 
influenced him and strengthened his radicalism. 


In the early 1960s, Azzam traveled to Syria, enrolled at Damascus University to study Islam and 
sharia law. Azzam was deeply affected when his mentor, al-Hadi, passed away in 1964. He 
resolved to take up his leader’s cause for radical Islam and global jihad.   


Azzam earned his degree with honors in sharia studies from Damascus University in 1966.  He 
moved from Syria to the West Bank where he was employed as an elementary school teacher.  
He became a regular preacher in the mosques and often gave religious talks in the region 
surrounding the village in which he lived.  When Israel occupied the West Bank after the 1967 
war, Azzam and his family relocated to Jordan.  He and his family lived in a refugee camp, as was 
common for many Palestinians who were forced to leave their homes by the Israelis.  


By his own admission, Abdullah Azzam was a guerilla warrior against the Israelis.  For a year and 
a half he participated in the Palestinian jihad. He performed well as a warrior and became chief of 
one of the Palestinian jihad’s military bases. 


From 1971 through 1973, Azzam studied in Cairo, Egypt, to obtain his doctorate degree.  While 
studying in Cairo – the birthplace of the Muslim Brotherhood to which he belonged – Azzam was 
further immersed in the Islamist movement.  He made many friends and powerful contacts while in 
Cairo.  Azzam departed Egypt in 1973 with a very prestigious doctorate degree in Islamic law from 
Al-Azhar University. He returned to Jordan to work and became a university professor.  In addition 
to his duties within the university, Azzam continued to preach and give lectures at every 
opportunity.  He even traveled to the United States and lectured as a guest of the American 
Muslim Student Association. 


By the end of the 1970s, Azzam’s lectures and preaching became more radical and critical of the 
Jordanian government.  Even though Jordanian authorities and the Muslim Brotherhood’s leaders 
enjoyed cordial relations, the government was keeping a close eye on Islamist militants.  
Eventually, Jordanian authorities threatened to jail Azzam if he did not tone down his rhetoric.  
Azzam was confident that due to his great popularity, the Jordanians would not arrest him.  
Eventually, Azzam was dismissed as a professor at the university.  Since the Jordanian security 
services were watching him closely and preventing him from preaching. Azzam decided to leave 
Jordan and relocate in Saudi Arabia in the early 1980s.  While in Saudi Arabia, Azzam met and 
was greatly influenced by Sheikh Kamal al-Sinaniri who told him that his destiny was to go to 
Afghanistan and support the jihad against the Soviets.  Sinaniri was also a member of the Muslim 
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Brotherhood.  Coincidentally, there existed in Islamabad, Afghanistan, a university funded by 
Saudi King Saud.  Azzam asked to be transferred there to teach. His request was granted, and he 
moved to Islamabad in 1981. 


In Afghanistan, Azzam taught, preached and became champion for the cause of the Muslim world 
sending fighters and money to support the Afghans in their struggle against the Soviets. Azzam 
was so passionate and effective that he became known as the heart and brains of the jihad in 
Afghanistan.  Yet Azzam became disillusioned and disappointed with the poor response from his 
Arab brothers.  His efforts were not producing the numbers of warriors in support of the Afghan 
cause that he desired.  By the mid-1980s, no more than twenty Arab men had rallied to fight for 
their Afghan, Muslim brothers.  In his book published in 1984, The Defense of Muslim Territories, 
Azzam asserted his authority as a degreed religious scholar and stated that support of the Afghan 
jihad was an individual religious obligation (fard ‘ayn) for every Muslim in the world.  Upon the 
publishing of his decree, he quarreled with his fellow Muslim Brothers.  The Brothers did not want 
to send fighters but preferred to provide financial and humanitarian support.  The disagreement 
became so heated that Azzam’s membership in the Muslim Brotherhood was suspended.  After 
the break with the Brotherhood, Abdullah Azzam left Islamabad and relocated in Peshawar, 
Pakistan, where it was more expeditious to recruit warriors for the Afghan cause.  It was in 
Peshawar that Azzam linked up with Osama bin Laden and established the precursor to al Qaeda 
called the Service Bureau or maktab al-khadamat.  


The mission of the Azzam/bin Laden Service Bureau was simple.  It existed to facilitate the arrival 
of Arab volunteer fighters and distribute of the new recruits to various Afghan training camps and 
battlefields. Azzam was the director.  The Service Bureau was comprised of four committees: 
training, military affairs, health services and logistics. 


A big break for Azzam and bin Laden came in 1984 when one of the most revered Afghan 
mujahedeen leaders, Abdul Rasul Sayyaf, established a training camp solely for the Arab recruits 
in Afghanistan. By 1986, thousands of Arab recruits began coming to Peshawar for training and 
assignments. This is when the first of many strong disagreements between Azzam and bin Laden 
developed.  Azzam wanted to send Arab volunteers to train and fight with the Afghan 
mujahedeen.  Bin Laden on the other hand desired to form an all-Arab fighting force.  It was over 
this disagreement that bin Laden made his move away from his mentor and towards becoming an 
independent actor in Afghanistan.  In October of 1986, Osama established what he called the 
“companions’ den” to exclusively train Arab warriors. 


Between 1985 and 1989, Azzam and his entourage traveled to the United States, visiting many 
American cities to solicit support and raise funds in support of the Afghanis.  As Azzam traveled 
and lectured within the U.S., his sermons were filled with anti-Western rhetoric and opposition to 
American foreign policy in the Middle East. 


Early in the morning of Friday, November 24, 1989, Azzam and his two sons were killed when a 
bomb exploded in their car as it traveled to mosque services down a main street in Peshawar, 
Pakistan.  To this day, the perpetrators of the plot remain unknown.  It is widely suspected that 
Osama bin Laden ordered the assassination. Azzam had wanted Arab fighters to remain in 
Afghanistan and support the war efforts there, but Bin Laden wanted to expand military operations 
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to the Middle East.  In order to resolve the issue, it is thought that bin Laden had Azzam taken out 
of the picture. 


 


THE WORDS OF ABDULLAH AZZAM 


□ From Azzam’s The Defense of Muslim Territories Constitutes the First Individual Duty – 
1984: 


 ■ Azzam wrote that children could fight in the jihad without their parents’ permission.  He said 
 that a wife could also fight without permission from her husband. 


 ■ Azzam told his readers that offensive jihad (jihad al-talab)5  calls for true followers of Islam to 
 attack unbelievers in their own countries.   


 ■ He said that defensive jihad (jihad al-daf)6 called for the expulsion of non-believers from 
 Muslim territories. 


□ From Azzam’s Join the Caravan – 1988: 


 ■ Azzam maintained in this book that some of the main reasons Muslims had to participate in 
 jihad included fear of hell, the fulfillment of God’s will, the expansion of Islam, the defense of 
 those oppressed, and the holiness of martyrdom. 


 ■ Azzam maintained that if jihad was simply an occasional occurrence, the Prophet would not 
 have told all Muslims of the world that until the Judgment Day, “Whoever dies without having 
 fought (in a jihad) or prepared his soul for battle, dies on a branch of hypocrisy.”7 


 ■ Abdullah Azzam told fellow Muslims that not to participate in jihad was as serious an offense 
 against God as not fasting without permission during the holy month of Ramadan. 


 ■ He warned wealthy benefactors of jihad that simply giving money to the cause was no 
 substitute in the eyes of God for risking one’s life.  To Azzam, just giving money to the cause of 
 jihad without actually risking one’s life for the cause of jihad was no better than paying a 
 person to fast in one’s place.  


 ■ Azzam maintained that the only ones exempt from participating in jihad were those who were 
 sick, infirmed, blind, children who had not yet reached puberty, and the elderly.8 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 106. 


6 Ibid, page 106. 


7 Ibid, page 116. 


8 Ibid, page 123. 
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□ From Azzam’s Morals and Jurisprudence of Jihad: 


 ■ Fighting is always legitimate when it is done to spread the word of God and save all of 
 mankind from the darkness. 


 ■ When dealing with prisoners, the imam has the right to decide among execution, slavery, 
 pardon, ransom, or freedom in exchange for a monetary sum. 


■ In order to be a martyr and achieve the rewards God offers for such a sacrifice, specific 
conditions must be met.  The martyr must have died in the defense of Islam. The martyr must 
have demonstrated courage and endurance.  He must have died while attacking, not 
retreating.  


 ■ A martyr’s body must not be washed before burial. 


 ■ No funeral prayers need be said over the body of a martyr, because they are alive in that 
 they have been elevated, and all of their sins forgiven at the time that they gave their life for 
 God. 


□ From Azzam’s To the Young Muslims of the United States – 1988: 


 ■ Azzam expressed his appreciation for the initiatives of American Muslims to raise money for 
 the jihad in Afghanistan.  He complimented American Muslims on the “Help Free Afghanistan” 
 T-shirts made in Orlando, Florida, which were sold from the back of vans across the United 
 States.  He praised the American Muslim community in Tucson, Arizona, for its support  of the 
 Afghan jihad. He thanked Muslims of the Al-Faruq mosque in Brooklyn, New York for their 
 support.  He thanked all of his American Muslim brothers who helped to organize his trips 
 within the U.S., accompany him from city to city, and endure the many difficulties he 
 experienced while in the United States. 


□ From Azzam’s The Solid Base - 1988: 


 ■ Azzam wrote, “I have deduced that a fundamental rule for the creation of Islamic society: 
 such a society cannot be founded without a movement that has been forged in the fire of trials, 
 and unless its members have developed in the heat of conflict.”9  Azzam believed that only 
 through struggle and tribulation would a man’s true spirit shine and his full energies emerge. 


 ■ Abdullah Azzam felt that all warriors of God had to receive their religious indoctrination and 
 training before taking up arms for the cause.  This was to avoid groups of armed men 
 becoming nothing more than unruly gangs absorbed in their own selfishness.  He believed that 
 without a strong and reinforced religious education, long battles and extreme sacrifice could 
 not be sustained among the warriors. 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 141. 







© Copyright 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


13 


 ■ Azzam said that strong leadership was essential in order to confront and negate temptations 
 and compromises that often surfaced among warriors during armed conflict. He felt that 
 warriors were most vulnerable to compromising their religion and their cause when victory 
 was in sight. 


 ■ Azzam stressed the importance of supporting the base in Afghanistan with personal and 
 financial contributions.  He emphatically stated that this was every true Muslim’s duty under 
 God.  He felt it necessary to continue the jihad for as long as it took to see the creation of the 
 Islamic state. 


 


AYMAN AL-ZAWAHIRI 


The editors are of the opinion that Ayman al-Zawahiri typifies the contemporary, Sunni Muslim, 
radical Islamist.  His life is one of much pain and suffering during many years of captivity in 
Egyptian jails.  He joined the Egyptian jihadist movement when he was only fifteen years old, in 
order to help overthrow the Egyptian government and establish an Islamic state in its place.  For 
nearly thirty years, from various locations such as Egypt, Sudan, and Afghanistan, al-Zawahiri 
dedicated his life to toppling the Egyptian government, especially during the years of Hosni 
Mubarak’s presidency. In the late 1990s, he shifted his priorities from Egypt to the struggle against 
the United States.  Al-Zawahiri is the brains of al Qaeda and is thought by many to be the true 
mastermind behind the 9/11 attacks. 


Ayman al-Zawahiri was born in Cairo, Egypt in 1951.  He came from a well-to-do, very prestigious 
family.  His great uncle had been a renowned and revered imam of Al-Azhar University, 
considered to be a mainstay of Sunni Islam worldwide. Zawahiri’s father held a post as the head 
of Cairo University’s Faculty of Literature.  Relatives on his mother’s side included influential 
politicians.  Al-Zawahiri could have had a very successful and comfortable life if he had exercised 
the conventional life choices available to him.   


Ayman al-Zawahiri was profoundly influenced by an event that took place in Egypt in 1966.  
Sayyid Qutb, founder of the twentieth century Islamist movement, writer, thinker, and role model 
for many young Islamists such as Zawahiri, was condemned to death and hanged by the Egyptian 
government for his participation in a 1954 plot to assassinate Egyptian president Nasser.  A 
member of the Muslim Brotherhood, Qutb worked for the creation of an Islamic state in Egypt.  
Men like Nasser and their governments opposed the goals of the Muslim Brotherhood and, at 
times, outlawed the existence of the organization in Egypt.  At the time of Qutb’s execution, 
Islamic circles around the world were overflowing with conversation centered on Qutb’s life, 
teachings, books and martyrdom.  Al-Zawahiri’s political awareness, fervor and commitment to 
radical Islam were all reinforced by Qutb’s death.  In his book, In the Shade of the Quran, which 
lays the framework for his ideology and radical views on Islam, al-Zawahiri dedicates an entire 
passage to the great influence that Sayyid Qutb had on him and the entire Egyptian, jihadist 
movement. 


Egyptian President Anwar Sadat was assassinated by Islamists in October 1981.  The 
government rounded up hundreds of suspects implicated in the plot.  Al-Zawahiri was one of the 
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many arrested and jailed.  The experience of prison traumatized al-Zawahiri.  He was frequently 
tortured and beaten by his captors. While under torture, al-Zawahiri broke and betrayed his close 
friend and fellow Islamist, Isam al-Qamari.  Al-Qamari was subsequently arrested, jailed, escaped, 
and was killed in a gun battle as authorities attempted to re-arrest him.  Al-Zawahiri has never 
gotten over the guilt he feels to this day for his weakness and betrayal. 


Ayman al-Zawahiri was released from prison in 1984 and left Egypt for Saudi Arabia.  There, he 
worked as a medical doctor in a clinic while preparing to travel to Peshawar, Pakistan and 
ultimately on to Afghanistan in support of the jihad against the Soviets.  When he arrived in 
Peshawar, he should have paid his respects to Abdullah Azzam.  He did not.  Instead, he sought 
out the up-and-coming protégé to Azzam, Osama bin Laden.  As the relationship between bin 
Laden and Zawahiri grew stronger, Zawahiri installed his Egyptian followers into key positions 
around bin Laden.  Both Azzam and Zawahiri competed for bin Laden’s favor.  The competition 
grew to be so fierce that Zawahiri began circulating rumors that Azzam was an American spy. 


In 1988, Osama bin Laden, supported by al-Zawahiri, founded the organization that is today 
known as “al Qaeda” (the base).  Many of the initial al Qaeda members were followers of Zawahiri 
and members of the Egyptian Islamic Jihad group.  Due to Zawahiri’s efforts, al Qaeda had from 
its inception a strong Egyptian representation among its ranks, as well as influence over the 
group’s goals and ideologies. 


The formation of al Qaeda in 1988 also sealed the break between Azzam and bin Laden. When 
Azzam and his two sons were killed on November 24, 1989, both bin Laden and Zawahiri were 
thought to be behind the murders.  To this day, their alleged implication has yet to be proven. 


When the Soviets finally departed Afghanistan in 1989, the turf battles among the Afghani war 
lords picked up right where they had left off before the war’s inception.  Bin Laden wanted no part 
of internal Afghani feuding.  He and Zawahiri searched for another haven.  Sudan appeared ideal.  
The Sudanese government was looking for funding to develop its infrastructure and bin Laden 
was looking for a safe refuge for al Qaeda and its training camps.  Osama had the funds and 
Sudan had the location.  Bin Laden, Zawahiri and senior al Qaeda leaders moved from Kabul, 
Afghanistan, to Khartoum, Sudan. 


In 1995, Zawahiri and the Egyptian Islamic jihad group executed a bold plot to assassinate 
Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak during his visit to Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  The plot failed, and 
the Egyptian government once again came down hard on Islamists and the groups with whom 
they associated.  The United States and Egypt put pressure on the Sudanese government to oust 
al Qaeda.  At the same time, al Qaeda in Sudan had developed into a state within a state, and the 
Sudanese were becoming uncomfortable with al Qaeda’s growing clout and power in their 
country.  Bin Laden, Zawahiri and their followers were forced to leave Sudan in 1996.  Bin Laden 
returned to Afghanistan and allied with the Taliban to set up al Qaeda training camps and support 
bases.  Al-Zawahiri made trips across Europe.  He was arrested by Russian authorities in 
Dagestan but was released.  It was after this arrest that Zawahiri decided the safest place for him 
and his followers was Afghanistan. 


Zawahiri linked up once again with bin Laden in Afghanistan.  Here, Zawahiri signed a joint 
agreement with Osama establishing the World Islamic Front for Jihad against Jews and 
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Crusaders. This agreement also continued the fatwa which called for the killing of Jews and 
Americans whenever and wherever Muslims could do so. 


The mainstream media paid little attention to Zawahiri prior to 9/11.  Most Americans first became 
cognizant of the man when he appeared next to Osama bin Laden in a videotape first aired on Al 
Jazeera television on October 7, 2001.  Thought to have been killed in the battle of Tora Bora 
(when the U.S. coalition invaded Afghanistan and gave chase to both the Taliban and al Qaeda) 
Zawahiri once again reappeared in front of the TV cameras in October of 2002.  Since then, 
Zawahiri has been a regular (if self-invited) guest on Al Jazeera’s programs.   


Al-Zawahiri’s most popular book is entitled Knights Under the Prophet’s Banner. His writings 
encourage fighting the Christians,  Jews and Muslims who do not follow the true path of Islam.  He 
said that al Qaeda in Iraq would only target Muslims who aided and abetted the Americans in 
either word or deed. 


THE WORDS OF AYMAN AL-ZAWAHIRI 


□ From Zawahiri’s Advice to the Community to Reject the Fatwa of Sheikh Bin Baz 
 Authorizing Parliamentary Representation – early 1990’s: 


■ Zawahiri stated that in Islam, sovereignty belonged to God alone.  He viewed democracies 
as usurping power from God and giving it to the people.  Democratic nations make their 
citizens equal to God and his laws, which is contradictory and unacceptable to true Muslims.  
Zawahiri wrote, “As you can see, my dear Muslim brother, democracy is based on the principle 
of the power of creatures over other creatures, and rejects the principle of God’s absolute 
power over all creatures; it is also based on the idea that men’s desires, whatever they may 
be, replace God absolutely. . .”10 


□ From Zawahiri’s Knights Under the Prophet’s Banner – 2001: 


 ■ Zawahiri wrote that the followers of Islam must take the battle to the enemies; specifically, 
 the United States, Russia and Israel.  He said that all three nations must be made to pay 
 dearly for their policies and actions against Muslims. 


 ■ He stressed the importance of martyrdom operations on all fronts.  Zawahiri wrote that the 
 only language understood by the West was that of death and destruction.  Islamists must 
 seek to inflict maximum casualties and physical damage with each suicide attack.  According 
 to Zawahiri, martyrdom operations are the most successful ways in which to physically and 
 psychologically damage the enemies. 


 ■ Zawahiri wrote, “Liberating the Muslim community, attacking enemies of Islam and waging a 
 jihad against them require a Muslim authority, established on Muslim territory, which raises the 


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 187. 
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 banner of jihad and rallies Muslims around it.”11  He said that the ultimate goal of the jihad was 
 to establish the caliphate and drive the invaders from all Muslim lands. 


□ From Zawahiri’s Loyalty and Separation: Changing an Article of faith and Losing Sight of 
 Reality – 2002: 


■ Zawahiri reminded his readers and followers that collaborating with unbelievers was a grave 
sin against Islam.  He quoted from the Quran, page after page, to reinforce the fact that those 
who ally with the Christians and the Jews rather than the Muslims were no better than the 
Christians and Jews in God’s eyes and would be condemned by God. 


 ■ Zawahiri told Muslims that God commanded them not to befriend Christians or Jews.  Any 
 Muslim who took a Christian or Jew as his friend became a Christian or Jew and was a traitor 
 to Islam. 


■ Zawahiri wrote that each and every Muslim land was like its own country.  If any unbelievers 
entered and occupied Muslim lands, every Muslim’s obligation was to conduct defensive jihad 
and drive the occupiers from Muslim lands.   


 ■ The United Nations is an immoral institution.  Muslims should not be a part of it nor should 
 they abide by its rulings.  The United Nations is ruled by the world’s most renowned criminal 
 states which control its Security Council.  


 ■ Zawahiri often quotes the word of God from the Quran to back up his mandates to his fellow 
 Muslims. Quotes from he Quran such as,” O you who believe! Take not the Jews and the 
 Christians for your friends and protectors:  they are but friends and protectors to each other.  
 And he amongst you that turns to them (for friendship) is of them.”12 


 ■ Often in his writings, Zawahiri reminded Muslims that they need not seek permission from 
 anyone to participate in jihad against the Jews and the Christians.  Jihad is an individual duty 
 commanded by God, and never requires permission from any mortal man. 


 


ABU MUSAB AL-ZARQAWI 


From 2003 until his death in 2006, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi was the leader of al Qaeda of the Two 
Rivers (Tigris and Euphrates) in Iraq.  He defied the power of the United States, fueled the jihad 
against it in Iraq, and personally severed the heads of Americans such as the journalist Daniel 
Pearl. A Jordanian, Zarqawi is credited with igniting and perpetuating a civil war between Iraqi 
Sunni and Shiite Muslims.  He was targeted and killed by American air-dropped bombs on June 7, 
2006. 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 205. 


12 Ibid, page 231. 







© Copyright 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


17 


Zarqawi did not seek personal fame.  He was simply a devoted, Islamist warrior who accused 
George W. Bush of lying to the American people about the way the war in Iraq was progressing, 
opposed the formation of an Iraqi parliament, and recruited Iraqis to join the guerilla war 
movement against the Americans and their coalition. 


Zarqawi was born in 1966 and was one of a family of three sons and seven daughters.  He never 
received any secondary secular or religious education.  He was a jihadist who unexpectedly 
worked his way to leadership from the jihadist rank and file. 


In 1989, Zarqawi lived in the dormitories of Azzam’s and bin Laden’s Service Bureau in Peshawar, 
Pakistan.  After the defeat of the Soviet Union, he fought for one of the feuding Afghan war lords, 
Gulbuddin Hekmatyar. He returned to Jordan in 1993, where he was arrested a year later for 
possession of firearms and false documents.  He was convicted and sentenced to fifteen years in 
prison.  In March of 1999, Zaqawi was freed under an amnesty program and returned to Pakistan.  
During their years in Pakistan and Afghanistan, Zaqawi and bin Laden became close associates, 
but Zarqawi never permitted himself to be subservient to bin Laden’s authority. 


Abu Musab Zarqawi did well in the al Qaeda organization and progressed through the ranks.  By 
2000, he was in charge of an Islamist training camp in western Afghanistan.  He stayed busy 
planning attacks in his native Jordan.  The attack on an American hotel in the Jordanian capital of 
Amman, the assassination of U.S. diplomat Laurence Foley, and a thwarted chemical weapons 
attack in Amman are all credited to Abu Musab Zarqawi. 


The United States publically identified Zarqawi as the leader of al Qaeda in Iraq in a statement 
issued by then Secretary of State, Colin Powell, when he addressed the United Nations on 
February 5, 2003: “Iraq today harbors a deadly terrorist network headed by Abu Musab Zarqawi, 
an associate and collaborator of Osama bin Laden and his lieutenants.”13 


After the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in March 2003, Zarqawi ramped up his attacks against the 
American and British forces.  He kidnapped and beheaded foreign hostages and posted videos of 
the executions on the Internet.  After he beheaded American Nicholas Berg, Zarqawi was quoted 
as saying, “Emissaries tried to save that infidel mule, offering us all the money we wanted . . . but 
we preferred to avenge our brothers and take revenge for our community. . .”14 One of the more 
brutal aspects of Zarqawi was his willingness to execute Iraqi Shiite Muslims who in any way 
aided or abetted the coalition forces. 


Abu Musab Zarqawi reaffirmed his allegiance to Osama bin Laden in a letter published in 2004.  
He said that his forces would work under the al Qaeda banner and comply with bin Laden’s 
orders.  In his letter he vowed to keep attacking Iraq Shiites, whom Zarqawi continually referred to 
as heretics and cunning enemies.  He also stated that his strategic goal was to upset the plans for 
a new Iraqi government. He feared that if the new Iraqi government came to fruition and became 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 245. 


14 Ibid, page 245. 
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organized,  he and his followers would eventually be forced to break camp, leave the country, and 
find another cause for which to fight. 


 


THE WORDS OF ABU MUSAB ZARQAWI 


□ From Zarqawi’s Letter to bin Laden and Zawahiri: 


■ Zarqawi said that the American situation in Iraq was bleak.  American losses were heavy, 
they remained too widely deployed across too vast an area, and the Iraq population had easy 
access to weapons and explosives.  He stated that the Americans would not leave Iraq no 
matter how much of their blood was spilled.  Once the government of Iraq  assumed 
responsibility for the lion’s share of Iraq’s security, the Americans would pull back to its Iraqi 
bases, but would never withdraw all together.   


■ Zarqawi divided the enemies of the believers into four categories: the Americans, the Kurds, 
the Iraqi soldiers/policemen/collaborators, and the heretics.  Americans he thought to be the 
most cowardly and the easiest to kill.  The Kurds were a thorn in his side and dealing with 
them was not a top priority, but one that Zarqawi placed on the back burner. He viewed Iraqi 
soldiers, policemen and collaborators as the eyes and ears of the occupiers who must be hit 
hard and continuously.  The heretics were the Shiite Muslims in Iraq.  Zarqawi believed that 
attacking the Shiite religious, political and military facets would result in enraging the Shiites in 
Iraq and force a civil war between Iraqi Sunni and Shiite Muslims.  Then many of the Shiite 
communities’ leaders could be eliminated. Zarqawi said that when the Shiites lose a leader, 
the community to which that dead leader belonged dies too.  With Sunni Muslims, though, 
another leader springs forth and the Sunnis are re-energized for the fight.  He was confident 
that the Sunnis would win a civil war in Iraq. 


 ■ Zarqawi believed that the best way for al Qaeda to win in Iraq was to keep up the attacks 
 against the heretics (Shiites) who supported the occupying forces.  He stated that God’s 
 religion is more precious than human lives and that Shiite blood must be spilled until they 
 submitted to the Sunnis. 


 ■ Zarqawi refused to recognize Shiites as Muslims.  To him they were blasphemers of Islam, 
 heretics, and infidels no different from the Americans or the Jews. 


■ He ends his letter to bin Laden and Zawahiri by saying that if the two men agreed with his 
plan to spill the blood of the Shiites, then Zarqawi and his followers in Iraq would fight under 
the al Qaeda banner and obey the orders of bin Laden and Zawahiri.  If not, Zawahiri would 
continue the fight on his own, without any quarrel with al Qaeda, and that the three men  would 
remain brothers. 
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Introduction 


The first Islamist attack against innocent school children occurred in the state of Israel on May 8, 
1970. A radical gunman opened fire on a school bus.  He killed nine children, three adults, and 
wounded nineteen others.  The world was at a loss to understand how anyone, regardless of how 
ruthless they might be, could kill children to make a political or religious statement. 


Entire nations become seized with paranoia and fear after a school is attacked.  Parents become 
afraid to send their kids to school. Governments are forced to overreact and spend huge sums of 
money in efforts to ensure that similar events do not re-occur. Oftentimes the public is not satisfied 
with the actions taken by their politicians.  People become angry and disenchanted with their 
government leaders.  All of this post-event fear and consternation play right into the hands of the 
terrorists.  Terrorists have proven that nothing traumatizes a population like attacks against school 
children.  That is why the threat of future school attacks, both world-wide and within the United 
States, is real. 


The Dorns are careful to remind their readers that though the threat of future attacks against our 
children remains credible, the chance of any one school, school bus, or group of students being 
targeted is extremely remote, even in Israel. 


While attending antiterrorism training in Israel, co-author Michael Dorn visited many Israeli 
museums and historical sites.  He noticed that whenever school children were out on a field trip, 
so too were Israeli soldiers with automatic weapons.  When Dorn asked the reason for such heavy 
protection, he was told that it was in response to two terrorist attacks where school children on 
their field trips were gunned down.  Armed guarding of school children is now standard operating 
procedure in Israel. 


Schools should prepare to deal with terror attacks primarily because of the impact such events 
have upon the children themselves, their families and the communities at large.  The all-hazards 
approach to school crisis management planning, as outlined by the U.S. Department of Education, 
provides schools and communities with the guidance they need to get the ball rolling. 


A large part of school crisis planning involves both the school’s working and personal relationships 
with organizations that will be needed to assist with a return to normalcy after a catastrophic 
event. Doctors, nurses, community mental health officials, grief counselors, and many others must 
communicate and come together to render post-event assistance.  


 


Chapter 1: History of School Terrorism Incidents 


Shortly after the Madrid, Spain, train bombings in 2004, police raided an apartment occupied by 
several of the terrorists who conducted the attacks.  They found plans to attack Spanish schools. 


The most horrific attack against school kids in the United States occurred in 1927.  A distraught 
school board member in Bath, Michigan, Andrew Kehoe, became angry at his fellow school board 
members.  He planted a large amount of dynamite under the floor of the Bath Consolidated 
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School.  He killed thirty-nine students and teachers and wounded dozens of others when he set 
off the explosives.  While the rescue effort was underway, Kehoe set off a second bomb in his 
pickup truck, killing himself, the superintendent of schools, one student and two bystanders.  
Andrew Keyhoe came unglued because school taxes had been raised, and he was about to lose 
his farm to foreclosure.   


The Dorns researched and listed in their book all of the known, school-related, terrorist events 
from 1968 through 2004:1 


 March 18, 1968:  A terrorist land mine exploded under a bus killing two children 
and wounding 28 in Israel. 


 May 8, 1970: Palestinian terrorists attacked an Israeli school bus resulting in 
twelve dead and nineteen crippled. 


 May, 1974:  Arab terrorists dressed as Israeli Defense Force soldiers attacked a 
school in Ma’a lot, Israel.  Twenty-two children were murdered. 


 1976: French Foreign Legion soldiers and police stormed a bus where twenty-
nine children were being held hostage on the border of Djibouti and Somalia.  
One child and five terrorists were killed in the rescue operation. 


 May, 1977: Four Moluccan terrorists took more than one hundred students and 
school employees hostage in an elementary school in Bovendsmilde, Holland.  


 May 1986: A husband and wife team took students and teachers hostage in an 
elementary school in Cokeville, Wyoming, using firearms and explosives.  One 
teacher was shot and killed, accidentally setting off the explosives and injuring 
students. 


 May, 1994: Chechens armed with grenades high jacked a school bus full of 
teachers, children and parents in Southern Russia. A ransom was paid and the 
hostages were released unharmed. 


 April, 1995: The Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City was blown up, killing 
children in the building’s day care center. 


 March, 1997: Seven Israeli school girls were shot and killed by a Jordanian 
soldier while on a field trip in Bakura, Jordan. 


 January, 1998: In Algiers, a busy street full of kids returning home after the 
school day was bombed, killing one and wounding several others. 


                                                             


1 Dorn, Michael and Chris. Innocent Targets: When terrorism Comes to Schools. Canada, Safe Havens International 
Inc., 2005, pages 34-39. 
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 March, 1998: The American School in Amman, Jordan was rocketed. 


 October, 1998: An Israeli jeep escorting a bus full of children was rammed by a 
car bomb, killing a soldier. 


 August, 1999: An individual fired on a childcare facility in a Jewish community 
center in Los Angeles, California. Several kids were killed. 


 November 2000: A bomb was exploded next to an Israeli school bus in the Gaza 
Strip, wounding five children. 


 April, 2001: A car bomb targeted a school bus in the West Bank.  No children 
were injured or killed. 


 May 30, 2001: A car bomb was detonated outside of an Israeli school in Netanya.  
Eight were injured. 


 September, 2001: Two died and several were injured when terrorist attacked a 
minibus full of school children near Adam’s Junction in Israel. 


 September, 2001: A bomb was thrown at a group of Catholic school girls walking 
to class through a Protestant neighborhood in Ireland.  Four police officers 
escorting the children were injured in the attack. 


 November, 2001: A Palestinian shot two students and wounded forty others 
when he opened fire on their bus with an M-16 rifle at a bus stop in Jerusalem. 


 March, 2002: A terrorist killed seven and wounded more than 24 when he blew 
himself up on a bus ridden by Arab and Jewish school children. 


 March, 2002:  Five students were killed and another twenty-three persons 
wounded when Palestinian terrorists attacked a high school in Israel. 


 May, 2002: A dozen kids were killed in Dagestan, Russia, when a remote control 
bomb was detonated when their bus drove over it. 


 June, 2002: Two students were killed and fifteen others wounded by an ethnic 
minority rebel in Thailand. 


 June 18, 2002: A homicide bomber blew himself up on an Israeli public transit 
bus carrying kids home from school.  Nineteen were killed and more than 
seventy were wounded. 


 November 21, 2002: Hamas claimed responsibility for eleven dead and nearly 
fifty others wounded in Israel when a man blew himself up on a public bus 
carrying many school children. 
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 April, 2003: An explosion set by Jewish terrorists in a West Bank, Palestinian 
school injured thirty students. 


 February 22, 2004:  A Fatah attack on an Israeli bus wounded eleven school 
children. 


 June 28, 2004: A Hamas-fired rocket killed one adult and one child when it hit a 
nursery school in Sderot, Israel. 


 September, 2004:  Chechen terrorists attacked Middle School Number 1 in 
Beslan, Russia, leaving hundreds dead. 


 November 8, 2004: A bomb was exploded in a Muslim elementary school in 
Eindhoven.  No kids were injured in the attack. 


Our authors tell us that while performing their research for this book, they discovered far more 
terror attacks against non-school targets.  Thus far, schools and school children have not been the 
preferred targets of terrorists. 


 


Chapter 2: The Tragedy at Beslan 


In the remote town of Beslan, Russia, on the first day of school in September, 2004, heavily 
armed and well-trained Chechen terrorists took more than 1,000 men, women and children 
hostage at the Beslan Middle School Number One.  Quickly herding the huge number of hostages 
into the school’s small gymnasium, the terrorists began to string explosive charges throughout the 
gym. So ruthless were the leaders of this terrorist band that they executed members of their own 
group who refused to shoot children when ordered to do so.  No food, water or medical supplies 
were allowed to be brought in for the more than 1,000 persons crammed into the small and 
overheated gym. After a 50 + hour stalemate, Russian military special operations forces attacked 
the school to free the hostages. After many hours of ferocious firefights, the ordeal ended.  


Officials estimate of the number killed at Beslan to be between 330 and 400.  In an email, 
Chechen leader Shamil Basayev took responsibility for the attack, stating that, though it was 
unfortunate that children were killed, Russian forces had killed or maimed more than 45,000 
Chechen children in five years of fighting in Chechnya. War was war.  


The world reacted in disbelief.  Even Muslim Chechens found the attack to be reprehensible.  
Many Chechen separatist leaders condemned the attack.  Hopefully, these condemnations 
provide evidence that even many terrorists and terrorist sympathizers abhor the killing of innocent 
children. 


One of the lessons learned from the Beslan attack is that schools and communities need to be 
prepared for worst-case scenarios and develop plans to mitigate and control bad situations.  Such 
critical functions as effective communications, medical response, crowd control, perimeter 
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security, rapid armed response, and added security at well-attended, high-visibility events are 
essential for the security of our children in this age of terror. 


 


Chapter 3: The Miracle of Bovendsmilde 


In May of 1977, a band of Moluccan terrorists armed with submachine guns and grenades took 
105 elementary school students, several teachers and the school’s principal hostage.   


Police and military officials tasked to resolve the standoff began negotiations with the terrorists. At 
one point the Moluccans became agitated and threatened to start tossing grenades at the kids.  
The principal and teachers made a pact that if a grenade was thrown; the adult closest to it would 
throw his or her body on top of it to protect the children.  The hostage negotiators were able to 
calm the gunmen down and the grenades were never exploded. 


The terrorists made impossible demands on the Dutch government in exchange for the safe 
release of the hostages.  Negotiators were successful in gaining the release of a few children as 
an act of good faith.  Then things became more complicated.  Many of the children began to get 
extremely ill.  Medical authorities thought it might be a spread of meningitis. The terrorists were 
not prepared to handle this scenario and began to panic.  Luckily, negotiators convinced the 
Moluccans to release those children who appeared to be seriously ill.  Upon close examination of 
the released children, meningitis was ruled out as the cause of the illnesses. 


The negotiations continued for two weeks.  Finally, authorities were concerned that the terrorists 
were growing weary of the experience and were ready to begin killing the hostages. The Royal 
Dutch Marines executed a brilliant rescue operation.  They drove an armored vehicle through one 
of the school walls to gain entry into the building.  Amazingly, the marines captured all four 
terrorists and saved all of the hostages without a single shot fired. 


The lesson learned from Bovensmilde is the need for well-trained, tactical assault teams to 
respond to hostage situations.  Bovensmilde provides a textbook example of how patient 
negotiations and timely and effective tactical response can save the day. This case also 
emphasizes the critical importance of coordination and collaboration between schools and first 
responders in planning and training for such an event. 


 


Chapter 4: Terrorism and Turkish Schools 


“According to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the Republic of Turkey, from 1984 to 1994, 217 
school teachers were abducted and murdered by the Worker’s Party of Kurdistan (PKK) in 
southeastern Turkey. . . roughly 700 schools were closed due to the murders of teachers and 
hundreds of school arsons carried out by the PKK.”2  The PKK even placed explosive devices on 


                                                             


2 Ibid, pages 53-54. 
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school playgrounds.  In 2003, a group of children found one of these devices, began playing with 
it, and detonated it, killing all four of them. 


The PKK was born in 1974 as part of an armed movement to force the Turkish government to 
establish an independent Kurdish state in southeastern Turkey.  During periods of unrest and 
instability in Turkey, the PKK carried out numerous terror attacks.  “The Turkish National Security 
Council tallied more than 43,000 incidents of terrorism and an average of 28 deaths per day due 
to acts of terror between 1978 and 1982.”3 


What happened during those brutal years of school terror in Turkey should concern us because 
the possibility of copycat acts being perpetrated by terrorists in other countries, to include the 
United States, is feasible. 


Once again, the Dorns emphasize the importance of parental and community involvement in 
insuring that the United States Department of Education and Jane’s models for school safety and 
crisis planning are implemented in every one of our school districts throughout the nation.  Some 
schools remain in denial and embrace the “it could never happen here” mentality. It is important to 
keep in mind that a terrorist attack against kids is both the worst case and most remote scenario.  
The Department of Education and Jane’s advocates all-hazards planning for schools.  It is 
important to keep in mind that any school can be the scene of a variety of disasters and 
emergency situations.  Not to be prepared to handle these events constitutes neglect and a 
serious oversight on the part of school officials and the communities whose children they are 
trusted to protect. 


 


Chapter 5: Why Terrorists Target School Children 


There are sound reasons why terrorists target school children.  Conversely, there are also good 
reasons why they choose not to do so. 


Schools are soft targets, ideal for terror attacks.  They are open areas, easily accessible, and an 
ideal place to take large numbers of hostages or create a mass casualty event.  Attacks against 
schools and children always draw maximum media coverage, thus providing the terrorists with 
plenty of free, global publicity for their cause.  School attacks evoke great emotional responses 
and result in a huge amount of psychological distress, fear, trauma and paranoia. 


Given that there are so many advantages attributed to terror attacks against schools and children, 
why don’t these types of assaults occur more often?  Any terrorist group that targets children runs 
a high risk of alienating people, governments and other organizations which may be currently be 
providing support to them.  Financial backing, hiding places, supplies and equipment, weapons, 
and training all come from a myriad of sources that need to be retained.  Additionally, attacks on 
children often result in more government resources being poured into counter-terror and anti-terror 
organizations, intelligence activities and search and destroy operations.  If the terrorists are trying 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 55. 
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to win minds, hearts and sympathy for their cause, attacks against a country’s children will not 
sustain long-term support. America’s on-going, counter-terror efforts and successes post- 9/11 
demonstrate the long-term pain and suffering that terrorists can bring upon themselves with just 
one attack. “There have been a number of instances where an aggressive governmental response 
has all but neutralized a previously powerful terrorist group, following an act of terrorism that 
shocked the consciousness of the public.”4   


Terrorists possess diverse value systems.  Some terrorists will kill children and others refuse to do 
so.  All are able to rationalize their horrific actions in support of their objectives.   


 


Chapter 6: The Importance of Effective Response 


Israeli government officials came to the conclusion long ago that if the government and the public 
reacted to terrorist attacks in the wrong manner, it could potentially cause more damage to Israeli 
society than the terror attacks themselves.  Israeli society has been taught to understand the 
ultimate aims and objectives of terrorist. Israelis do not play into the hands of their enemies.  
When a terror attack occurs, the Israelis refuse to permit it to destabilize their society, disrupt day-
to-day life, or adversely affect their economy.  


The state of Israel has grown to learn that, after a terror attack, a rapid return to normalcy is 
essential if the overall impact of the attack is to be minimized. After an attack, everything is 
cleaned up and returned to status quo within hours.  Shattered glass store fronts are replaced.  
Broken glass, body parts, blood stains on sidewalks and streets, damaged vehicles and debris 
from the detonations are all cleaned up and carried away within hours. Swift actions that result in 
a return to normalcy defeat the terrorist’s objective of a long-lasting, psychological effect upon the 
people. “A society that allows acts of terrorism to significantly disrupt how people function on a 
daily basis may increase the likelihood of future attacks and may cause significantly, magnified, 
negative effects from those attacks.”5 


Safe school planning not only minimizes injury and death in the event of a crisis situation, but also 
reduces the near and far term damages that result from such an experience.  In following the U.S. 
Department of Education’s and Jane’s safe schools models, the Dorns believe that communities 
can: 


 Maximize the use of all available resources, equipment and supplies. 


 Reduce costs associated with the implementation of safety measures. 


 Significantly reduce the risks of injury and death to staff, faculty and students. 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 63. 


5 Ibid, page 69. 
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 Hone communication and working relationships among school officials, law 
enforcement, fire departments, medical first responders and other emergency 
response entities. 


 Markedly increase emergency capabilities and response times. 


 Accelerate crisis event recovery and a return to normalcy. 


The conditioned response of the general public to any terrorist attack is crucial. Locally and 
nationally, the American people must come to fully understand the terrorist’s motivation, methods 
and objectives so as to not fall prey to their ultimate and long-term psychological objectives. 


Schools and communities must address planning and response issues before, not during or after 
a serious incident occurs. 


 


Chapter 7: School Buses and Terrorism 


A school bus full of children presents an extremely soft and easy target.  An assault upon a school 
bus does not require sophisticated weaponry, does not demand a lot of intelligence gathering 
(school bus routes are published), and can be carried out with relatively few and inexpensive 
resources.  


Federal agencies such as the Transportation Safety Administration (TSA) and the National 
Association of Pupil Transportation (NAPT) have been addressing the possibility of school bus 
attacks since 2001.  The Dorns discovered in their work and research that both school 
transportation authorities and law enforcement agencies are seriously concerned about the 
possibility of terror attacks against American school buses.  One reason for the worries is that in 
many other countries, children ride everyday, public transit buses to school.  In America, though, 
kids ride on ubiquitous, bright yellow buses, which are unmistakable even at a great distance. 


Post-9/11, many school transportation supervisors have initiated requirements for thorough 
background checks to be conducted for those applying for jobs as school bus drivers.  In 2004, 
the FBI arrested a school bus driver who possessed a hazardous materials driver’s license for 
making false statements during an interrogation conducted by members of the FBI’s joint terrorism 
task force. The driver, Mohammad Kamel Elzahabi, was known to have attended al Qaeda 
training camps in Afghanistan and possessed ties to al Qaeda. 


All too many schools fail to provide crisis action training for their school bus drivers. This must 
change.  Crisis management and response training for those who transport our kids to and from 
their schools should be mandatory.  One school district with which the Dorns worked had hidden 
switches installed in all of its buses.  By simply hitting the secret switch, lights would flash on the 
outside of the bus, signaling to law enforcement that there was an emergency situation unfolding 
inside. Some school districts and their supporting law enforcement agencies are way ahead of the 
preparation curve.  Many others, though, are not.   
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Schools must not forget to include pupil transportation safety into their overall, comprehensive 
crisis management and response planning. 


 


Chapter 8: What Can Schools Do? 


In a school crisis situation there is no second chance to get things right. The team either gets the 
job done or fails to do so. School and public safety officials know that success during crisis 
situations depends upon good planning, drills, exercises and training conducted on an annual, 
regularly scheduled basis BEFORE a crisis occurs. “School safety is the business not only of 
school officials, but of law enforcement officers, paramedics, firefighters, emergency management 
personnel public health officials, mental health professionals and a host of other local, state and 
federal experts.”6 


Michael and Chris Dorn emphasize that most credible, security professionals frown upon the 
development of plans solely designed to handle terrorist situations.  An all-hazards plan capable 
of dealing with any and all crisis situations is best. The authors are fans of the U.S. Department of 
Education’s Practical Information on Crisis Planning: a Guide for Schools and Communities 
(www.ed.gov/emergencyplan/). Developed over the course of a year by more than thirty security 
professionals from multiple disciplines, this document: 


 Highlights the need for school officials to ensure that emergency response     
officials from the local, state and federal levels are involved in their preparedness 
efforts. 


 Recommends that the all-hazards approach to school safety and crisis response 
planning be utilized. 


 Advises that our school plans be specifically tailored to the realities and needs of 
the schools and communities which they serve.  An off-the-shelf plan purchased 
from a vendor must still be augmented to address the specific concerns, 
resources and limitations of the purchasing school district. 


Mike and Chris Dorn tell us that, unfortunately, most schools have incomplete plans.  Many 
schools have emergency response plans but no prevention plans.  Any school plan should 
address the Department of Homeland Security’s four phases of emergency management: 


 Mitigation and Prevention 


 Preparedness 


 Response 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 84. 
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 Recovery 


The Dorns report that, in their professional experience and opinion, only one in one hundred 
school systems and private schools possess plans that address all four emergency management 
phases.  


Post 9/11, knowledge of and compliance with the Incident Command System (ICS) as defined and 
taught by our Department of Homeland Security is essential if schools and community first 
responders are to effectively command, control, and communicate during a crisis situation. “A 
school administrator who tries to manage a major incident, without understanding and working 
through the local incident command system, will fail.”7 


Parents and concerned citizens must ensure that their schools are moving in the proper direction 
with respect to planning, exercises, training and interagency cooperation and support.  The Dorns 
remind us that in doing our parts, the lives we save may be those of our own children. 


The best way to develop an effective and comprehensive school plan is to form a planning team, 
as recommended by the U.S. Department of Education.  The team must be led by a single person 
who has the time, connections, resources and clout to move the planning process in the right 
direction and keep it on track.  Seven sub-chairs should subsequently be assigned:8 


 Prevention and mitigation plan chair 


 Preparedness plan chair 


 Response plan chair  


 Recovery plan chair 


 Tactical site survey chair 


 Crisis response team chair 


 Exercise program chair 


School and community emergency response personnel should be selected to serve on each of the 
chairs. One individual may serve on more than one committee.  Within each community, the talent 
should be allocated where it can best be brought to bear. 


One of the easiest and yet most critical portions of the plan to develop is the prevention and 
mitigation one.  This plan is a compilation of policies, procedures and measures already in place 
to prevent and mitigate crisis situations such as fires, floods, and acts of violence. 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 86. 


8 Ibid, page 88. 
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A solid prevention and mitigation plan should include those things which may deter a terrorist from 
selecting a particular school as a target. Examples include controlled access to the school itself, 
security cameras, on site security personnel, screening of job applicants, and staff, faculty and 
student awareness training. 


The preparedness plan is generally the most difficult piece to pull together.  All components of this 
plan must fit neatly and effectively together.  The process requires time and patience. The center 
of the preparedness effort is the emergency operations plan.  This portion is often referred to as 
the crisis plan.  The components of the emergency operations plan include: 


 A systems plan: Protocols that guide all school employees in times of crisis. 


 Site procedures: Specific tasks that must be accomplished in a manner tailored 
to each individual site in order to achieve success. 


 Ready reference flip charts: These describe specific duties of employees in 
various emergency situations.  They are not plans in and of themselves, nor are 
they expected to be read and followed verbatim during an actual emergency.  
They serve as reminders and are supposed to be reviewed regularly.   


 Virtual, electronic tours: Whether on CD-ROM, web sites or flash drives, pictures 
and films of all critical equipment along with instructions for its emergency 
operations (fire extinguishers, emergency shut-off valves, etc.).  


The emergency operations plan should cover special needs students, after-hour and special-event 
requirements, bus and off campus incidents. 


The emergency response plan is based upon and created from the emergency operations plan. 
The response plan can be as rudimentary as a series of checklists with a way to record which 
actions were taken, by whom, when and where.  


The recovery plan (which the vast majority of schools in this country lack) is vital because after a 
crisis event, staff, faculty, students, parents and community members are traumatized to varying 
degrees.  The right people and agencies must be identified ahead of time to ensure that people 
receive the very best in grief counseling and mental health care. 


The authors advocate that at least once each year, schools bring in tactical site survey teams to 
evaluate policies, procedures, equipment and technologies already in place for crisis action 
response.  This team serves as an annual sanity check.  The results of the team’s assessment 
should be used to update and amend all existing plans as necessary. A sample site survey 
checklist can be downloaded www.schoolterrorism.com by clicking on the Free Resources tab.9 


The crisis response team consists of school district members and teams at each individual school.  
Specific crisis reaction duties and responsibilities are assigned to team members.   


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 93. 
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All emergency response plans, if not tested via exercises, remain invalid.  One of the limiting 
factors in planning and conducting exercises are the resources, money and time needed to do so.  
Local, state and federal emergency management organizations can often provide assistance with 
developing and conducting exercises for schools. There are several types of exercises which can 
be conducted, from those that are low-stress and informal to ones designed to stress personnel 
and give existing plans a thorough scrubbing. 


The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) outlines various types of exercises that 
schools can conduct in its Exercise Design Course Student Manual: 


 Orientation seminars: These are low stress, informal discussions conducted in a 
group setting, where representatives from all participating organizations discuss 
roles, responsibilities, resources, communications and other key elements in the 
emergency response plan. 


 Drills: Similar to fire drills, planning drills check out the viability of specific 
operations or functions within a school, law enforcement agency, or other 
organization. 


 Tabletop exercises:  Provide a venue within which all participating organizations 
and agencies can come together to test their collective abilities to execute their 
crisis response plans without the actual costs and disruptions experienced with a 
full-blown exercise. 


 Functional exercises: These can be some of the most productive exercises for 
schools to conduct but are often the least utilized. Functional exercises are those 
that are fully simulated to represent reality and conducted in real time.  Usually, 
they are hosted in emergency operations centers (EOCs) and manned by the 
actual people who would be performing leadership roles should an emergency 
occur. 


 Full-scale exercises: These are the closest things to real emergencies that 
participants can experience.  Taking six to twelve months to plan and prepare, 
full-scale exercises involve the entire community.  They are time-consuming and 
expensive.  Scenario-based, full scale exercises involve responses from law 
enforcement, fire fighters, emergency medical responders, HAZMAT personnel, 
public information officers, school officials, students and parents. 


At the end of this chapter, the Dorns make a distinction between “antiterrorism” and 
“counterterrorism.”  They define antiterrorism as actions taken to prevent or reduce the impact of 
terrorism prior to an event.  Counterterrorism is activities such as intelligence gathering, 
investigations and tactical actions by police and military personnel, often involving special tactics, 
weapons and equipment. 


 


Chapter 9: Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing 
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This chapter speaks about post-9/11, unscrupulous contractors who pose as security experts, 
playing on the fears of parents and school administration officials after a crisis has been splashed 
across the media.  The Dorns warn schools that these vultures are more than plentiful, and that 
they will needlessly drain schools of valuable financial resources.  The authors caution schools to 
hire reputable consultants if and when assistance is required. 


 


Chapter 10: Possibilities and Probabilities –What Could Happen? 


This chapter is intended to present some of the most plausible events that could occur in schools 
based upon information and resources available to terrorists from open sources such as the 
Internet, public records, and official requests for information.  .   


With respect to bomb threats and the use of explosive devices: 


 Schools need to be more thoughtful, proactive and unpredictable with respect to 
actions taken after a bomb threat is called into a school or one of its facilities.  
The age-old routine of herding kids out into the parking lot each and every time a 
bomb threat is phoned in makes it easy for a terrorist to enable school officials to 
bring the children out of the school and to the bomb as opposed to the more 
difficult task of gaining entry to the building and planting the bomb. 


 “School bomb threat procedures should be designed to make it more difficult for 
a potential bomber to predict exactly how school officials will respond to each call 
and, more  importantly, where students will be located after a call is placed.”10 


 Agents from the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (ATF) provide free 
training and assistance to schools, as well as local and state explosive ordnance 
disposal units. 


With respect to multiple victim shootings: 


 One of the most effective and proven deterrents to active school shooters is to 
have armed school resource officers (SROs) on school grounds. 


 Some school districts arm their campus police with rifles, tactical body armor and 
ballistic helmets in order to provide them the capability and survivability to 
counter any armed threats. 


 Lockdown procedures can be a very effective mitigation tool, providing that staff 
members are properly trained and given regular opportunities to exercise and 
hone the procedures. 


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 112. 
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 If a student can plan a multiple shooting by exploiting existing procedures, then 
so can a terrorist.  On more than one occasion, school shootings in the U.S. were 
carried out by student gunmen who pulled a fire alarm and then shot at students 
as they exited buildings.  In Georgia, police arrested a student planning to lock 
exit doors, activate the fire alarm, and gun down fellow students as they bunched 
up trying to get out of the building. 


 School evacuation plans should provide for advanced parties, trained to scout 
the exit routes for bombs or hidden shooters before the kids evacuate along the 
assigned routes. School evacuation routes should avoid places where bombs 
can be easily hidden and detonated, such as dumpsters, parked vehicles, etc.   


With respect to hostage taking: 


 Unlike other emergency situations, when people are taken hostage, they do not 
have the luxury of glancing at a checklist in order to be reminded what to do.  In 
the event that staff or faculty are held hostage, they must instinctively know what 
to do.  Proper training and exercising are essential.  The Dorns tell us that in one 
school district they know of, the local police department trained school resource 
officers and school staff members in the art of hostage negotiation. 


 School plans should tell adults what to do and what not to do to in order to 
survive and help others in a hostage situation. 


With respect to chemical threats: 


 There are big differences between chemical and biological incidents.  Procedures 
and protocols for each are not the same. 


 The Dorns recommend Jane’s Chemical-Biological Defense Guidebook as a 
good reference for school education, training and planning. 


 “Mass casualty, no notice chemical attacks are categorized by most experts as 
low probability but high impact events which have many characteristics that 
differentiate them from biological attacks.”11 


-- Chemical attacks are easier to carry out because chemicals are 
often less expensive, and easier to obtain, transport and employ 
than are biological weapons. 


-- Chemical weapons produce symptoms in their victims 
immediately and normally close to the point where the weapons are 
employed.  Biological weapons may take days or weeks to produce 
noticeable symptoms in the victims. 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 116. 
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-- Substances that can be used in a chemical attack, such as 
pesticides, are readily available and easily accessible. 


 Technological advances in the past several years provide those first responders 
who are properly trained and equipped with the ability to rapidly determine which 
chemical is employed and how to optimally neutralize it. 


With respect to biological threats: 


 The security of nation states’ stockpiles of biological weapons continues to be of 
grave concern. A continuing fear is that terrorists will be able to purchase or steal 
biological weapons and effectively employ them. 


 The Dorns provide us with one example of the quantities of bio weapons in 
existence. “In 1989, Iraq stockpiled 19,000 liters of botulinum, 8,500 liters of 
anthrax, 340 liters of clostridium perfingens and 2,500 liters of aflatoxin.  


 In 1984 members of a religious commune lead by Bhagwan Shree Rajneesh 
infected restaurant salad bars in Oregon with salmonella typhimurium, sickening 
more than 700 people. 


 Like chemical attacks, biological ones are very difficult to prevent in a free 
society. The U.S. possesses numerous food and beverage processing plants and 
distribution facilities. It is impossible to safeguard all of them, let alone all 
ventilation systems and food sources. 


 Unlike chemical attacks, the employment of biological agent may not be 
immediately observable or felt by the victims.   


 Many school plans call for a shelter in place in response to a biological attack.  A 
shelter in place for a biological scenario would likely end up infecting more 
people, as they would be trapped in close quarters together for the duration of 
the lockdown.  


 State and local health authorities, as well as the Center for Disease Control 
(CDC), offer good information on how to plan for biological attacks. 


With respect to radiological threats: 


 Radiological attacks are probability one of the least likely attacks to ever be 
employed against a school.  A radiological attack would be one in which 
radiological materials are packed around a conventional, explosive charge.  
When detonated, the conventional explosion would disperse radioactive 
materials.  These weapons are often referred to as “dirty bombs.” 


 The most unlikely radiological attack would be the detonation of an actual nuclear 
device, in which those near the blast site and downwind of it would be most 
seriously affected over a wide area. 
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With respect to food contamination: 


 Food served in our schools passes through many hands and is rarely if ever 
afforded any viable security protection.  In one school, a student found rat poison 
and put it into the cafeteria food.  More than fifty students became ill. 


 Schools should regularly check the quality of their drinking water and ventilated 
air. 


 Schools should keep foods and beverages secured and controlled to prevent 
unauthorized access and tampering. 


 Schools should keep chemicals and cleaning solutions under lock and key and 
away from student access. 


 Schools should have procedures in place to rapidly shut down heating and air 
conditioning systems if contamination is gaining entrance by the circulation of air 
in the buildings. 


 


Chapter 11: The Emotional Impact of School Related Terrorism on Children 


In the event of death and serious injury in a school-related incident, our primary concern must be 
the emotional and psychological impact of that event upon the survivors. 


For this book, the Dorns interviewed two of the world’s most renowned international experts in the 
areas of crisis response and recovery for affected school children. 


Marleen Wong serves as the Director of School Crisis and Intervention Unit for the National Care 
Center for Child Traumatic Stress at UCLA and Duke University and as the Director of Counseling 
and Intervention Services for the Los Angeles Unified School District.  She has aided many 
schools after shooting, natural disasters and terrorist attacks.  


The Dorn’s second expert is Sonayia Shepherd (Sony) who has held a number of key positions at 
a relatively young age.  Sony served as an Area School Safety Coordinator and Statewide Crisis 
Response and Recovery Specialist for the School Safety Project of the Georgia Emergency 
Management Agency, Office of the Governor. She was appointed as the Georgia State 
Antiterrorism Planner and the Bioterrorism Exercise Coordinator for the Georgia Department of 
Public Health. 


Both experts agree that “a well developed recovery plan implemented by properly trained 
personnel can effectively address the needs of staff, students and their loved ones no matter how 
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large or traumatic the crisis, so long as external resources are lined up in advance for incidents of 
a large scale.”12 


Marleen Wong found that young children react to acts of violence with fear and disbelief.  
Adolescents react by fleeing from the scene, withdrawing from others, or fighting.  After a violent 
event, high school students may turn to drugs and alcohol or participate in dangerous, risk taking 
behavior.  Some may develop a “nothing matters anymore” attitude towards daily life.  Other 
children experience severe depression and anxiety.  All of this is why, after a violent incident, 
schools must provide the best counselors, psychologists, and social workers to assist damaged 
children in their adjustment to the horror and help them return to normalcy. 


In a crisis situation, kid look to adults to be calm and confident.  If adults come unglued during a 
crisis, the kids will feel isolated and helpless.   


Wong believes that schools must have a workable recovery plan before a disaster occurs. The 
key ingredients in a recovery plan should be: 


 A clear understanding that after a crisis event, the school staff and faculty want to 
know how the event has affected everyone – students, teachers, staff and 
families. 


 An outline as to how counseling and mental health services will be provided to 
students who feel they need it in the aftermath. 


 Details about how the counseling and mental heath services can be accessed by 
students and their family members in a manner that makes all services 
obtainable and easy to use. 


 An understanding of how a tragedy will affect the teachers, staff and faculty and 
their collective needs for counseling and mental health services. 


Both Wong and Sony Shepherd concur that children can become traumatized by watching 
disturbing events on television or over the Internet.  It is up to parents to monitor what their 
children watch.  They tell us that many children experienced traumatic stress after viewing the 
horrific events of 9/11 on television news. 


Wong and Shepherd also warn school planners that it is not uncommon after a tragic event for 
imposters to show up on the scene posing as mental health professionals, grief counselors and 
the like, offering their assistance as concerned, volunteer citizens.  Often these “experts” turn out 
to be frauds, impersonators and even child molesters.  Schools must include vetting and control 
procedures in their recovery plans. 


 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 127. 
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Chapter 12: The Political Impact of Terrorism 


Terrorist seek to affect political concessions or social change through brutal acts of violence and 
carnage.   


The task of protecting infrastructures from attack is daunting to say the least.  No government in 
the world possesses the requisite coffers, personnel or resources to protect schools, government 
buildings, waterways, bridges, sports complexes, airports, pipelines, railroads, power plants, food 
distribution centers, historical landmarks or mass transit systems on a 24/7 basis.  The terrorists 
know this. 


Schools that seek the assistance of local, state and federal authorities must realize and accept the 
fact that these government entities also serve and support a myriad of other organizations. 
Resources, personnel and time are finite.  Be patient.  Take what they can offer and do the best 
with it. 
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A VIEW INTO THE LIFE OF THE FATHER OF THE MODERN ISLAMIST MOVEMENT, 
SAYYID QUTB 


In November of 1948, a middle-aged, author and teacher by the name of Sayyid 
Qutb (pronounced kuh-tub) left his Egyptian homeland for the first time in his life 
and traveled to the United Stated States of America.  This Egyptian nationalist 
and stern anti-communist was a devout Muslim.  His writings, teachings, prison 
sentence, and eventual execution by the Egyptian government formed the 
foundation for the Islamic extremist movement with which the world is struggling 
today.  Sayyid Qutb’s life, religious pronunciations, and death as a martyr for the 
causes of radical Islam serve to this day as the core inspiration for such men as 
Osama bin Laden, Ayman Al-Zawahiri and numerous Islamist terrorist leaders 
and followers. 


Living in New York, Qutb was appalled and offended by what he perceived to be 
the decadent and immoral American lifestyle. The Big Apple was overrun with 
pimps, prostitutes, alcoholics, transients, and burlesque houses. Sexual 
researcher, Alfred Kinsey, published his groundbreaking, 800-page book Sexual 
Behavior in the Human Male shortly before Sayyid Qutb’s arrival in the United 
States.  The Kinsey Report cited such statistics as 37 percent of American men 
surveyed had experienced a homosexual encounter, half had engaged in 
extramarital sex, and 69 percent had paid for sex with a prostitute. In Qutb’s 
post-America writings, he used the Kinsey Report to label Americans as being 
not much different from animals – “a reckless, deluded herd that only knows lust 
and money.”1 


Sayyid Qutb saw little difference between capitalism and communism in that both 
social systems attended only to the material needs of people, failing to serve  
their spiritual requirements. Qutb believed that a battle between Islam and the 
materialistic world was inevitable, and that Islam would ultimately reign. 


Sayyid Qutb’s book, Social Justice in Islam, made his reputation as a revered 
Islamic thinker and served as the textbook for many followers who, to this day, 
quote from and live by his writings. 


Hasan al-Banna and Sayyid Qutb, though they had not met, were familiar with 
each others’ writings and beliefs and were, in actuality, brothers fighting for he 
same cause of Islamic statehood for Egypt. Al-Banna founded the Muslim 
Brothers (also referred to as the Muslim Brotherhood) in 1928, with the objective 
of transforming Egypt into an Islamic state.  In just a few years, the Muslim 
Brothers grew and spread throughout Egypt and the Muslim world, laying the 
foundation for what has today become the global, Islamist terrorist movement. 


                                                             


1 Wright, Lawrence. The Looming Tower: Al-Qaeda and the Road to 9/11. New York: Vintage Books, 2006, page 
15. 
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Qutb returned to Egypt from the United States in 1950.  Egypt had become more 
radical and corrupt in his absence.  The Egyptian government, as well as the 
Muslim world at large, was humiliated after its loss to Israel in the war of 1948.  
The British troops had withdrawn from the capital city of Cairo, and concentrated 
their presence around the Suez Canal. British nationals permeated the bars, 
hotels and nightclubs.  The Egyptian king, Farouk, drove around Cairo in one of 
his hundreds of red cars seducing young girls and partying until the wee hours of 
the morning.  The corrupt nature of the king’s reign and his perceived unholy 
alliance with the British Empire served as fuel for the Islamist fires.  Hasan al-
Bana and his Muslim Brothers created a counter society, building their own 
hospital, factories, and schools in direct defiance of King Farouk and his corrupt 
monarchy. Al-Bana wrote, “It is the nature of Islam to dominate, not to be 
dominated, to impose its law on all nations, and to extend its power to the entire 
planet.”2 


The government of Egypt officially dissolved the Muslim Brotherhood in 1948, but the 
movement did not expire. In July of 1952, a charismatic young Egyptian army colonel 
named Gamal Abdul Nassar seized control of the Egyptian government and sent King 
Farouk away on his yacht. Many in Nasser’s inner circle had ties to the Muslim 
Brothers.  Nassar’s government now owned the army and the streets, and the Muslim 
Brothers owned the mosques.  


Sayyid Qutb opposed Nassar.  Nassar threw Qutb into prison for the first time in 1954.  
Qutb was released a few months later.  In October 1954, during a national speech, the 
Muslim Brothers attempted to assassinate Nassar.  The attempt failed. Qutb was 
charged as one of the members and plotters of the Brotherhood and was jailed once 
again. Qutb’s suffering in prison serves to this day as an inspiration for Islamists world-
wide. While in prison, he underwent torture and suffered multiple heart attacks, bleeding 
in his lungs, and tuberculosis. In 1955, Qutb was moved to the prison hospital where he 
remained for the next ten years.  It was during this hospital stay that he wrote his most 
honored book, In the Shade of the Quran.  Qutb also wrote and smuggled out of the 
prison into public domain a manifesto entitled Milestones (Ma’alim fi al-Tariq).  This 
manifesto was to become Qutb’s motivating mark on extremist, Islamist society, 
inspiring and motivating to terrorist action the likes of Osama bin Laden. 


Sayyid Qutb and forty-plus of his followers were placed on trial in April of 1966. 
Convicted, Sayyid Qutb was hanged just after sunrise prayers on August 29, 1966.  To 
this day, Qutb is revered as a martyr for the cause of Islamist extremism. 


 


 
                                                             


2 Ibid, page 29. 
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A VIEW INTO THE LIFE OF DOCTOR AYMAN AL-ZAWAHIRI 


Another Egyptian – well-known today as Ayman al-Zawahiri, Al Qaeda’s number two 
leader directly under Osama bin Laden – came to lead Sayyid Qutb’s front line after 
Qutb’s execution.  Zawahiri lived in Maadi, Egypt, in the 1950s and 1960s. He attended 
the state secondary school that accommodated the social strata’s second tier children. 
Zawahiri went on to secure a medical degree and developed a reputation as a caring 
and competent doctor.  In 1980, while substituting for another doctor at a Muslim 
Brotherhood clinic, Zawahiri was asked by the director of the clinic if he would like to 
accompany him to Pakistan and attend to the Afghan refugees. Hundreds of thousands 
of Afghans were fleeing across the border to Pakistan after the Soviet invasion, and 
medical attention was desperately needed.  Zawahiri agreed and subsequently began 
his support of the Afghan struggle to defeat the Soviet invasion. 


In 1979, the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini came out of exile, returned to Iraq, overthrew 
the monarchy of the Shaw of Iran, Mohamnmed Reza Pahlavi, and transformed Iraq 
overnight into an Islamic state.  This marked the first successful takeover of a sovereign 
nation by the Islamists.  Khomeini inspired Muslims globally to stand up to the West, its 
decadent freedoms, and  its corrupt and godless rulers.  The Ayatollah encouraged the 
employment of terror tactics as necessary to create more Islamic states. Khomeini once 
expounded that:”Islam says: Whatever good there is exists thanks to the sword and in 
the shadow of the sword! People cannot be made obedient except with the sword!  The 
sword is the key to paradise, which can be opened only for holy warriors!”3 


Zawahiri’s own Islamist organization – the al Jihad – supported Khomeini’s Iranian 
revolution, urging all Islamist organizations within his native Egypt to follow suit and 
establish Sharia law and an Islamic state in Egypt. Zawahiri and his al-Jihad were Sunni 
Muslims.  The Ayatollah Khomeini and the Iranian movement were composed of Shia 
Muslims.  The Sunni and Shia are traditionally at odds with one another, but the Islamist 
movement united them in a common cause. 


When Egyptian President Anwar Sadat made peace with Israel, the disparate Islamist 
factions within Egypt became united in a common cause to put an end to Sadat’s rule.   


On October 6, 1981, during a celebration of the eighth anniversary of the 1973 war, with 
President Sadat and many other dignitaries in attendance, Lieutenant Khaled Islambouli 
and three other co-conspirators threw grenades into the grandstand. Sadat was killed.  
Many leaders of al-Jihad were subsequently arrested. Zawahiri was among those 
detained and questioned.  


On October 23, 1981, Zawahiri was arrested and jailed by Egyptian authorities. He was 
imprisoned in a twelfth-century dungeon under horribly cruel and inhuman conditions. 
                                                             


3 Ibid, page 55. 
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Zawahiri was regularly beaten and sadistically abused during his many years in prison. 
He was one of 302 defendants accused of plotting to assassinate Anwar Sadat. The 
opening day of his trial was December 4, 1982.  This trial lagged for three years, during 
which time Zawahiri came to know a fellow inmate who was also one of Egypt’s most 
renowned Islamists – Sheikh Omar Adbul Rahman (the blind sheik).  Sheikh Omar’s 
radical organization, The Islamic Group, worked closely with Zawahiri’s al-Jihad. Over 
time, Omar came to control al-Jihad as well as The Islamic Group. Zawahiri was slowly 
phased out as the leader of al-Jihad.  He lost his claim to be leader of al-Jihad, because 
he testified against many of his fellow Islamists while in prison. 


After serving the remainder of his three-year jail sentence, Zawahiri was released in 
1984.  He reentered society as a hardened, bitter Islamist radical with a thirst for 
revenge against the government that had humiliated and tortured him for so many 
years.  Having lost his leadership role in al-Jihad, Zawahiri searched for a way to regain 
his self-respect and perpetuate his radical agenda. 


At age thirty-four, Doctor Ayman al-Zawahiri traveled to Saudi Arabia in 1985 on a 
pilgrimage visa, which he later converted into a work visa so that he could remain in the 
kingdom. 


 


A VIEW INTO THE FAMILY & LIFE OF OSMA BIN LADEN 


Osama bin Laden’s father, Mohammed bin Awahd bin Laden, a legend in Saudi Arabia, 
died a plane crash in 1967.  He was fifty-nine years old. 


Mohammed bin Laden was not a Saudi.  His family was from Yemen. His reputation as 
a company owner who often worked side-by-side with his laborers, coupled with his 
reliability as a man who could deliver quality work on time, got him notice early-on by 
the Saudi minister of finance, Sheikh Abdullah bin Suleiman.  Suleiman touted bin 
Laden’s qualities to the Saudi King Abdul Aziz.  The king commissioned bin Laden to 
build a ramp so that the king could drive his automobile from the ground floor to his 
second-story bedroom in the Khozam Palace.  After that successful project, the king 
awarded bin Laden contracts to build other palaces.  Bin Laden’s big business break 
came when a British contractor defaulted on a project to build the first highway between 
the cities of Jeddah and Medina.  The job was given to bin Laden, with the same fees 
paid as promised to the British firm.  As he grew wealthier, more bin Laden companies 
were created, such as Bin-Laden Emco, Al-Midhar Bin Laden Development Company, 
and Bin Laden Telecommunications Company.  Eventually they all amalgamated as the 
Saudi Bin Laden Group.  Bin Laden became so wealthy that, in 1958, when the Saudi 
royal family was heavily in debt and could not procure a needed bank loan, bin Laden 
quietly bailed King Faisel out with a personal loan.  This act of kindness cemented the 
relationship between the Saudi royals and Mohammed bin Laden.  
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Mohammed bin Laden had many wives and children.  Bin Laden had only one child by 
his wife Alia. Born in January 1958, they named their son Osama, which means “the 
Lion.” 


At age fourteen, Osama experienced what those around him observed to be a religious 
and political stirring. Some attribute this worldly awakening to a Syrian teacher of bin 
Laden’s who was also a member of the Islamist Muslim Brothers.  Osama would watch 
TV and cry over the plight of the Palestinian people.  He thought that his fellow Muslim 
youths had strayed far from the core of Islam, having too much fun at play and not 
enough dedication to their religion.  He began at a young age to fast twice weekly in 
honor of the Prophet, pray the mandatory five times each day, and go often to services 
at the mosque. 


While in high school, at the age of seventeen, bin Laden married his first of many wives, 
a fourteen year-old cousin named Najwa Ghanem. It was during this same time in high 
school that he joined the Muslim Brothers.  In 1976 he enrolled in King Abdul Aziz 
University in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, where he studied economics (though it is said that 
he spent the bulk of his time pursuing religious studies and matters). During his first 
year at the university, bin Laden met a man who was to become his closest friend.  
Jamal Khalifa.  A man of modest upbringing, Khalifa’s family traced their origins back to 
the Prophet himself.  Bin Laden and Khalifa regularly studied the writings of Sayyid 
Qutb – Milestones and In the Shade of the Quran. They attended university lectures 
presented by Sayyid Qutb’s younger brother, Mohammad Qutb. 


Osama was not a good student and soon lost interest in secular studies.  Remembering 
how much his illiterate father had accomplished, bin Laden wanted work more in the 
family construction business than to remain in school.  He began working side-by-side 
with his laborers, as his father had done, learning to operate bulldozers and other earth-
moving equipment.  He dropped out of university a year before graduation and devoted 
himself full time to the family construction business. 


______________________________________________________________________ 


SAUDI ARABIA GROWS, MODERNIZES, AND CONSOLIDATES POWER 


In 1959, Arab socialism was a quickly-rising movement that threatened the overthrow 
and downfall of King Faisal and his Saudi royal family.  It was the personal loan from 
Mohammed bin Laden to King Faisal that enabled Faisal to ward off the Arab socialist 
movement in his country and shore-up the power and influence of his House of Saud. 


In the 1970s, oil revenues for Saudi Arabia were at an all time high.  As if almost 
overnight, the desert kingdom became flooded with roads, highways, schools, modern 
infrastructure, huge cities, and corruption.  Saudi princes involved themselves in every 
high-dollar business deal as consultants, often demanding kickbacks that amounted to 
billions of dollars. The Saudi royal family accumulated and pocketed nearly 40% of 
Saudi Arabia’s oil wealth.  Citizens of Saudi Arabia clung to Islam and the old ways of 
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devout, Muslim religious life as a counter balance to the upheaval they observed around 
them. 


The greatest threat to the survival of the Saudi ruling family came on November 20, 
1979, when, as Muslims gathered to pray during the last day of the annual pilgrimage to 
the holy cities of Mecca and Medina –the hajj – a group of insurgents emerged from the 
crowd with rifles.  They chained the gates closed and took the pilgrims hostage.  The 
leader of the attack was a former corporal in the Saudi National Guard, Mohammed 
Abdullah al-Qahtani. The siege lasted for two weeks, during which time most of the 
hostages were released.  How many hostages remained inside and how many 
insurgents held them was unknown to Saudi authorities. Saudi Army and National 
Guard forces arrived on the scene but could do nothing because the Muslim holy book – 
the Quran-forbids violence of any kind within the Grand Mosque. No forcible action 
could be taken without the sanction and permission of the Saudi clerical establishment. 


Inside the mosque were four to five hundred well-armed insurgents.  They included 
Yemens, Kuwaitis, Egyptians, and some American Black Muslims.  Insurgent snipers 
were picking off Saudi armed forces personnel.  The defenses inside the mosque could 
not be penetrated by the Saudi soldiers, who were very poorly trained and commanded 
by competing members of the military commanders and the Saudi royal princesses.  
Saudi Prince Turki took charge and called for more intelligence.  The oldest of the bin 
Laden brothers, Salem bin Laden, whose family had constructed a large portion of the 
building, responded quickly with maps, blueprints and electrical layouts of the mosque.  
After considering all of his options, Prince Turki called upon the French to assist.  A 
team of French commandos – the Groupe d’Intervention de la Gendarmerie Nationale 
(GIGN) arrived in Mecca to put an end to the insurgent siege and standoff. Since there 
has always existed a prohibition against non-Muslims entering the holy city, the entire 
French commando assault force was converted to Islam in a brief ceremony before they 
entered the city to do battle.  


When the battle ended, the Saudis said that over a hundred of their men had been killed 
and more than 400 injured, as well as a dozen worshippers and 117 rebels.  Unofficial 
accounts put the total number of those killed at more than 4,000.  As the controllers and 
protectors of the holy city and the hajj, the Saudi royal family’s authority had been 
openly and brutally challenged while the world looked on in horror.  After this event, if 
the royal family wanted to survive future challenges to their reign, changes would have 
to be made.  Either the Kingdom would have to move towards more openness and 
tolerance (i.e., move more towards the Western democratic processes) or clamp down 
with more authoritarianism and repression. 


______________________________________________________________________ 
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OSAMA JOINS THE FIGHT IN AFGHANISTAN 


On December 24, 1979, armed forces of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
invaded Afghanistan. “I was enraged and went there at once,” bin Laden later claimed. 
“I arrived within days, before the end of 1979.” But bin Laden’s close friend, Jamal 
Khalifa, maintains that bin Laden had not even heard of Afghanistan until the Soviet 
invasion and did not go there until 1984.4 


Osama bin Laden’s mentor in the struggle to help his Afghan Muslim brothers was a 
Jordanian man named Abdullah Azzam.  Azzam was a very charismatic Palestinian 
scholar who possessed a doctorate in Islamic jurisprudence.  To men such as bin 
Laden, Azzam was the model of a modern warrior and cleric.  Bin Laden often 
accompanied Azzam on his travels.  When Azzam was in Jeddah, bin Laden would 
offer Azzam lodging in one of his guest quarters.  Azzam was impressed with bin 
Laden’s abilities and connections.  He was also amazed by bin Laden’s meager 
lifestyle.  Though wealthy, bin Laden lived like a poor man in his own house.  Azzam 
commented that often there were no tables or chairs in bin Laden’s quarters. 


Osama began to fall from Saudi royal grace when he ignored the Saudi government’s 
order not to enter Afghanistan.  The Saudi royals told bin Laden to remain in Peshawar, 
Pakistan, and support the war from there.  They were afraid that if the Soviets captured 
bin Laden, it would serve as proof positive that Saudi Arabia was officially opposing the 
Soviet Union in support of the Afghans (which it was covertly doing in cooperation with 
the governments of the United States and Pakistan).  Bin laden refused the order and 
went to Afghanistan. 


 


THE STRUGGLE TO DEFEAT THE SOVIETS IN AFGHANISTAN 


The Carter presidency viewed the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan as an opportunity to 
bog its world rival down in its own version of the Vietnam War.  The Central Intelligence 
Agency, having received the “go light” from President Carter’s administration, combined 
forces with Saudi Prince Turki and the Pakistani Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) to 
funnel money and arms to the Afghan resistance.  Every dollar the Americans gave in 
support of the Afghan fighters, the Saudis matched dollar for dollar.  What began as 
less than $ 100,000 dollars annually snowballed into billions of dollars worth of money, 
arms, ammunition, and training for the Afghan fighters. 


It is said that bin Laden stayed away from the battlefields in the early years of the war 
out of fear, a fact that was to cause him great shame.  In 1984, Osama accompanied 
Azzam to an Afghan camp high in the mountains.  Bin laden was appalled by the 
conditions in the camp.  Everything from the state of the equipment to the hygiene was 
deplorable. It is said that bin Laden was embarrassed and ashamed that he had not 
                                                             


4 Ibid, page 109. 
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come to Afghanistan to help many years sooner.  He believed that his “sins” would not 
be forgiven unless he was to become a martyr for the cause. 


Bin Laden returned to Saudi Arabia regularly to raise money for the Afghan mujahideen 
(warriors of God). During one trip, he raised between five and ten million dollars.  As bin 
Laden raised more and more money, his status evolved from protégée of Abdullah 
Azzam to primary financier of the jihad, surpassing the status of his mentor.  Bin Laden, 
by virtue of his ability to raise huge sums of money, came to be seen by his fellow 
Muslim warriors as the number one leader in the fight.  Reacting to the realities of bin 
Laden’s growing popularity, Azzam officially joined forces with his protégée on 
September 1984. Bin Laden told Azzam that the Arabs were treated by the Afghans as 
glorified guests rather than genuine mujahideen fighters.  Bin Laden worked to raise the 
level of respect for the Arabs by providing more rigorous training for the resistance.  
Very few Arabs were actually participating in the fighting.  Bin Laden changed that by 
offering every Arab who would come to fight in Afghanistan a ticket, residence and living 
expenses of three hundred dollars per month for each family member who joined in the 
fight. Azzam supported bin Laden’s efforts by publishing a book, Defense of Muslim 
Lands, which put forth the argument that to fight in the Afghan jihad was obligatory for 
all able-bodied Muslim men.  This position was fully supported by Saudi Arabia’s chief 
cleric, Sheikh Abdul Aziz bin Baz. 


Osama bin Laden, Abdullah Azzam, and Osama’s friend Jamal Khalifa, worked 
tirelessly to raise cash for the mujahideen.  Bin Laden took advantage of his personal 
relationship with Saudi Price Turki.  Twice monthly, Turki’s chief of staff traveled to 
Peshawar, Pakistan to meet with bin Laden and hand over cash which bin Laden would 
then place into the hands of the mujahideen leadership.  The Saudi government’s 
contribution to the freedom fighters amounted to between $350 and $500 million 
annually.  


Azzam would conduct fund raisers throughout the United States each year.  He was 
hosted by local American Islamic communities in St. Louis, Dallas, and Kansas City.  He 
sought not only money but recruits to fight. 


“The lure of an illustrious and meaningful death was especially powerful in cases where 
the pleasures and rewards of life were crushed by government oppression and 
economic depravation”5 such as within Saudi Arabia.  To many young Arab men, 
martyrdom offered an attractive alternative to their sparing lives. These young men were 
taught that their martyrdom for the cause of Islam would bring to them, from the first 
squirt of their blood, forgiveness for all of their sins.  Seventy members of the martyr’s 
household would be saved from the fires of hell for his sacrifice. Finally, in what the 
Quran describes as “chaste as hidden pearls,” the martyr would be greeted in heaven 
by seventy-two virgins, bearing meat and fruit and cups of he best wine for their 
consumption.  The promises of the holy book, coupled with self-respect, a place to live, 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 123. 
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and a salary, served as a strong alternative to a life otherwise filled with uncertainty and 
hopelessness. 


 


As the money and recruiting efforts of Azzam and bin Laden began to produce battle-
ready Arabs for the Afghan fight, bin Laden began committing them to small battles with 
the Soviets.  Their performance often proved to be less than stellar. Bin Laden’s worst 
defeat was at the “Lion’s Den”. Jamal Khalifa had a falling out with bin Laden over what 
he considered to be poor leadership in questionable battles that got many Arabs killed.  
Khalifa eventually left bin Laden and the camps.  Once the best of friends, they were 
never close again. 


______________________________________________________________________ 


AL QAEDA (THE BASE) IS BORN; AZZAM FADES INTO HISTORY 


In 1986 millions of refugees flowed from Afghanistan into Pakistan, mainly into the 
North-West Frontier Province.  The capital, Peshawar, developed into a staging area for 
the fight against the Soviet Union.  Warlords became wealthy from the subsides 
provided by the Americans and Saudis.  Ironically, fights among warlords made the 
death toll among Afghan commanders in Peshawar higher than on the Afghan fields of 
battle.  


In 1986, Doctor Ayman al-Zawahiri went to Peshawar to support its growing Arab 
community.  He established a medical practice at a Red Crescent hospital - a hospital 
primarily staffed and supported by members of the Muslim Brotherhood.  


Bin Laden and Zawahiri often met when bin Laden would come to Peshawar to lecture 
at the hospital. They were drawn to each other because they had many things in 
common.  Both supported the Afghan jihad to expel the Soviet Union from Muslim soil. 
Both were members of the educated and technical classes.  Bin Laden excelled from a 
young age in the management of personnel and completion of complex projects;  
Zawahiri, seven years older than Osama, was a master propagandist. They needed and 
were attracted to each other’s unique skill sets. Dr. Zawahiri taught bin Laden classes 
necessary to prepare him for the role of an international leader in the global jihad.  


The organization known today as “Al Qaeda” was formally established in meetings 
conducted on August 20, 1988. The formation of Al Qaeda served as a rallying point for 
the Afghani Arabs. Problems arose with Azzam’s leadership.  Most of the money 
supporting groups like Al Qaeda came from Saudi Arabia.  Azzam was a Palestinian 
and could not be controlled by the Saudis. Many felt that Osama, being a Saudi, could 
be steered by the Saudi government and therefore posed less of a threat as the leader 
of Al Qaeda.  Since Azzam did not view Osama as a threat, he proposed that Osama be 
the official emir (leader) of the Al Qaeda.   
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With al-Qaeda actively up and running, more than twice the number of Arabs joined the 
global jihad and came to Pakistan between 1987 and 1993 to support the war against 
the Soviet Union in Afghanistan. In recruiting meetings, new recruits swore oaths of 
allegiance to bin Laden.  Single fighters were paid $1,000 per month in salary.  Married 
members received $1,500.  All of them received a round trip ticket home, annually, to 
visit their families and a month of paid vacation.  If a fighter chose to leave the 
organization, he received a severance pay of $2,400.  Al Qaeda provided excellent 
employment opportunities and benefits. 


On November 24, 1989, Azzam and his two sons were killed when a huge roadside 
bomb shredded their car as they parked for Friday services at the mosque.  Earlier that 
day on the streets of Peshawar, Azzam’s main rival – Zawahiri – spread rumors that 
Azzam had been working for the Americans. The next day at Azzam’s funeral, Zawahiri, 
along with many of Azzam’s other enemies, praised him a great leader and a martyr for 
their cause. 


______________________________________________________________________ 


OSMA BECOMES A LEGEND AND A HERO 


By the fall of 1989, the Soviets had retreated in disgrace from the battlefields of 
Afghanistan.  Bin Laden returned to his home town of Jeddah, Saudi Arabia.  At only 
thirty-one years of age, he was head of al-Qaeda and commanded an international 
force of mujahideen.  He was better known and more revered in Saudi Arabia than 
many members of the royal family and prominent Saudi clerics. It can be said that 
Osama bin Laden was Saudi Arabia’s first international celebrity.  At this time, bin 
Laden’s personal share of the family fortune amounted to about $7 million. 


Osama bin Laden frowned upon and openly criticized the wasteful and sinful antics of 
the Saudi King Fahd and his spendthrift royals. The king gambled away millions of the 
Saudi government’s money in casinos all over the world, sailed on a $100 million yacht, 
and jetted globally in his $150 million customized Boeing 747 jumbo jet.  His son, 
Mohammed, spend millions on cars, prostitutes, pornography and palaces. 


Bin Laden now began to speak out against the United States. Acting as an independent 
agent of the Saudi Arabia – something that had never been done before within the 
Kingdom - Osama offered a conventional, Muslim Brothers’ critique of the plight of the 
Arab world: The West, particularly the United States, was responsible for the humiliating 
failure of the Arabs to succeed. “They have attacked our brothers in Palestine as they 
have attacked Muslims and Arabs elsewhere.”6  Bin Laden told his Arab brothers that as 
in Vietnam, Americans must be made to suffer severe losses before they can be made 
to pull out of the fight.  Though the Americans aided the cause and eventual victory of 
the Afghan mujahideen over the Soviet Union, bin Laden maintained that America was 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 171. 
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always an enemy and that he planned to eventually deal with it after the immediate 
threat, the Soviet Union, was put to rest. 


When Saddam Hussein sent his Iraqi armed forces into Kuwait in 1990, Osama bin 
Laden approached Saudi Prince Turki and proposed a plan to push Iraq’s forces out of 
occupied Kuwait.  Osama told Turki that, rather than permit the boots of the infidel 
forces (America and its coalition) to set foot on sacred Muslim soil, he (Osama) would 
assemble the same mujahideen that defeated the great Soviet Union in Afghanistan to 
do the job.  Alarmed at bin Laden’s change in personality, the prince turned bin Laden 
down. In the prince’s opinion, bin Laden had transformed from a gentle and peaceful 
man seeking to help Muslims, to a man who thought he could amass an army and 
liberate the nation of Kuwait.  The prince saw an arrogance and superior demeanor in 
bin Laden that caused him great concern. 


When the Saudi royal family permitted the United States and its coalition of Christian 
and Jewish fighters to set foot upon holy Muslim soil in Saudi Arabia, Osama and many 
Saudis viewed this as being in direct conflict with the deathbed proclamation of the 
Prophet that non-Muslims be expelled from the entire Arabian Peninsula.  The fact that 
the Saudi state had to depend upon Western military forces for its survival was a source 
of embarrassment and outrage for Saudis and numerous Arabs and Muslims throughout 
the Middle East.  Bin Laden labeled the Saudi royals as traitors to true Islam and 
condemned them as sinners along side their unholy, American ally.  


 


BIN LADEN, HIS REBELS, AND THE MOVE TO SUDAN 


It is estimated that between fifteen and twenty-five thousand Saudi men trained in 
Afghanistan during the ten years of war with the Soviets.  Many of these mujahideen 
freedom fighter were not allowed back into their countries when the war with the Soviets 
ended.  Not even the Saudi government wanted thousands of men trained in guerilla 
tactics hanging around the cities with no jobs and no causes for which to fight.  After the 
Afghan War, the Middle East and central Asia were inundated with rebels without a 
cause.  These warriors were nation-less, nomadic, Islamist mercenaries looking for 
another fight.  Many of these mujahideen ended up fighting alongside their Muslim 
brothers in Bosnia, Chechnya, Kashmir, and Kosovo.  


As was inevitable, the early 1990s found bin Laden expelled from Saudi Arabia with his 
citizenship revoked. Lured by his money and construction capabilities, Sudan began 
courting bin Laden by sending him letters in 1990 and following those letters up with 
personal visits from the Sudanese intelligence service.  Basically, bin Laden and Al-
Qaeda were offered run of the country in exchange for putting money into the poor 
Sudanese infrastructure. As an additional attraction, bin Laden was offered a contract to 
build an airport in Port Sudan. In 1992, bin Laden, his four wives and seventeen 
children moved from Afghanistan to Khartoum, Sudan.  He brought heavy construction 
equipment to build a 300 kilometer road in eastern Sudan as his gift to the nation that 
hosted him. 
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THE TOWERS ARE ATTACKED FOR THE FIRST TIME 


The blind sheikh, Omar Abdul Rahman, seeking asylum, was permitted to enter the 
United States even though he was listed as a terrorist on the Department of State’s 
watch list.  He traveled throughout Canada and the U.S. preaching to thousands of 
immigrant Muslims, encouraging them to bring down the United States, the Christians, 
and the Jews. 


On February 26, 1993, al-Qaeda’s chief bomb maker, Ramsi Yousef, parked a rented 
Ford van in the World Trade Center’s underground parking garage. It is still unclear to 
this day if bin Laden personally dispatched Yousef to do the job, but Yousef had been 
trained in explosives and bomb making at al-Qaeda camps in Afghanistan.  Yousef was 
the son of a Palestinian mother and a Pakistani father. His real name was Abdul Basit 
Mahmoud Abdul Karim. Yousef was the first Islamist terrorist to attack the American 
homeland.  With his van bomb, Yousef intended to bring one tower down into the other, 
toppling both of them. The explosion failed to bring down either tower.  It killed six 
people and wounded more than 1,000.  After the failed attempt to bring down the New 
York World Trade Center, Ramsi Yousef flew back to Pakistan, and shortly after that, 
moved to Manila in the Philippines. There, he concocted a plan to blow up U.S. airliners 
flying from the Pacific Rim to the western United States, a plot to assassinate both Pope 
John Paul II and Bill Clinton, and a plan to crash a private plane into CIA headquarters 
in Langley, Virginia.  


 


ZAWAHIRI PREACHES IN THE UNITED STATES POST-ATTACK 1993 


Not long after Yousef’s failed attempt to bring down the twin towers, Zawahiri entered 
the United States and went on the lecture circuit in several mosques in California. 
Zawahiri gained access to the U.S. under his real name, though he traveled under his 
nom de guerre, Doctor Abdul Mu’iz, and posed as a representative for the Red Crescent 
of Kuwait. Zawahiri and others like him regularly entered the U.S. and were hosted by 
American Islamic communities from coast to coast.  Remember that Abdul Azzam also 
spoke at a number of American mosques during the Afghan struggle against the 
Soviets.  Azzam’s whirlwind tours often included mosques in Brooklyn, San Diego, St. 
Louis, Kansas City, Seattle, Sacramento and Los Angeles. 
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THE UNITED STATE”S APPARENT INABILITY TO KEEP TRACK AND CONTROL OF 
THE BAD GUYS 


In all the history of proponents of international espionage, Zawahiri’s guide when he 
was in the U.S. stands out among all of them. Ali Abdelsoud Mohammed was a six-foot 
tall, two-hundred pound martial artist and skilled linguist.  He served as a field grade 
officer in the same Egyptian unit that produced Anwar Sadat’s assassin. The Egyptian 
government accused him of being an Islamic fundamentalist and the Egyptian Army 
released him from service.  It was Zawahiri who assigned Ali Mohammed the task of 
penetrating the American intelligence community -and he did so with unsettling ease. 


Mohammed walked into CIA headquarters in Cairo in 1984 to offer his services as a 
spy.  The CIA concluded that he was an Egyptian intelligence plant yet asked other CIA 
stations if they desired to interview him.  The Frankfurt, Germany CIA station took him 
on as a novice intelligence agent.  He was assigned to penetrate a German mosque 
that had ties to Hezbollah.  Mohammed immediately informed the Iranians in the 
mosque that he had been sent there to penetrate their operations.  Unbeknownst to 
Mohammed, the CIA had already placed an informant in the mosque who betrayed 
Mohammed. The CIA states that it terminated Mohammed and sent out cables warning 
that he was completely untrustworthy.  Mohammed was placed on the Department of 
State’s watch list to prevent him from entering the United States.  But by the time the 
bureaucracy had all of the information properly posted on all of the law enforcement 
watch lists, Mohammed was already in the United States in California, permitted to 
enter the U.S. via our Department of State’s own visa waiver program. 


In order to remain in the United States, Mohammed married a California woman and 
enlisted in the U.S. Army. He worked to be assigned to the John F. Kennedy Special 
Warfare Center and School at Fort Bragg, North Carolina.  He made a great impression 
upon his chain of command and even was awarded a special commendation for his 
exceptional performance of duty.  He secretly photocopied training manuals and maps 
at a local Kinko’s, and used these to author a training guide that became the principle 
training manual for al-Qaeda.  So clueless were American military authorities, that 
Mohammed commuted on weekend to New Jersey and Brooklyn where he trained 
Muslim militants in military tactics. 


In May of 1993, FBI agents contacted Mohammed and, along with Department of 
Defense officials, spoke at length with Mohammed.  Mohammed told them of al-Qaeda 
and his association with Osama bin laden. He admitted to instructing fellow Muslims in 
the U.S. in military tactics. The interrogators were not impressed with what Mohammed 
had to tell them and basically made no record of the conversations, nor did they conduct 
any follow-up investigation.  The fact that Mohammed was associated with al-Qaeda 
meant nothing to the investigators at the time the information was revealed to them. 
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OSAMA BIN LADEN DRIVES ON 


To every new class of al-Qaeda recruits, bin Laden lectured and explained to them that 
though America appeared powerful, it was extremely weak and easily defeated.  Bin 
Laden used Vietnam and the killing of more than 200 Marines in Lebanon to 
demonstrate to his recruits that if enough Americans were placed into body bags, 
Americans would eventually quit and go home.  Not long after the bodies of dead 
Americans were paraded through the streets of the Somali capital of Mogadishu during 
the now famous “Blackhawk Down” incident, President Clinton withdrew U.S. troops 
from Somalia soil.  Bin Laden’s analysis of the America’s character – or lack thereof – 
was proven correct to his followers. Osama boasted on the Arab TV network Al-Jazeera 
that, “based upon reports we received from our brothers who participated in the jihad in 
Somalia, we learned that they saw weakness, frailty, and the cowardice of U.S. troops. 
Only eighteen U.S. troops were killed. Nonetheless, they fled in the heart of darkness, 
frustrated after they had caused great commotion about the New World Order.”7 


 


OSAMA BETRAYED AND RAMSI YOUSEF CAPTURED 


One of bin Laden’s most trusted associates was a man named Jamal al-Fadl, who 
handled the transfers of money for al-Qaeda. Jamal complained about the unfair 
difference in pay between the Saudis and other nationals.  As a Sudanese, he was paid 
less than many of his Saudi counterparts.  When bin Laden refused to raise his salary, 
al-Fadl embezzled $110,000 of bin Laden’s money.  Bin Laden found out about the theft 
and confronted al-Fadl.  He told al-Fadl that he would forgive all if Al-Fadl wound simply 
return the money.  Al-Fadl decided to become al-Qaeda’s first traitor.  He turned himself 
into the American embassy in Eritrea, Africa, and for about $1 million, became a 
government witness.  Things went well for al-Fadl. While he was in government 
protective custody, he won the New Jersey lottery.  


An old-fashioned FBI agent named John O’Neill was a no-nonsense, scotch-drinking, 
cigar-smoking, profane and gun-totting agent who worked on the counter-terror task 
forces.  In February of 1995, Ramsi Yousef was spotted in Islamabad, Pakistan. 
Reports of this sighting quickly filtered from the White House to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and its team leader O’Neill.  It was John O’Neill who arranged both the 
rendition and snatch teams.  On the morning of February 7, 1995, FBI agents went into 
the Su-Casa Guest House in Islamabad and knocked on the door to room 16.  Yousef 
answered the door and was immediately apprehended and flown back to the U.S. for 
trial. 


 


 
                                                             


7 Ibid, page 215. 
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ZAWAHIRI, THE BOMBING OF THE EGYPTIN EMBASSY IN ISLAMABAD, AND 
CONSEQUENCES FOR BIN LADEN  


Zawahiri remained an active threat throughout the 1990’s.  On November 19, 1995, his 
men bombed the Egyptian Embassy in Islamabad, Pakistan.  Osama bin Laden had not 
sanctioned this attack and was not pleased by it.  Islamabad and Pakistan offered the 
best routes into Afghanistan. The killing of sixteen persons and the wounding of some 
sixty others would not endear the Pakistanis to al-Qaeda’s cause. But it was this 
bombing that would establish the justification for subsequent al-Qaeda attacks.  
Zawahiri justified the Islamabad killings by explaining that there were no innocent 
persons inside the embassy of the infidels.  If one worked for the enemy, then one by 
default became the enemy, Muslim or not. Because Muslims were weak and their foes 
so strong, rules which prohibited the slaughter of innocent men, women, and children 
had to be relaxed. 


After the Islamabad bombing, Zawahiri and his followers were expelled from Sudan. 
Many in Sudan thought Osama bin Laden to be the next “Carlos the Jackal” who had 
been kidnapped by French intelligence from Sudan by permission of the Sudanese 
government.  Without Zawahiri and the Egyptians by his side, Osama was isolated and 
placed into a situation where he could trust very few with whom he associated and 
worked. The Sudanese government’s collusion in the 1993 World Trade Center attack 
in New York brought international sanctions which took effect in April of 1996. 
International pressure upon the Sudanese government to rid itself of Osama bin Laden 
was mounting.  The CIA wanted Sudan to expel bin Laden. The Sudanese government 
said it was better to permit bin Laden to remain in Sudan, where everyone could keep 
an eye on him.  The Sudanese told the Americans that they would hand bin Laden over 
to the United States if the U.S. was ready to bring charges against bin Laden.  The 
Clinton administration did not appear to understand the threat that bin Laden posed to 
the United States.  Since there was no evidenced to date that Osama harmed 
Americans, the U.S. declined the Sudanese offer to hand him over to American 
authorities.  Once again, bin Laden escaped capture, living to fight another day  


BIN LADEN ON THE RUN 


In 1996, the Sudanese wanted bin Laden out of their country.  The American 
government wanted the Sudanese government to force bin Laden to leave their country, 
but also wanted to insure that he did not go to Somalia. The Egyptians accused him of 
being responsible for the plot to assassinate Egyptian President Mubarak.  Sudan’s 
president, Omar al-Bashir, went to Saudi Arabia during the hajj and spoke with Saudi 
Crown Prince Abdullah.  Bashir offered to give bin Laden to the Saudis on the condition 
that bin Laden not be placed in prison.  The Saudis refused to agree to al-Bashir’s 
terms.  


Osama bin Laden finally departed Sudan in May of 1996. He returned to Afghanistan, 
leaving behind a loss of more than $160 million in assets and money owed to him by the 
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Sudanese government.  Bin Laden was separated from his family, virtually bankrupt, 
and his al-Qaeda was in ruins.  He blamed the United States for his fate.      


At thirty-eight years old, bin Laden returned to Jalalabad, Afghanistan, where he was 
given quarters by former fighters with whom he served in the Soviet-Afghan War.  Bin 
Laden met up with the Taliban, who had captured nine out of the thirty Afghan provinces 
by the time bin Laden arrived.  The Taliban, who had not invited bin Laden back to 
Afghanistan, sought guidance from the Saudi government, that had exiled him, as to 
what to do with Osama.  The Saudi royals asked the Taliban to keep an eye on him and 
insure that Osama kept a low profile. Osama bin Laden came under the oversight of 
Taliban leader Mullah Omar.  Omar, an Afghan, spoke passable Arabic and was an 
admirer of Abdullah Azzam, as was bin Laden. 


The power of the Taliban grew as it gained victories over powerful warlords.  The 
Afghan people wanted law and order in lieu of the constant fighting and killing among 
the many Afghan warlords.  The Taliban provided that order, albeit strict in the 
enforcement of the principles of extremist Islam. 


In the mid 1990s, the Taliban grew in numbers and strength, fueled primarily by three 
infusions.  One was arms and money provided to them by the Saudi government.  
Second, streams of supporters and recruits came from the Pakistani madrasas (Saudi 
Islamist, religious schools) across the Afghan border.  Finally, once the Taliban 
captured Kandahar and gained control of the Helmand province, it controlled the center 
of opium growing in Afghanistan.  With money from Saudi Arabia, recruits from 
Pakistan, and limitless revenue from the opium trade, the Taliban gained and seized 
complete power in Afghanistan. 


On August 23, 1996, from a cave in Afghanistan, Osama bin Laden once again 
declared war upon the Untied States of America in his “Declaration of the War Against 
the Americans Occupying the Land of the Two Holy Places:”   


“You are not unaware of the injustice, repression, and aggression that have 
befallen Muslims through the alliance of Jews, Christians, and their agents, so 
much so that Muslims’ blood has become the cheapest blood and their money 
and wealth are plundered by the enemies . . . The latest indignity – one of the 
worst catastrophes to befall Muslims since the death of the Prophet - was the 
presence of American and coalition troops in Saudi Arabia.”8 


From his camp in the Afghan caves of Tora Bora, bin Laden met with Khaled Sheikh 
Mohammed (KSM), who had worked for bin Laden’s mentor, Abdul Azzam, and whose 
nephew was the infamous Ramzi Yousef, who had bombed the New York World Trade 
Center in 1993. KSM briefed bin Laden on a plan he had formulated with Yousef in the 
Philippines to blow up twelve, large American passenger planes over the Pacific Ocean.  
The operation was called “Bojinka” and was discovered only after police in Manila, 
                                                             


8 Ibid, page 265. 
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responding to an apartment fire, stumbled upon Ramzi Yousef’s apartment, confiscated 
his laptop computer, and discovered the plot on Yousef’s hard drive. 


 


AL QAEDA MURDERS U.S. SERVICEMEN IN SAUDI ARABIA 


Overseen from bin Laden’s headquarters in Tora Bora, al Qaeda launched an attack 
against an American airbase in the Khobar Towers housing complex in Dhahran, Saudi 
Arabia. Nineteen Americans were killed and almost 400 wounded in the bomb blast.  
The FBI immediately deployed agents to the scene, but Saudi authorities thwarted their 
investigative efforts at every turn.  In the opinion of several FBI agents on the scene, the 
Saudis were blocking any successful investigation because they did not want to expose 
publicly the existence of internal opposition to the Saudi royal family’s rule.  In 
discussions with their Saudi counterparts, in particular Saudi Prince Naif, it was learned 
that some months before the attack, the Saudi authorities had intercepted a car coming 
in from Lebanon loaded with explosives destined for Khobar.  Prince Naif made the 
decision not to inform the Americans of the threat.   


In July of 1996, TWA Flight 800 exploded and crashed off the coast of Long Island, 
shortly after takeoff from New York’s Kennedy Airport.  Though numerous witnesses 
reported seeing an ascending flare that rose to strike the plane just as it exploded, it 
was determined that Flight 800 was brought down due to a freak mechanical 
malfunction in the jumbo jet’s wing. 


 


AL QAEDA BECOME STRONGER; BOMBS US EMBASSIES 


Mullah Omar, Taliban leader, had promised Saudi Prince Turki that he would keep 
Osama bin Laden under control while bin Laden was in Afghanistan, but more and more 
of the Taliban leaders were looking towards bin Laden as a man who could help them 
rebuild the Afghan infrastructure and help resurrect the weak economy. In 1997, Omar 
wanted to find out more about bin Laden and decided to summon him to Taliban 
headquarters in Kandahar, Afghanistan.  The two men had many discussions and Omar 
invited bin Laden to relocate with his al Qaeda core to Kandahar.  Bin Laden agreed, 
and did so.  Having relinquished most of his fortune and investments when he fled the 
Horn of Africa, bin Laden was virtually bankrupt in the days he set up camp with the 
Taliban in Kandahar. 


Soon to be bin Laden’s number one sidekick, Zawahiri, joined up with bin Laden in 
Kandahar in May, 1997, after misadventures that landed him in a Russian jail for six 
months.  Zawahiri and bin Laden formed a good team.  Zawahiri brought his al-Jihad 
organization and his fellow Egyptians to the fight.  Osama had the al Qaeda and the 
alliance with the Taliban.  The relationship worked well and each organization 
complimented the other. 
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In 1998, Zawahiri drafted a declaration of war similar to the one bin Laden had 
proclaimed two years earlier.  Zawahiri’s fatwa text mirrored bin Laden’s in that it listed 
three primary grievances with the United States:  the never-ending presence of 
American soldiers in Saudi Arabia, America’s desire to destroy Iraq through sanctions 
that were killing millions of innocent Muslims, and the weakening of Arab states on the 
part of the U.S. to support Israel’s survival.  Zawahiri’s fatwa was signed by Osama bin 
Laden, Zawahiri, as leader of al-Jihad, a man named Rifai Taha, leader of a group 
called the Islamic Group, and several other leading Islamists.  Though the alliance of all 
of these jihadist signatories formed the al Qaeda, the name “al Qaeda” was still a very 
closely held secret and was not revealed in this declaration. 


The Saudis kept complaining to Taliban leaders that bin Laden continually meddled in 
Saudi affairs and plotted against the reign of the Saudi royal family.  Saudi complaints 
fell upon deaf Taliban ears.  In June 1998, the Saudi King sent Prince Turki to Kandahar 
to take care of bin Laden once and for all, with the assistance of the Taliban.  Mullah 
Omar refused to hand over bin Laden to the Saudis as this violated an Afghan/Pashtu 
tribal code that demanded loyalty to one’s guests. 


The new al Qaeda that came together over Zawahiri’s declaration of war against the 
U.S. made its terror debut on August 7, 1998.  One of Zawahiri’s chief bomb makers – 
an Egyptian named “Saleh” – oversaw the assembly of two very large bombs that were 
exploded at the U.S. embassies in Nairobi, Tanzania, and Dar es Salaam in Kenya. 
Between the two embassies, the death toll exceeded 200 and the number or wounded 
surpassed 4,500.  These two bombings announced the formal existence of al Qaeda.  
The FBI discovered that five American embassies had been targeted.  Three were 
saved through a combination of luck and good intelligence. In yet another rift between 
the CIA and FBI, FBI investigators learned that almost one year prior to the embassy 
bombings, an Egyptian member of al Qaeda entered the U.S. Embassy in Nairobi and 
reported to the CIA that al Qaeda was going to bomb it.  The CIA did not take the 
admission seriously and dismissed the information, thus never sharing it with the FBI. 


Despite al Qaeda’s bombings of our embassies, FBI director Freeh continued to 
emphasize, in meetings at the White House, the bin Laden posed no domestic threat to 
the United States.  In fact, the FBI did not place Osama on its most wanted list until 
June of 1999. 


 


AL QAEDA FIGHTS ON 


On December 14, 1999, customs officials apprehended Ahmed Ressam entering Port 
Angeles, Washington, in his car as he was departing a ferryboat from Canada.  
Ressam, now convicted and serving time, had a large quantity of explosives in his car 
and was planning to set off an explosion at Los Angeles International Airport in New 
Year’s Eve, 1999.  The “Millennium Bomber” as he was labeled, was found to have on 
his person the phone number of one Abdul Ghani Meskini, an Algerian living in 
Brooklyn, New York.  The FBI apprehended Meskini on December 30.  Both Ressam 
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and Meskini agreed to cooperate with U.S. authorities.  Based upon debriefings with 
these two men and others who were arrested, agents of the FBI concluded that al 
Qaeda had sleeper cells established within the United States.  Despite the findings and 
conclusions of its own agents, the FBI still officially viewed al Qaeda in 1999 as both a 
far off and controllable threat. 


While U.S. authorities remained passive about al Qaeda’s capabilities and intentions, 
yet another plot was uncovered.  It was a plan to conduct a suicide attack against the 
USS The Sullivans as it refueled in the Aden harbor in Yemen on January 2, 2000. 


 


AL QAEDA TRAINING CAMPS 


Most of the al Qaeda recruits who came to the camps in Afghanistan to train in the 
1990s came from nuclear families from the middle or upper classes.  Few were 
products of Islamist schools.  Many held science degrees and spoke four or five 
languages.  Most came from Saudi Arabia and Egypt, Algeria and Europe.  Many of 
these new recruits were not particularly religious when they arrived at the al Qaeda 
camps. 


Training in the camps was tough.  The new recruits underwent rigorous physical training 
as well as an indoctrination of the al Qaeda world view.  Class notes secured from some 
of the trainees spelled out al Qaeda’s ultimate goals: 


1. Establish the rule of God on Earth 


2. Attain martyrdom in the cause of God 


3. Purify the ranks of Islam from the elements of depravity.9 


 AL Qaeda training consisted of three mains steps.  All of the new recruits spent about 
15 days in boot camp, where the al Qaeda cadre pushed them to their physical breaking 
points, keeping them on the go continuously except for a few hours sleep each day.  
The second stage lasted forty-five days, during which time the trainees received 
instruction in map reading, land navigation and use of various weapons to include 
machine guns, Claymore mines, and shoulder-fired missiles. 


Once a recruit had successfully completed the second, forty-five day training cycle, he 
could then choose to attend or was assigned to more advanced training camps.  One 
was the insurgent school, which also lasted for forty-five days.  In guerrilla school, 
trainees specialized in hijacking, assassination, and espionage tactics, techniques and 
procedures.  Another camp taught advanced bomb making.  Still another specialized in 
suicide bomber training. 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 341 
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Zawahiri explored the development and use of biological and chemical weapons in labs 
he established in Jalalabad and Kandahar, Afghanistan.  He began a program named 
“Zabadi” (curdled milk) aimed at exploring the use of unconventional ways in which to 
commit mass murder.  He was assisted by a Malaysian colleague who had degrees in 
chemistry and laboratory science from California State University in Sacramento and 
who attempted to cultivate biological weapons, primarily anthrax. 


 


THE CIA AND FBI DO NOT COMMUNICATE  


The lack of communication between the CIA and the FBI continued to America’s 
detriment. Toward the end of 1999, the CIA began tracking the movements of two al 
Qaeda operatives, Khaled al-Mihdhar and Hazmi.  The CIA knew that these men 
worked for al Qaeda.  Both Mihdhar and Hazmi conducted a secret meeting in Kuala 
Lumpur on January 5, 1999, in an apartment owned by Zawahiri’s anthrax researcher, 
Yazid Sufaat.  The CIA, aided with information provided by the Malaysian secret 
service, received photos of twelve al Qaeda agents entering and leaving the apartment 
belonging to Sufaat. Three of the men, Mihdhar, Hazmi, and Khallad (who would later 
be responsible for the bombing of the USS Cole) were flying to Bangkok.  But the CIA 
failed to notify either the FBI or the State Department so that the men could be followed 
and their passports flagged to prevent entry into the United States. Months later, on 
January 15, 2000, the CIA learned that Hazmi flew into Los Angeles and, with his 
American visa, was granted entry. Had anyone from CIA bothered to examine the 
manifest from that flight, they would have discovered that Mihdhar was traveling with 
Hazmi and also entered the U. S. through Los Angeles Airport.  The CIA never shared 
their knowledge that a known al Qaeda operative had entered the United States with 
either the FBI or Department of State. 


Even into February 2000, the CIA remained the only agency that knew who and where 
Hazmi and Mihdhar were. The FBI had full authority to investigate these men while they 
were in the United States, but the CIA failed to divulge their presence and identity them 
to their FBI counterparts. 


______________________________________________________________________ 


AL QAEDA CORPORATE CULTURE 


Al Qaeda developed a corporate culture characterized by a decentralized, “hands-off” 
philosophy.  The big decisions would be centralized within Osama’s inner circle.  Bin 
Laden and his top advisors decided on the major targets, provided funding and training, 
and selected the leaders for the approved attacks.  The actual planning and execution 
of the operations remained the responsibility of the men selected to carry them out. 
Osama still reserved the right to intervene if anything got screwed up between the 
planning and the execution phases. 
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MORE AMERICANS ARE KILLED, PRELUDE TO 9-11 


On October 12, 2000, a small fiberglass fishing boat pulled alongside the billion-dollar, 
guided missile destroyer USS Cole, anchored in a Yemeni harbor.  Moments later an 
explosion of immense proportion ripped a huge hole in the warship, almost sinking her.  
This attack on the U.S. warship was a great victory for Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda. 
New recruits flooded into camps in Afghanistan, bringing suitcases full of money with 
them.  This infusion of cash and recruits gained Osama increased favor with the 
Taliban. Osama was hoping for an American response that would include a U.S. 
invasion of Afghanistan, so that American fighters could be lured into the same trap that 
the Soviets had fallen into.  Osama’s game plan was to keep up the pressure on the 
Americans – to keep attacking until the U.S. responded.  To date, bin Laden had not 
succeeded.  His declaration of war against the U.S., the bombing of the embassies in 
Africa, and even the bombing of the USS Cole did not solicit the desired response from 
the Americans. Bin Laden realized that a more spectacular attack was needed.  The big 
attack would have to be so brutal so as to force the desired U.S. military response; an 
attack such as that planned and executed on September 11, 2001. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 








	  


1	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


 


Sleeping With the Devil:  How Washington Sold 
Our Soul for Saudi Crude 


By Robert Baer 
© 2003 by Robert Baer 


ISBN 1-4000-5021-9 


Printed in the United States by Crown Publishers, New York, New York 


U.S. $ 24.95   Canada $37.95    226 pages 


 


Robert Baer served in the Central Intelligence Agency’s Directorate of Operations as a case 
officer from 1976 until 1997 As a CIA agent, Baer was stationed in hot spots such as Beirut, 
Northern Iraq, Khartoum and New Delhi.  He handled agents who penetrated Hezbollah, al 


Qaeda, Libyan intelligence and other terrorist organizations.1   


In this book, Baer exposes America’s subservience to the Saudi royal family and incredible 
strategic oil reserves controlled by the House of Saud.  He documents how the United States’ 
lust for inexpensive oil and Saudi petrodollars has resulted in our government turning a blind 


eye to the greed, corruption and murky human rights which are world-known as the hallmark of 
the Saudi Arabian ruling class.  Robert Baer documents how nearly every politician in 


Washington receives money from the Saudis in one fashion or another, to include heavy-hitters 
such as George Bush Sr., Dick Cheney, Henry Kissinger, and Al Gore. 


Most disturbing, Robert Baer shows how, with America’s connivance, Saudi Arabia has spread 
its extremist brand of Wahhabi Islam to the four corners of the globe, while providing support to 
the precursor of today’s Islamist terror organizations, the Muslim Brotherhood.  He documents 


how the Saudi royals have supplied the Taliban and al Qaeda with more than $600 million in the 
last decade and a half. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Baer, Robert. Sleeping With the Devil: How Washington Sold Our Soul for Saudi Crude. New York, New York: 
Crown Books, 2003, back book flap. 
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PROLOGUE:  THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO 


Robert Baer tells us that as far back as Ronald Reagan’s presidential administration, 
government disaster planning experts were war gaming the ramifications of a terrorist 
attack upon Saudi oil fields and refineries, such as the one at Saudi Arabia’s Abqaiq 
facility. It was estimated that a moderately successful attack against this field would 
curtail production at Abqaiq from almost 7 million barrels per day to around 1 million for 
months after the attack.  This would amount to a loss of one-third of the United State’s 
daily consumption of Saudi crude.  Although, within half a year after the attack, Abqaiq 
would be back to 40 percent of its pre-attack output, it would still be running at millions 
of barrels below pre-attack production.  This would equal the total amount of oil withheld 
from the United States during OPEC’s crippling oil embargo of 1973. 


Saudi Arabia is all about oil and strategic oil reserves. Within the kingdom are more 
than eighty active oil and gas fields and more than a thousand yielding wells.  It’s 
proven oil reserves amount to nearly one quarter of all of the known oil reserves in the 
world.  Saudi oil drilling and refining facilities are numerous and present a target-rich 
environment for terrorist organizations wishing to hurt both the Saudi royal family’s 
income and the United States’ economy and its consumers.  From the pumps that 
drudge up mixtures of raw oil and gas, to the thousands of miles of underground 
transport pipelines, the separation plants that divide the oil and gas products and the 
stabilization facilities; the interdependence of the moving parts that go into producing 
crude export oil makes an attack on any one part potentially crippling. 


Baer points out how fragile the world’s oil economy is in the face of just one successful 
terror attack. One large passenger jet, flown from Dubai into one of the major Saudi 
production facilities, would send the oil-dependent nations of the world into the panic 
mode – the United States included. 


Baer believes that the chance of a doomsday scenario coming to fruition is dependent 
upon three major factors, each of which he examines in this book:2 


■ Can the forces which desire to bring down the House of Saud, such as  the 
Shi’as and the Muslim Brotherhood, amass enough fire power to do so? 


 ■ Will the Saudi royal family reach a point where it is cannot be saved or 
 protected as the ruling authority in Saudi Arabia? 


 ■ Is Washington so dependent upon and corrupted by Saudi crude that it has 
 forever lost the ability to see Saudi Arabia for what it is and admit that it must 
 jettison its relationship with and dependency upon the Saudi royals. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Ibid, page xxx. 
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PART I:  SPEAK NO EVIL 


Chapter 1:  We Deliver Anywhere 


In April of 2001 Baer was operating in Caesarea, Israel.  He traveled there to link up 
with a Russian master arms dealer and merchant of death who was well-known to 
Robert Baer and the CIA.  This man, whom Baer calls Yuri in the book, made a fortune 
in the 1990s trading arms for African oil.  Baer tells us that after the break-up of the 
Soviet Union, Yuri was able to deliver almost any weapons system if the price was right 
– to include a Soviet T-80 main battle tank or a MIG fighter jet.  Yuri told Baer that he 
could deliver twenty TELs (mobile SCUD missile launchers) and as many as 100 
missiles to the right buyer. 


The Russian dealt with Saddam Hussein in providing arms for oil.  Despite the United 
Nations’ post Desert Storm sanctions, Iraq continued the export of its oil immediately 
after the first Iraqi War had ended.  As early as February 1991, Iraq began trading oil for 
arms on the black market.  Barges, truck convoys and pipelines transported the oil 
across many borders – much of it ending up in Syria.  Syria made out very well.  It sold 
illegal Iraqi oil on its domestic market and then exported its own legitimate oil to world 
buyers.  


Baer wanted to ascertain how globalized the international, black market arms sales had 
become; specifically, he wanted to know the extent of arms supplies to anti-
governmental groups within Saudi Arabia. Yuri did not deal with the Wahhabis,  but he 
gave Baer the name of an associate in Moscow who did and delivered anywhere in the 
world. 


Saudi Arabia spends little on its external defense.  It has the carrier battle groups, army 
and marines of the United States to protect it from all external threats, but it spends a 
huge amount on internal defense.  It spends more than 10 percent of its gross domestic 
product on defense.  Further, it allocated half of all of Saudi Arabian revenues to internal 
defense and the survivability of the Saudi ruling family.  Much of the defense money 
ends up in the hands of members of the royal family and their associates who skim 
huge percentages off of the top.  Just as much goes directly to the protection of the 
Saudi royal family.  The Saudi National Guard is, in reality, the most well-trained and 
well-equipped bodyguard service in the world. 


With respect to any anti-Saudi royal family groups getting their hands on sophisticated 
weaponry, Yuri assured Baer that if he had the cash, anything he could provide 
anything to anyone anywhere, to include inside Saudi Arabia. 
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Chapter 2:  Circling the Drain 


Militant Islam is alive and well within the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.  The attacks of 9/11, 
with the majority of the terrorists being Saudi nationals, proved that Saudi Arabia 
possesses many young men who are ready to die in the fight to take down the United 
States and the Saudi royals. 


The Saudis know that they have our American leadership “over a barrel.”  Saudi officials 
regularly snub their American counterparts with zero ramifications.  After American 
servicemen were killed in the terror bombing of the U.S. barracks in Khobar, Saudi 
Arabia, the Saudis slow-rolled the American FBI investigation there.  FBI Director Louis 
Freeh personally traveled to Saudi Arabia to put some pressure on the Saudis to allow 
the FBI to conduct a full investigation.  Freeh’s Saudi counterpart, Interior Minister Na’if, 
refused to even meet with Director Freeh, choosing instead to remain on his yacht while 
Freeh was in country.  Post 9/11, Minister Na’if was quoted as saying that America was 
the enemy of Arabs and Muslims.  Saudi leaders pay off and placate terrorist 
organizations in the hopes that they will keep the pressure up on the United States and 
keep away from the Saudi royal family. 


Saudi Arabia is not the only Arab country to publically declare the U.S. an ally while 
supporting terrorists who target U.S. citizens.  Another is Qatar, from where the U.S.  
stages combat troops and logistics support headed for Iraq.  In the mid-1990s, Qatar 
was hosting ten al Qaeda terrorists who today remain on the most-wanted list.  One was 
the now-incarcerated Khalid Sheikh Muhammad (KSM), the uncle of the 1993 World 
Trade Center bombing mastermind Ramzi Yousef.  Director Freeh asked the Qatari 
minister of foreign affairs to turn KSM over to the FBI.  At the time, KSM was an 
employee of the Qatari government.  While the FBI waited in their hotel in Qatar’s 
capital city of Doha, Qatari officials whisked KSM out of the country.  The FBI director 
was greatly angered by this.  Then President Clinton never complained to the Qataris 
about the way his FBI director was treated.  In fact, the Qatari foreign minister stationed 
in Washington DC came and went freely at the White House. 


What angered Freeh the most was the revelation that, while aiding and abetting 
terrorists, the Qatari government paid a Washington DC law firm and a public relations 
firm more than $24 million to keep its positive image afloat while it served as a holding 
ground for al Qaeda heavies.   


The Saudi royal family lives in denial and is highly dysfunctional. Months after the 9/11 
attacks and after solid proof implicated Saudi citizens, Saudi interior minister Na’if 
continued to deny that any Saudi nationals were involved in the attacks.  Saudi King 
Fahd suffered a stroke fifteen years ago and is assumed brain dead. The king’s favorite 
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wife, Jawhara and her son, Azouzi, are said to actually run Saudi Arabia day-to-day.  
She is the only one that has 24/7 access to King Fahd.  She alone decides who may 
see the king and who may not. 


As a result of King Fahd’s 1995 stroke, the Saudi royal princes are running uncontrolled, 
indulging in corrupt business practices, lavish, unchecked lifestyles, and rackets that 
range from selling alcohol and visas to stealing property from Saudi citizens by legally 
claiming their royal right to it. 


The wasteful spending of the Saudi royal family is legendary.  King Fahd’s son tops the 
spenders with his $4.6 billion theme park outside the Saudi capital city of Riyadh.  When 
the king’s family makes its annual visit to their palace at Marbella, Spain, they spend on 
the average of $5 million each day in the local stores.  But more than their planes and 
yachts and diamonds, the Saudis love human flesh the most.  The House of Saud is 
said to be absolutely obsessed with sex, and to regularly indulge in pleasures of the 
flesh with female prostitutes and young boys. 


Baer says that the Saudis may very well be the most sexually-repressed people in the 
world. Saudi women are kept out of the reach of Saudi men until the day that they 
marry. Once married, Saudi men keep their women virtually locked up in their homes for 
the rest of their lives.  Only 5 percent of Saudi women work. Saudi women are not 
permitted to drive.  If a Saudi woman desires to leave her home, she must be 
accompanied by a male member of her family.  Even then, women are only permitted to 
visit gender-segregated pools, shopping malls, restaurants, etc.  It is almost impossible 
for a Saudi man to casually “hook up” with an unmarried, Saudi woman. 


 


Chapter 3:  A Consent of Silence 


Baer maintains that Saudi Arabia is on life-support, rotting and threatened from within. 
The U.S. government continues to perpetuate the lie that the Saudis are our staunch 
allies.  Most guilty in spreading the Saudi myth is our Department of State. One 
example of State’s subservience to the Saudi is the manner in which it handles Saudi 
visas for entry into the United States. In accordance with U.S. immigration law –
specifically the 1952 Immigration and Nationality Act – all fifteen of the Saudi 9/11 
terrorists should have been denied visas and entry into the United States. “Right 
through September 11, 2001, Saudis were not even required to appear at the U.S. 
embassy in Riyadh or the consulate in Jeddah for a visa interview.  Under a system 
called Visa Express, a Saudi has only to send his passport, an application, and a fee to 
his travel agent to get a visa. The Saudi travel agent, in other words, stood in for the 
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American government.”3  The State Department continually protects Saudi Arabia from 
human rights abuse accusations. It regarded the terror attack on U.S. servicemen in the 
Khobar attacks as an anomaly.  Covert Saudi funding to the Taliban – to the tune of 
hundreds of millions of dollars – continued up through the attacks on the World Trade 
Center and the Pentagon in 2001. 


Saudi prince and long-time ambassador to the United States, Bandar bin Sultan, was 
able to walk into the Oval Office after just a phone call announcing his pending arrival. 
The director of the CIA would be kept waiting for a month or more before being granted 
an audience with the president.  Bandar saw several presidents anytime he desired to 
do so. 


Baer says that the nation’s capital has long been addicted to Saudi money and cheap 
oil, and that any complaints against the Saudis from the executive or legislative 
branches of government was and still is considered “bad form, like pissing in the village 
well.”4 


 


Chapter 4:  Saudi Arabia – Washington’s 401(k) Plan 


No country’s corporations can deal with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia without 
contributing to the wealth of members of the royal family and their closest friends. One 
such friend of the Saudi royals is Adnan Khashoggi. Khashoggi’s father was the 
personal physician to Ibn Sa’ud, who founded Saudi Arabia in 1932.   Between 1970 
and 1975 alone, he pocketed more than $100 million in commissions from Lockheed 
Martin in the American company’s dealings with the Saudi government. Northrop 
testified before a congressional subcommittee that it paid almost a half million dollars in 
bribes to Saudi general officers so that they would buy products from Northrop. In what 
was probably the most blatant “buy-off” of a U.S. president, Khashoggi flew to Richard 
Nixon’s residence in San Clemente, California, on behalf of the Saudi King, to 
congratulate Nixon on being the president elect.  “When Khashoggi got up to leave, he 
“forgot” his briefcase, which happened to be stuffed with $1 million in hundreds. No one 
said a word. Khashoggi went back to his hotel to wait for a telephone call.  The phone 
never rang.”5 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Ibid, page 32. 


4 Ibid, page 37. 


5 Ibid, page 43. 
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Robert Baer tells assures his readers that Washington bureaucrats know that if they 
remain on the good side of the House of Saud, that they will eventually end up on a 
legitimate, Saudi payroll. The Saudis throw so much money at the Washington movers 
and shakers that no one in the nation’s capital is willing to confront Saudi Arabia on any 
issue, whether it’s the Saudi’s support of Islamist extremists of abysmal human rights 
record. 


An American company, the Carlyle Group, does millions of dollars worth of business 
with the Saudis each year.  Carlyle employs such power brokers as former Secretary of 
State James Baker, former Deputy Director of the CIA and Deputy Defense Secretary 
Frank Carlucci, and former President George W. Bush. Until the attacks of September 
11, 2001, the bin Laden family was invested in the Carlyle Group to the tune of several 
million dollars. 


While serving as the CEO, Dick Cheney’s company, Halliburton, was the recipient of 
millions of dollars of Saudi money. Even after his tenure as CEO, while serving as Vice 
President of the United States in 2001, Halliburton enjoyed a $140 million contract to 
construct yet another Saudi oil field. 


To further show the reach of Saudi dollars, Baer ciotes the example of former Texan 
republican congressman Tom Loeffler, fund raising lead for George W. Bush’s first 
gubernatorial race in Texas and later, his presidential campaign.  In 2002, the Saudis 
offered the law firm of Loeffler, Jonas and Tuggey a retainer of almost three quarters of 
a million dollars a year to represent Saudi Arabia’s interests in the United States.  
Loeffler took the offer. 


So tied to Saudi money are the movers and shakers in Washington DC, that Henry 
Kissinger, former national security advisor to President Nixon, declined an appointment 
to the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks rather than reveal his client list, which 
included Saudi Arabia. 


Saudi Arabia’s longtime ambassador to the United States, Prince Bandar once related 
that he takes great care to look after American government officials after they have left 
official office and have returned to the private sector. “If the reputation then builds that 
the Saudis take care of friends when they leave office, you’d be surprised how much 
better friends you have who are just coming into office.”6 


 


 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Ibid, page 60. 
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Chapter 5: Pavlov and His Dogs 


In this chapter, Robert Baer discusses the amazing power wielded by Saudi 
ambassador to the United States, Prince Bandar bin Sultan bin ‘Abd-al-‘Aziz.  Bandar 
was Saudi Arabia’s military attaché to the United States from 1981 until 1983, when he 
became Saudi Arabia’s ambassador to the U.S. at the age of thirty-four. He remained 
the ambassador until summer of 2005. Baer recounts many of Bandar’s coups: 


 ■ As military attaché to the U.S., he convinced Congress to approve the sale of 
 state-of-the-art AWACS early warning aircraft technology to Saudi  Arabia, over 
 stern objections from the Israeli lobby in Washington, DC. 


 ■ He was the only ambassador of his time to receive official State Department 
 executive protection. 


 ■ He won favor with the Reagan administration when he donated $1 million 
 to Nancy Reagan’s anti drug campaign. 


 ■ He was a regular guest at President G. W. Bush’s home in Kennebunkport, 
 Maine, earning the family nickname of “Bandar Bush.” 


 ■ Two weeks after Bill Clinton was inaugurated as president, Bandar secured a 
 donation of $23 million from King Fahd for the University of Arkansas’s new 
 Center for Middle Eastern Studies.  Clinton had been lobbying the Saudi king for 
 the money years before his election. 


 ■ In 2002, a Defense Policy Board report leaked to the press concluded that 
 Saudi Arabia was not a friend of the U.S., as it supported terrorism against it.  
 The report stated that Saudi Arabia was, “central to the self-destruction of the 
 Arab world . . .The Saudis are active at every level of the terror chain, from 
 planners to financiers, from cadre to foot-soldier, from ideologist to cheerleader.”7 
 Then Secretary of State Colin Powell phoned Prince Bandar to assure him that 
 the report was not reflecting the official stance of the U.S. State Department.  To 
 back up Powell’s assurance that the U.S. did not think the Saudis guilty of any of 
 the report’s accusation, President George W. Bush invited Prince Bandar to visit 
 him at his ranch in Crawford, Texas – a privilege most often reserved for heads 
 of state. 


 ■ When it was uncovered publically that Bandar’s wife, Princess Haifa, made 
 charitable contributions that ended up supporting some of the 9/11 hijackers, 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 Ibid, page 67. 
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 Secretary Powell once again came to the family’s defense stating that it was 
 highly unlikely that the Bandars would do anything to support terrorists. 


 


 


PART II:  SLEEPING WITH THE DEVIL 


Chapter 6:  The Seduction 


In this chapter, Robert Baer lays out a very clear chronology of the history of oil 
discovery and development in the Middle East, showing us how the lure and seduction 
of oil began at the turn of the 20th century. 


 ■ The first Persian Gulf oil well became operational in Iran in spring of 1908. 


 ■ The first well in Iraq was tapped in Kirkuk in 1927. 


 ■ The tiny Kingdom of Bahrain began its lucrative oil production in 1932. 


 ■ By the late 1920s, Ibn Sa’ud had gained control of Saudi Arabia.  At that 
time,  the Saudi national treasury was literally hauled around in a trunk full of 
Saudi  money.  Lavish spending by the ever-growing royal family depleted the 
king’s  coffers many times. Needing money, King Sa’ud agreed in 1933 to an 
contract  with Standard Oil in which Standard was given exclusive rights for 
60 years to  explore, drill, extract, manufacture and transport Saudi oil.  In 
return, the king  was given a loan of 30,000 pounds sterling (roughly 
equivalent to one and a half million in 2002 dollars), an annual payment of 5,000 
pound sterling in gold, and a royalty advance of 50,000 pounds sterling in gold. 


 ■ The Standard Oil Company of California produced the first productive well in 
 Saudi Arabia in Dhahran in 1938.  Not long after, the company’s Middle East 
 subsidiary became  ARAMCO – the Arab-American Oil Company. 


 ■ In its first six years of operation, ARAMCO extracted around 5 million barrels of 
 oil each year.  By 1944, ARAMCO had upped its annual output to almost 8 
 million barrels annually.  In 1945, one year later, ARAMCO was producing more 
 than 21 million barrels each year.  


 ■ Immediately after World War II, agreements signed by President Roosevelt and 
 Saudi King Sa’ud cemented America’s relationship with its new Middle Eastern 
 ally.  In exchange for a steady, uninterrupted supply of cheap oil, the U.S. 
 became a Saudi Arabian protectorate, guarding its sovereignty from threats like 







	  


10	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


 those posed by neighboring nation state, Egypt. By 1952, Saudi oil production 
 rose to an incredible 300+ million barrels per year. 


The U.S. had accumulated such extensive oil reserves that, in 1959, then President 
Eisenhower put caps on foreign oil imports.  By 1973 the United States had exhausted 
those reserves. 


The Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) was established in 1960 
giving the Saudis a means with which to slowly but surely break the American chains 
that had bound them since the 1920s. 


In 1973, with oil becoming depleted reserve, heavily dependent upon Middle East 
exports, the United States was at the energy mercy of OPEC.  That year, Syria and 
Egypt attacked the State of Israel. America threw its support behind the fragile Jewish 
state.  Weeks after Israel defeated both Syria and Egypt in what became known as the 
Yom Kippur War, OPEC declared an oil embargo against the United States.  Much to 
the surprise of the American government, Saudi King Faysal, pressured by the other 
OPEC members and his own Wahabbi Muslim clergy, fully supported the embargo.  
The Saudi royal family discovered that they could make a lot of money selling oil, and 
even more by cutting off those supplies. 


In June of 1967, Israel launched a preemptive attack on Egypt, Syria and Jordan, 
rapidly defeating all three nations.  As a result of the victories, Israel claimed the West 
Bank and Jerusalem from Jordan, the Golan Heights from Syria and the Sinai Desert 
from Egypt.  It was a crushing blow to Middle East Arabs. It was the worst defeat 
suffered by Muslim armies since had been driven from Spain in 1492.  Arab reaction 
against Israel’s primary supporter – the United States – was immediate. The Arabs 
realized that their governments had let them down.  Hundreds of millions of dollars had 
been spent on weapons and equipment.  Why could not Israel have been handily 
defeated?  The answer slowly surfaced.  Much of the money ear-marked for defense 
had ended up in the pockets of royal families, politicians, and corrupt generals.  In 
addition, the religious unity of the Israeli’s enabled them to win the day.  The Muslims 
would have to find a way to unite in the name of Allah to insure victory on the battlefield. 


The Saudi’s took the need for Islamic, religious unity to heart.  Beginning in the 1970s, 
the Saudis funded the construction of mosques and radical, Wahabbi schools all over 
the world. It was the Saudi vision to cultivate a new generation of Muslims who would 
resist the ways of the West, reject innovation and modernity, and impose Allah’s laws 
upon the world as they were written in the Qur’an. 
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In the 1970s and 1980s, America viewed the Saudi’s global export of Islamic extremism 
as a good thing. Radical Islam served as an additional buffer to the expansion of the 
Soviet Union’s godless communism.  


 


Chapter 7:  The Honeymoon 


The original and still-thriving Islamist organization, the Muslim Brotherhood, was 
founded in Egypt in 1928 by Egyptian Hassan al Banna in order to purify Islam and rid 
Egypt of all foreign influences.  By the late 1940s, the Muslim brotherhood had become 
violent and terroristic, assaulting Jews and their businesses in the Egyptian capital of 
Cairo.  In 1948, members of the Brotherhood assassinated the Egyptian prime minister.  
The government killed Hassah al-Banna.  But al-Banna’s successors kept up the fight.  
They made an unsuccessful attempt on Egyptian President Nasser life in 1954.  
Subsequently, Nasser drove the Brotherhood out of Egypt. Most of the Muslim Brothers 
ended up in Saudi Arabia. 


In the 1970s, 1980s and most of the 1990s, Baer says that the CIA possessed a “white-
as-rice culture.”8  Most of the agency’s case officers were white, middle-aged 
Protestants with bachelor’s degrees who had little chance of infiltrating organizations 
like the Muslim brotherhood even if someone in the Directorate of Operations had 
instructed them to do so.  Baer claims that as late as 1997, when he left the CIA, the 
agency did not have one mole in any Islamist organization.  Very few, if any, case 
officers spoke Arabic. Since very few of the Muslim brothers spoke English, the good 
guys were separated from the bad guys by a huge language barrier. Baer also tells us 
that, in all fairness to the CIA, “it wasn’t all the CIA’s fault.  Until September 11, there 
wasn’t a president who cared whether Langley spied on the Brothers. During the cold 
war, presidents lost sleep worrying about the Soviet Union and its nukes. A third-world 
dictator who ended up with a Brother’s bullet between his eyes was near the bottom of 
the White House’s list of gnawing worries.”9  In reality and prior to the attacks of 9/11, 
the power brokers in Washington viewed the Muslim Brotherhood as a silent and secret 
weapon against the communists. 


The Muslim Brotherhood continued its reign of bold terror attacks. In 1980, Muslim 
Brothers attempted to assassinate the Syrian, Alawite leader Asad. In response, Asad 
sent his elite guards to a prison holding about 500 Muslim Brothers. Asad’s soldiers 
entered the prisons and killed all of the Brothers who were inmates. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Ibid, page 97. 


9 Ibid, page 98. 
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Two years later, the Brothers seized the ancient Syrian city of Hama and killed many of 
Asad’s Alawite, ruling officials and their families. This forced the Syrian leader’s hand in 
a move that drove the Muslim brotherhood from Syria permanently.  Asad ordered the 
entire town to be leveled with artillery fire. Twenty thousand Syrians were killed in the 
shelling, including most of the Muslim Brothers in Syria. 


In 1981 the Muslim Brothers killed Egyptian President Anwar Sadat. In 1993, they tried 
to kill the Egyptian interior minister and prime minister. The Brothers made an attempt 
on Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak’s life in 1995.  In 1997, they attacked the temple 
at Luxor and killed almost sixty tourists visiting the Egyptian pyramids. The Muslim 
Brotherhood attacks that finally drew American attention were the ones perpetrated on 
September 11th. 


 


Chapter 8:  Guess Who Came to Dinner 


In 1985, the CIA stood up its new Counter-Terrorism Center (CTC).  Robert Baer was 
assigned to the organization. The CTC was designed to bring all of the CIA’s knowledge 
on any one subject into a single fusion center. Baer was surprised to discover that 
within the CTC no one was keeping an eye on Sunni or Shia radical Muslims.  Even 
though in 1979, Sunni extremists (Muslim Brotherhood) took control of the sacred 
Muslim mosque at Mecca by force in 1979, and the Saudi army refused orders to take 
the mosque back from their Sunni brethren, the CIA did not see a compelling reason to 
keep tabs on or attempt to penetrate the Muslim Brotherhood. The Sunni Brotherhood 
assassinated Egyptian President Anwar Sadat, and still the CIA saw no reason to begin 
closely collecting on the Islamist organization.  In 1979, Iran officially declared war on 
the U.S. when the Shia, Islamist extremist, Ayatollah Khomeini, was swept back into 
power in Iraq much to the surprise and shock of the CIA.  In October 1983, the Iranian-
backed Hezbollah attacked and killed 241 U.S. Marines at their base at the Beirut 
airport in Lebanon. In December 1983, Iranian extremist Shias bombed both the U.S. 
and French embassies in Kuwait.  In 1984, the Islamists kidnapped and killed Beirut’s 
CIA station chief, Bill Buckley, effectively shutting down the U.S. intelligence 
community’s main listening post in the Middle East.  Still, the CIA had no file on these 
Islamist extremists, let alone plans to plant an operative inside. 


Kuwait, like Saudi Arabia, welcomed the Muslim Brotherhood into their countries with 
open arms in the 1970s and 1980s.  When Yasir Arafat was expelled from Egypt 
because of his ties to the Muslim Brotherhood, Kuwait accepted him with open arms.  
Khalid Sheikh Muhammed (KSM), the 9/11 mastermind, joined the Muslim Brotherhood 
in the 1980s along with his brothers.  In 1983, when KSM applied for a U.S. visa to 







	  


13	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


attend a college in North Carolina, the immigration service approved his request to enter 
the U.S. without question. 


Baer states two reasons why the U.S. basically let the Islamist extremist Sunnis and 
Shias continue unchecked in the decades preceding the 9/11 terror attacks.  First, the 
Islamists were killing Soviets with no loss of American lives. During the cold war, this 
was viewed as a very good thing. Second, the U.S. needed Saudi oil and  was not going 
to confront the Saudis on the Muslim Brotherhood issue. 


 


Chapter 9:  Trouble in Paradise 


The gist of this chapter can be found in a few sentences towards its end.  Russian 
operatives told Robert Baer that the Saudis were directly sponsoring terrorism in Central 
Asia and specifically in the Russian, breakaway province of Chechnya. Baer was 
skeptical until he poured through volumes of Russian intelligence reports that clearly 
documented the Saudi funding and training of Islamist terrorists fighting the Russians in 
Chechnya. In fact, forty Chechen Islamist fighters were trained in terror tactics and 
techniques in a secret Saudi Arabian camp, less than a hundred miles from the capital 
city of Riyadh.  


 


Chapter 10:  Hard Landing 


“For American arms makers, Saudi Arabia is an industry sub-sector all its own, with its 
own peculiar rules.  We buy oil from Saudi Arabia, refine it, and put it in our 
automobiles, and a certain percentage of what we pay for it ends up funding terrorist 
acts against American and American institutions at home and abroad.”10  With the 
money from its oil sales, the Saudi royal family purchases huge amounts of arms to 
protect itself from external and internal threats (mostly from internal threats).  American 
weapons dealers sell to the Saudis with the full knowledge that a percentage of the 
purchase price will always go towards outrageous “commissions” paid to the handful of 
Saudis who control the arms deals for the royal family.  A portion of those commissions, 
then, are paid by the Saudi weapons merchants to anti-American groups in Saudi 
Arabia that desire to do harm to the West.  These pay-offs are supposed to ensure that 
the harm is done to the West and not to the Saudi royals.  Buying lots of arms helps the 
Saudi rulers protect themselves against their own people and also provides an easy 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 Ibid, page 151. 
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way for the insatiable princes to suck money out of the national treasury and put it into 
their own bank accounts. 


The American-Saudi arms-for-oil system was set in motion by Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger in the 1970s.  Since that decade, the Saudis have purchases in excess of                      
$100 billion in American-manufactured weaponry and related support.  They are the top 
consumer of U.S. weapons systems. 


The rules that govern American armament sales to Saudi Arabia call for the Saudis to 
place their purchasing funds from the Saudi treasury into a trust fund administered by 
the U.S. Department of Defense.  Payments to American arms dealers are disbursed by 
the DOD from this trust fund.  Congress can keep tabs on all of the transactions, but 
there is a problem with the system.  The Saudis are infamous for never paying their bills 
on time. To get around this nagging problem, an end-run system called reverse 
collection was established.  A complicated system, reverse collection essentially takes 
purchases of armament and other military items off the books.  Because the 
transactions take place under the table, the Saudis are able to purchase advanced 
military systems from American vendors, such as the highly-sophisticated Rivet Joint 
reconnaissance aircraft, without the prior knowledge of Congress. 


“Prince Bandar once estimated to a PBS interviewer that of the roughly $400 billion the 
Saudis have spent since the early 1970s to create a modern state, maybe $50 billion 
has been lost to corruption.”11 If the ratio supplied by Bandar is correct, then one can 
assume that of the $100 billion in Saudi arms purchases, at least $12+ billion ended up 
being kicked back to the Saudi royals in bribes. 


Baer tells us that several, high visibility U.S.-Saudi deals were pushed to fruition with 
U.S. presidential influence. Two examples include: 


 ■ George H. W. Bush approved the sale of more than seventy F-15 fighter jets to 
 the Saudis with a price tag of $9 billion. 


 ■ Saudi Prince Sultan (Prince Bandar’s father) agreed to purchase more than 
 sixty jet liners from Boeing McDonnell Douglas in 1995 – a deal worth $7  billion 
 to the American airplane manufacturer. President Clinton had pressured Saudi 
 King Fahd since 1993 for this deal.  The end goal for Clinton in this deal was to 
 provide around one hundred thousand new jobs in states where Clinton needed 
 votes for his upcoming re-election. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Ibid, page 154. 
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The most advanced welfare state in the world is run by the Saudi rulers.  Saudi citizens 
receive: 


 ■ Interest-free home and business loans. 


 ■ Free health care. 


 ■ Free college education in-country and heavily subsidized education abroad. 


 ■ Near-free water, and electricity, domestic air travel, gasoline and telephone 
 service way below cost. 


Saudi citizens do not perform menial tasks.  They do not do blue collar work.  About a 
third of the population in Saudi Arabia is made up of foreign national workers who are 
permitted to enter, live and work in the country to do the necessary jobs that the Saudis 
will not.  Foreigners work in the oil fields, provide domestic services, program computers 
and repair roads and do construction work.  “Seven in ten of all jobs in Saudi Arabia – 
and closer to 90 percent of all private-sector jobs – are filled by foreign laborers simply 
because the Saudis won’t do them . . .”12 


The Saudis maintain a very respectable literacy rate.  Almost 90 percent of Saudi males 
and 70 percent of females can read and write.  The problem with Saudi literacy is that 
education in that country is controlled by the Wahhabi fundamentalist clerics. Two-thirds 
of all doctorate degrees awarded in Saudi Arabia are in Islamic studies.  The educated 
Saudis graduate without the skills necessary to compete in the global economy.  Young 
Saudis who receive these fundamentalist, even radical religious educations are being 
groomed by their Wahhabi handlers to live and work in a world that will only exist if the 
Wahhabis and the Muslim Brothers succeed in turning back the clock through the 
establishment of a global, Islamic caliphate. 


The Saudi government leads the nations of the world in Internet filters and restricted 
World Wide Web access.  Western news is censored and in many cases banned 
altogether.  Most Saudis receive only local news and Arabic TV such as the pro-al 
Qaeda station from Qatar, al-Jazeera. Therefore, media truth for the average Saudi is 
highly regulated. 


As wealthy as the Saudi royal family is, it is beginning to collapse under the weight of its 
own indulgences.  As time passes, the Saudi royal family continues to rapidly grow. 
Today, the royal blood line includes more than thirty thousand living members.  As 
much money as there is, there is less and less to be distributed through the blood line. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 Ibid, page 161. 
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Baer makes the point crystal clear that there is so much Saudi money flowing to 
politicians and American corporations, either directly and indirectly, that the United 
States continues to play the “Saudis are our friends” game, even though Saudi royals 
are giving millions of dollars to terror organizations, hoping that the West will be 
targeted instead of their own regime.  Washington politicians still welcome the likes of 
Saudi Prince Salam to our nation’s shores even though it is well-known that he – like 
other royals – made cash distributions to terror groups such as al Qaeda. “Leading 
American corporations like Boeing McDonnell Douglas hire and rehire indicted Saudis 
to represent their interests so they can land the deals that will pay the commissions 
back in Saudi Arabia that will further erode the (Saudi) budget and thus further divide 
the ruling class from the underclass. . . Ex-presidents, former prime ministers, onetime 
senators and members of Congress and Cabinet members walk around with their hands 
out . . .”13 


 


Chapter 11:  Kiss it Good-Bye 


Robert Baer tells us that if he had to choose one single event that started Saudi Arabia 
on its downslide it was the near-fatal stroke suffered by King Fahd in 1995. He lost his 
ability to effectively rule, but since he was clinically alive, Crown Prince Abdallah could 
not ascend to the throne. Without a strong overseer and ruler, the Saudi royal family 
became more corrupt, greedier and spun out of fiscal control.  The Saudi, Wahhabi 
militants supporting the likes of al Qaeda ran amuck.  Washington did what is 
traditionally does.  It turned a blind eye and capitalized upon the mayhem, using it to 
extort more money from King Fahd’s flailing monarchy at every opportunity. 


The Saudi royals kept King Fhad alive as long as possible because they did not want 
Prince Abdallah to become king. Abdallah threatened to clamp down on royal family 
excesses and corruption.  He was a threat to the unchecked livelihoods Al Sa’ud (the 
royal family). 


During King Fahd’s rule right up through present day, there are so many Saudi princes 
that many of them do not even know what the others are doing.  Under the disabled 
Fahd, the royals drifted into a greedy, survivalist, “every prince for himself” mode.  In 
order to ensure that they and their wealth would not be threatened by terrorist 
movements inside Saudi Arabia, princes paid millions in protection money to the Muslim 
Brotherhood, al Qaeda and others.  They paid off the Wahhabi clerics so that these 
religious men would turn a blind eye to the royals’ decadent and non-Islamic lifestyles. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Ibid, page 167. 







	  


17	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


Everything got so out of hand that in 2002, the Saudi interior minister admitted that 
Saudi Arabia had a huge problem with militants. He said that, “All our problems come 
from the Muslim Brotherhood.  We have given too much support to this group. The 
Muslim Brotherhood has destroyed the Arab world.”14 


 


Chapter 12:  In the War on Terrorism, You Lie,  


Robert Baer resigned from the CIA.  His last day was December 4, 1997.  He tells us 
that the day he departed Langley, he felt as though he was leaving a very different 
organization than the one he had joined many years earlier.  Baer felt that the agency 
had lost touch with the realities and goings-on of the Middle East.   


One example Baer relates is a day in October 1994 when he was serving as the CIA’s 
deputy chief of Iraqi operations. One of Baer’s agents in Amman, Jordan, passed the 
word that Saddam Hussein was beginning to amass troops near the Kuwaiti border 
again.  Satellite photos confirmed armor movements towards the Iraqi/Kuwait border, 
but human intelligence was needed to confirm Saddam’s true intentions. The CIA did 
not have one asset “on the inside” in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait or Iraq – not even one 
operative within the Iraqi army. A year plus after the Gulf War and the CIA was still in 
the dark. 


After his retirement, Baer went to Beirut, Lebanon, where he struck up a relationship 
with an exiled Qatari prince. The prince told Baer that al Qaeda’s number one 
operations man, Khalid Sheikh Muhammed (KSM) was hidden in Qatar and protected 
by the Qatari government for many years – up until 1996 when the FBI came to Doha, 
Qatar, for an investigation and KSM was whisked out of the country before they arrived.  
The prince said he had proof that Qatar’s foreign minister to the United States – a 
popular man on the DC cocktail circuit whose oil contracts and money gave him full 
access to the president – was also the same Qatari official supporting al Qaeda heavies 
such as KSM.  Though Baer was no longer with the CIA, he emailed the information to a 
friend of his who was still with the agency and asked that the information be given to the 
CIA’s Counter-Terrorist Center. The word came back to Baer that no one at CIA was 
interested in the link between Qatar’s foreign minister to the U.S. and al Qaeda.  Baer 
went to the New York Times and found a reported interested in doing a story based 
upon the information the prince in Lebanon could provide; but before the reporter could 
meet with Baer and the prince, the prince was abducted, taken back to Qatar, jailed in 
solitary confinement, and kept drugged 24/7. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 Ibid, page 180. 
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Robert Baer ends the chapter telling his readers that “. . .it’s not history that should 
worry us;  it’s the truth.  Until we start demanding the truth from Saudi Arabia – and 
telling ourselves the truth too- there will be more September 11s. . .”15 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 Ibid, page 200. 
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Alireza Jafarzadeh is a recognized expert on global terrorism, a Middle East analyst, and 
FOX News’ Foreign Affairs Analyst. His frequently appears on a multitude of TV and 
radio stations, to include FOX, CNN, MSNBC, CBS, NBC, ABC, PBS, C-SPAN, NPR 


and BBC.  Jafarzadeh served as the Media Director for the U.S. office of the parliament-
in-exile of the National Council of Resistance in Iran (NCRI). 


 
Mr. Jafarzadeh is credited with being the first to awaken the free world to Iran’s ongoing, 


nuclear program.  Possessing unique access to resistance groups within Iran, Alireza 
Jafarzadeh exposes Iranian President Ahmadinejad’s violent and radical roots, his 


involvement in terror activities, and his drive to make Iran a dominating, nuclear power in 
the Persian Gulf. This book is credited by many as being the most authoritative account 
to date of the threat which Iran’s nuclear ambition poses to the Persian Gulf region and 


the United States. 
 
“The Iran Threat is the first and best guide to Ahmadinejad’s sordid past, his dangerous 
present, and our precarious future.  Alireza Jafarzadeh offers the most valuable policy 
option for the United States to CONTAIN THE IRANIAN THREAT as an alternative to 


war or appeasement.”1 
 


-- Congressman Bob Filner (California), Co-Chair,                                                                          
Iran Human Rights and Democracy Caucus 


                                            
1 1 Jafarzadeh, Alireza. The Iran Threat: President Ahmadinejad and the Coming Nuclear Crisis. New York, New York: 
Palgrave MacMillan, 2008, back book cover. 
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IRAN: THE GREATEST THREAT TO SUCCESS IN IRAQ 
 
The author believes that Iran poses a far greater threat to U.S. success in Iraq 
than do Al Qaeda or the Iraqi, Sunni Muslim political minority.  With the infiltration 
of its insurgents, money and arms, intelligence activities and terror plots, Iran has 
created a battleground in Iraq between the Islamist, Shiite Muslim extremists, 
taking their orders from the Iranian capital of Tehran, and the U.S. the current 
Iraqi government.  Iran is a Shiite Muslim, Islamic Republic, seeking to establish 
a neighboring Islamic, Shiite state - the Islamic Republic of Iraq.  
 
Since March of 2003, when the U.S.-led coalition invaded Iraq and deposed 
Saddam Hussein, Iran has effectively continued to infiltrate all facets of Iraq’s 
government and civilian entities, to include the political, military, religious and 
socio-economic. Ironically, the strict Sunni Muslin rule of Saddam Hussein 
thwarted all Iranian efforts to move that country towards an Islamic, Shiite 
republic.  The chaos and collapse of security in Iraq following the U.S. invasion 
provided the golden opportunity for Iran to make its move for control of Iraq.  The 
invasion of Iraq and subsequent elimination of Saddam Hussein’s iron-fisted rule 
was a dream come true for Iran and its Islamic, expansionist agenda. 
 
 
THE AUTHOR’S UPFRONT CONCERNS 
 
This book examines in detail three characteristics of the current Iranian regime 
that pose the biggest threat to security in the Persian Gulf region and to Western 
governments.  First is the Iranian military’s total control of Iran’s nuclear 
developmental weapons programs.  Next is the establishment of a complex array 
of underground tunnels and complexes which house Iran’s most secretive 
nuclear programs. Finally, the book examines the disturbing and relentless 
acceleration of Iran’s nuclear programs under the fanaticism of its current 
president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad.  
 
Not since the Iranian Islamic Revolution of 1979, led by the Ayatollah Khomeini, 
has the voice of the Islamist regime in Iraq been stronger than with President 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. The export of Islamic rule to all governments of the 
world is written into the existing, Iranian constitution. Under Ahmadinejad’s 
leadership, the religious fanatics and military leaders in Iran are deadly serious 
about the establishment of Islamic regimes throughout the Persian Gulf region 
and beyond. 
 
The author tells us that although Ahmadinejad is the voice of all of the Iranian 
Muslim mullahs in power and of the Supreme Leader himself – Ali Khamenei – 
the overwhelming majority of Iranians are not extremist Muslims and do not 
support the repressive and inhumane policies of the Iranian government and its 
religious leaders. 
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The author, Alireza Jafarzadeh, first revealed the truth surrounding Iran’s nuclear 
secrets in 2002. His information was provided by the Iranian government’s 
number one nemesis - the people’s Mujahedin Organization of Iran (PMOI), also 
known as the Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK).  The MEK is a part of the National 
Council of Resistance in Iran (NCRI).2  Jafarzadeh’s accounts of Iran’s secret 
nuclear programs opened the world’s eyes to two major Iranian nuclear 
development sites – a very big uranium enrichment complex in Natanz and a 
heavy water facility in Arak. 
 
Jafarzadeh is absolutely convinced that Iran would not hesitate to use nuclear 
weapons to fulfill its constitutional mandate to transform governments into 
radical, Islamic Republics.  He shows us how the Iranian government has a 
history of brutalizing its own citizens.  In the summer of 1988, by order of 
Supreme Leader Khomeini, more than 30,000 Iranian, political prisoners were 
executed in Iran.  Ahmadinejad epitomizes this brand of  brutality and fanaticism.  
 
 
ABOUT MAHMOUD AHMADINEJAD 
 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was born in October 1956. From a very early age he 
embraced the Koran and immersed himself in religious studies.  His mother was 
extremely strict with respect to strict Islamic tradition.  She wore the head-to-toe 
black chador, covering everything except her eyes.  When hosting gatherings at 
her home, she hung a curtain to separate the men from the women.  Mr. 
Ahmadinejad was a successful ironworks man who was upper middle class and 
could afford to send his son, Mahmoud, to an expensive and exclusive private 
school called Daneshmand in the city of Narmak.  Though the family was 
financially well-to-do, it lived a most austere life, with modest furnishings in the 
family home.  
 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad excelled in his English lessons and was consistently 
second or third in his classes while attending school. He was never known to 
chase women and was an avid soccer player.  His classmates describe him as 
always feeling that he was a cut above others.  After graduating at the top of his 
class from Daneshmand (high school), he entered the University of Science and 
Technology in his home town of Narmak in 1975. 
 
In his first year of college, Ahmadinejad got involved in radical, religious political 
movements and appeared to find his calling as an activist and a rebel against the 
ruling shah and his repressive government.  He was a mover and shaker in the 
student demonstrations against the shah’s regime in the 1970s.  The Ayatollah 
Khomeini, then in exile, was an inspiration to Ahmadinejad.  Ahmadinejad 


                                            
2 Ibid, page xi. 







 


Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


4 
 


committed himself to Khomeini’s vision of an Iranian government run by Islamic 
leaders who could lead and control the lower class masses, thus providing the 
strict religious guidance and enforcement necessary to maintain a firm, Islamic 
hold on the population.  Ahmadinejad whole-heartedly embraced Ayatollah 
Khomeini’s “my way or the highway” approach to the mandates of Islam.  The 
religion of Islam and its commands as interpreted by Khomeini could not be 
rejected by any Iranian without constituting blasphemy against the Muslim 
religion.  With Ahmadinejad, as with his idol Ayatollah Khomeini, Islam 
possessed no gray areas. Either one adhered to the commands and rulings of 
Khomeini, or one was not a true Muslim, and thus subject to paying a price for 
any espousals to the contrary.  
 
By his senior year in college, Mahmoud was leading the militant Islamic 
movement against the regime of the shah of Iran.  When the shah was 
overthrown and Khomeini returned from exile to Iran and assumed power, 
Ahmadinejad established the Islamic Students Association at his university.  He 
was selected to represent the university at meetings hosted by Khomeini.  
Ahmadinejad was so involved and respected within the Ayatollah’s Islamic 
government, that he was one of the founders of an organization called the Office 
for Consolidating Unity between Universities and Theological Seminaries (OCU).  
The OCU was underwritten by the Khomeini regime.  
 
When the Ayatollah Khomeini purged the Iranian universities of all liberals and 
free thinkers in 1980 as part of what he called a cultural revolution, Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad and his followers were instrumental in physically attacking student 
groups that ran counter to the regime’s mandates to turn the control of all 
universities over to the ayatollahs loyal to Khomeini. The OCU ravaged Iranian 
universities, rounded up and brutalized students and professors in the name of 
Khomeini’s “cultural revolution.” 
 
The bottom line is that Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has been a radical player in the 
Iranian Islamist militant reign of oppression since the before the Iranian 
Revolution of 1979. 
 
 
AHMADINEJAD’S RISE TO THE PRESIDENCY 
 
When the Ayatollah Khomeini and his followers deposed the shah in 1979 and 
assumed power, a new intelligence organization called the Islamic Revolutionary 
Guards Corps Intelligence Unit was founded.  Ironically, the shah’s SAVAK - that 
enforced his stringent regime and was so feared and hated by Iranians - was 
replaced by Khomeini’s unit which proved to be every bit as oppressive and 
savage.  Ahmadinejad was among the first to become a member of Khomeini’s 
Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC). Shortly after becoming a member, 
he was made a senior commander in an elite unit of the IRGC, known today as 
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the Qods Force.  The Qods Force was established specifically to run special 
terror operations outside of Iran and to train Islamist terror groups.  It is alleged 
that Ahmadinejad participated in many terrorist operations in the 1980s and 
1990s.  The author’s sources within Iran say that in the 1980s, Ahmadinejad held 
several posts within the IRGC that enabled him to serve the Khomeini regime in 
many different capacities.  He interrogated U.S. hostages taken from the U.S. 
embassy in Iran and held captive for more than 400 days. He was one of the 
leaders who spearheaded efforts to close universities. He questioned and 
tortured political prisoners fought in battles on the Iranian-Iraqi border during the 
Iran-Iraq War and conducted special operations within Iraq.  As part of the IRGC 
Qods Force, he participated in the assassination of the Iranian regime’s enemies 
in Europe and the Middle East.   
 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was rewarded with five political appointments after the 
Iran-Iraq War. The hardliners on the Tehran city council appointed Ahmadinejad 
their mayor in 2003.  As the top political official in Iran’s capital city, Ahmadinejad 
often extolled the virtues of the regime’s brand of Islam and preached about 
Iran’s duty to export Islamist extremism to the rest of the world. He instituted 
many extreme, Islamic measures in Tehran to include separate elevators for 
women and men, “women only” parks in the city, and removal of soccer 
billboards that showed pictures of male British soccer stars.  His extremist and 
repressive policies earned Ahmadinejad the nickname of “the Iranian Taliban.”3 
 
When the regime drew up its short list for potential candidates for the upcoming 
parliamentary elections in 2003, Ahmadinejad made the cut.  In the run-up to 
Iran’s 2005 elections, Ahmadinejad was touted as a man of the people.  By 
orchestrating Ahmadinejad’s election in a rigged, run-off against the incumbent 
Rafsanjani, Khamenei and his Guardian Council insured that the office of the 
president would be a radical, party line mouthpiece for the regime’s agenda for 
years to come.  
 
From the onset of his presidency, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s hypocritical theology 
has been a hallmark of his actions and public remarks.  His confrontational and 
alarming public remarks include his October 2005 edict that Israel must be wiped 
off the map.  He also stated that the Holocaust is a myth, used by Jews to 
blackmail other countries and to justify Israeli crimes in the occupied territories.  
Ahmadinejad’s defiant claim to Iran’s right to perpetuate its nuclear programs 
remains a thorn in the side of both the United Nations (UN) and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).  He ignored the UN’s July 2006 Security Council 
resolution directing that Iran, under threat of appropriate measures, cease and 
desist its uranium enrichment and nuclear fuel processing activities. 
 


                                            
3 Ibid, page 23. 
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Ahmadinejad’s presidency has instituted repressive policies in Iran not seen 
since the Ayatollah Khomeini’s assumption of power during the revolutionary 
years of 1979 through the early 80s. He banned the playing of Mozart and 
Beethoven.  Amnesty International reports child executions and the torture of 
political prisoners under Ahmadinejad’s regime.  Amnesty International also 
claims that Iranians who are convicted of hating God, corruption, or murder are 
subject to death preceded by three days of crucifixion and amputation.  The 
Amadinejad administration demands stricter dress codes for women.  In the city 
of Isfahan, for example, women caught not wearing the proper head covering can 
be punished by lashing. 
 
 
IRAN’S IDEOLOGY AND GOALS 
 
Mahmoud Amadinejad’s presidency perpetuates a doctrine known as velayat-e 
faqib.  Velayat-e faqib, though not invented by the Ayatollah Khomeini, was 
reintroduced into Iran under the Ayatollah’s assumption of complete power in Iran 
in 1980. The doctrine was first espoused in the late 1700s by a mullah named 
Ahmad Naraghi. The velayat-e faqib doctrine consists of four pillars:  (1) the set 
of Islamic laws, or Sharia, must be put into practice.  These laws, from how to 
recite daily prayers to how to stone a woman to death, must be implemented; (2) 
the grand ayatollahs and mullahs understand these laws and can pass rulings on 
them because they know the subject;  (3) power should be in the hands of the 
religious leaders who can discern and apply the laws;  and (4) political Islam 
does not recognize any nationalist borders.”4 
 
Before he returned to Iran, overthrew the reigning shah, and installed Islamic 
rule, the Ayatollah Khomeini portrayed himself as a champion of individual 
thought, expression and rights.  In press interviews before he returned from Paris 
to Iran, the Ayatollah never mentioned velayat-e faqib.  He said that he was a 
defender of women’s rights and individual freedom of choice, but this was 
obviously a ploy and a bold lie to work his way into the minds and hearts of the 
Iranian people. As with many rising leaders, Khomeini’s message from a position 
of exile in France to the average Iranian was one of hope and relief from the 
corrupt and repressive regime of the ruling shah.  
 
Though Ayatollah Khomeini and his chief clerics dominated everything in Iran in 
the first phase of the 1979 Islamic revolution, there initially existed total freedom 
among Iran’s citizens, to include political candidness, the release from many jails 
of political prisoners held under the shah’s reign, and even toleration of religious 
criticism. But little by little, within a well orchestrated campaign, Khomeini and his 
cronies reduced their tolerance levels immensely.  In spring of 1979, Ayatollah 
Khomeini stood up a new militia to enforce his mandates – the Islamic 


                                            
4 Ibid, page 48. 
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Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC).  The initial Corps members – numbering 
about 10,000 – were recruited from armed, neighborhood protest groups called 
komiteb, which worked to depose the sha and bring the Ayatollah back to 
Tehran.  Within the first years of Khomeini’s absolute rule, the IRGC hunted 
down and murdered any and all opposition groups and their members.  Just 
three years after Khomeini assumed power in 1979, the IRGC grew to more than 
50,000 and became a virtual assassination arm of the Islamic government of 
Iran. 
 
The joy of freedom under the initial days of Khomeini came to a sudden and 
brutal halt within the first year of his rise to domination and power.  Anyone who 
did not fall into line with the regime was branded as mohared, (an enemy of 
God).  Beginning in 1980, the mullahs supporting Khomeini cracked down on 
their fellow Iranians with total viciousness.  Two women convicted of prostitution, 
for example, were buried up to their chests in the ground and stoned to death, 
with the judge who convicted them throwing the first stones.  In June of 1981, 
more than half a million Iranians gathered to protest the Ayatollah’s dictatorship 
in the streets of the capital city of Tehran.  Khomeini ordered his IRGC forces to 
open fire on the crowd.  Both the Christian Science Monitor and New York Times 
reported that the wave of killings, jailing and torture that followed the peaceful 
demonstration were no different than the injustices perpetrated in the days of 
Shah Mohammad Riza Pahlevi. 
 
The rigid and unquestionable rule of the Ayatollah Khomeini is perpetuated today 
by Khomeini’s protégées, President Mahmoud Amadinejad and Iran’s ruling 
Supreme Council. 
 
 
IRAN’S TERROR OPERATIONS 
 
Iran employs terror tactics to deal with both its internal and external opponents. 
The planning of all terrorist operations begins in Tehran and is orchestrated by 
the highest ranking members of the Iranian government, to include the supreme 
leader, the president, the heads of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the 
Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS).  The execution phase of Iranian 
terror attacks is carried out by MOIS agents or the IRGC’s Qods Force.  Many of 
the MOIS and Qods agents who carried out terror operations in the 1980s and 
1990s are today high ranking leaders in both organizations. 
 
Iran entered the 20th century terror game publicly in 1979 when Iranian students 
stormed the U.S. embassy in Tehran, seizing 52 Americans in a globally-watched 
hostage drama that lasted 444 days. Its use of terror to support its regional 
political objectives has continued for almost thirty years.  Some key facts 
surrounding Iran’s more notable terror operations, modus operandi, and primary 
players include: 







 


Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


8 
 


 
 ■ Kazem Rajavi, the representative of the National Council of Resistance 
 of Iran in Switzerland, was assassinated in April of 1990.  The plot was 
 masterminded by Ali Fallahian, a mullah who serves as one of Supreme 
 Leader Khamenei’s security advisors. 
 
 ■ In 1997 a Berlin court ruled that Iran’s leaders, to include the Supreme 
 Leader Khamenei, ordered the murder of Iranian Kurds living in exile in 
 Germany.  Among those assassinated in the Iranian special operations 
 plot was Sadiq Sharafkandi, the leader of the Kurdish Democratic Party. 
 
 ■ When Ahmadinejad became president, numerous Qods assassins and 
 MOIS members were elevated to high ranking positions within the Iranian 
 government.  Iranian attacks against European targets became more 
 emboldened. For example, during the 2005/2006 international 
 pandemonium surrounding the Danish newspaper cartoons about the 
 Prophet Muhammad,  Iran allegedly sent 12 agents to Denmark to kill the 
 cartoonist responsible for the blasphemy. 
 
 ■ Iran often employs the services of second and third party terror 
 organizations to carry out attacks outside of Iran.  The advantage to 
 “outsourcing” these attacks is that locals are employed, and they draw 
 less scrutiny than Iranian foreigners.  It also makes the terror attacks 
 more difficult to attribute to the Iranian government.  One of the most 
 famous examples of Iran’s use of surrogate terrorists is the terror 
 bombings in Paris in 1985 and 1986 that killed 13 and wounded more than 
 250.  The ringleader of the operation was an employee in the Iranian 
 embassy in Paris, Wahid Gordji. 
 
 ■ The first Iranian regime attack against the United states was carried out 
 in Lebanon in 1983 when 258 Americans were murdered in two separate 
 bombings.  One of these was the truck bombing of the U.S. Marine Corps 
 barracks.  It was determined that Iran was clearly responsible for that 
 attack  that killed more than 238 Marines. The U.S. Department of State 
 added Iran to the list of state sponsors of terrorism because of this attack.   
  
 (Iran was encouraged by the U.S. responses to both its killing of the Marines in their 
 barracks in Beirut and its holding of American embassy  hostages for more than 400 
 days.  Shortly after the Marines were killed, President Reagan withdrew American 
 peacekeeping forces from Lebanon, forcing the U.S. president to reverse his decision 
 not to yield to terrorist demands.  Iran won a big one. In 1991, and while still holding 
 52 American hostages, Iran was paid $278 million by the United States for arms that the 
 U.S. impounded from the Ayatollah Khomeini’s regime in 1979.  The hostages were 
 released shortly after the U.S. made the payment to Tehran.  Again, Iran won a huge 
 victory, in that it forced the United States to violate its own policy never to 
 negotiate with terrorists or their sponsorship regimes.) 
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 ■ Hezbollah, the Lebanese terror group organized to resist Israel, is 
 actually an Iranian creation.  The ruling elite in Tehran created Hezbollah 
 early in the 1980s as a method of installing Islamic rule in Lebanon.  In 
 fact, one of Hezbollah’s most renowned leaders, Fayez Mugniyah, is 
 credited with masterminding the attack on the Marine barracks in 1983.  
 He was also indicted for his part in the 1985 high jacking of TWA flight 
 847.  Mugniyah, funded and fueled by Iran, was considered to be the most 
 dangerous and wanted terrorist in the world until the 9/11 attacks, when 
 Osama bin Laden overshadowed him. 
 
 ■ Iran was behind the December 1983 bombing of the U.S. embassy in 
 Kuwait and five other associated and simultaneous bombings at other
 locations throughout that country. The perpetrators of these six attacks 
 “became known as the ‘Kuwait 17’ or the ‘al Dawa 17,’ because some of 
 them belonged to the Iran-backed al Dawa political group in Iraq.”5 
 
 ■ In an Iranian-backed, September 1984 attack, a car full of explosives 
 and Soviet rockets was driven towards the U.S. embassy annex in Aukar 
 near Beirut.  Guards fired on the car and it exploded, taking down the front 
 of the building and killing 24 persons. 
 
 ■ Tehran hired terrorists to kidnap Beirut’s CIA station chief William 
 Buckley in 1984.  Buckley was tortured and subsequently killed. 
 
 ■ In 1995 an Iranian-funded, terror attack in the Gaza Strip resulted in the 
 killing of an American woman.  Courts ruled that Iran hired and paid the 
 Palestinian terrorist who carried out the attack. 
 
 ■ Iran utilized terror surrogates in Turkey, to include those that 
 carried out a grenade attack against a synagogue in Istanbul in 1992, 
 and killed an Israeli diplomat in Ankara with a car bomb. Also murdered 
 with a  car bomb was Turkish journalist Ugur Mumcu, who was very 
 outspoken against Islamic extremism. 
 
 ■ Iran’s export of terror also extended into Africa in the 1990s.  
 Iranian support of Algerian extremists caused the Algerian government to 
 sever diplomatic ties with Iran in 1993.  Iran has also been one of the 
 primary supporters of the National Islamic Front which dominated Sudan 
 for decades.  Iran’s ambassador to Sudan in the mid-1990s was Kamal 
 Magid, one of its leading terrorist operations planners. 
 
 ■ According to U.S. intelligence reports and accounts from both FBI and 
 CIA field operatives, al Qaeda representatives regularly met with Iranian 


                                            
5 Ibid, page 67. 
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 officials in Sudan while Osama bin Laden resided there from the early to 
 mid-1990s.  Agreements between the parties included working together to 
 carry out actions against the United States and Israel.  Iran continues to 
 support al Qaeda operatives that travel to Saudi Arabia, Pakistan and 
 Afghanistan by not stamping al Qaeda passports when members pass 
 through Iran on their way to those countries. 
 
 
 
 
 ■ Iran continually hosts global terror conferences in Tehran.  Among the 
 more notable ones are the 1990 “World Conference on Palestine,”  the 
 “Intifadah and the Islamic World” conference of 1991, the “Liberation 
 Movements” conference in 1997, and the 2005 “The World without
 Zionism” conference.  In 2006 Iran announced that it would host another 
 international conference dedicated to discussing the myth of the 
 Holocaust. 
 
 ■ In 1998, author Salman Rushdie published a book titled The Satanic 
 Verses.  The Iranian regime decreed that Rushdie’s book constituted 
 blasphemy against Islam.  Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini 
 issued a fatwa (religious decree) calling for Rushdie’s murder and put a $2 
 million bounty on his head.  Khomeini condemned both the author and his 
 publishers to death.  In his fatwa, Supreme Leader Khomeini called upon         
 “. . . all valiant Muslims wherever they may be in the world to kill them 
 without delay, so that no one will dare insult the sacred beliefs of Muslims 
 henceforth.”6 
 
 
IRAN’S INFLUENCE & OPERATIONS IN IRAQ 
 
Shortly after the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, infiltrators from Iran streamed into Iraq 
across the unsecured border regions.  Tehran took maximum advantage of the 
post-invasion lack of security and stability in Iraq to send its Shiite operatives 
covertly into the fray.  By the spring of 2006, the Iranian penetration hit 
staggering proportions.  The author reports that of the nearly 2,000 foreign 
insurgents arrested between May 2005 and May 2006, 80% of them were 
Iranian.  Both the U.S. ambassador to Iraq and then theater commander, General 
George Casey, stated in summer of 2006 that Iranian Shiite extremist groups 
were supplying arms, equipment, supplies and training to Shiite Iraqi insurgents – 
all of which were being used to target U.S.-led coalition and Iraqi security forces.   
 


                                            
6 Ibid, page 79. 
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Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, second in power only to the supreme leader himself,  
has at his disposal a 40,000 man terror and intelligence force as well as the 
resources and funds of the entire Iranian regime.  Under his direction, the 
mullahs have sent their Qods Forces into Iraq and have built pro-Iranian, Shiite 
militias that today make up the most active elements of the Shiite insurgency in 
Iraq. 
 
Iran’s 900 mile border with Iraq remains largely unsecured.  Eleven of Iraq’s most 
populated twenty cities are within 100 miles of the Iranian border. Iran’s land 
mass is four times that of Iraq and its population exceeds that of Iraq by three 
times. Shiite pilgrims visiting holy Muslim shrines in each others countries transit 
the borders in huge numbers.  All of these geographic, demographic, and 
religious realities make it ideal and easy for Iran to smuggle arms and explosives 
into Iraq. 
 
Iran asserted its fervent desire to convert Iraq to an Islamic state regardless of 
the cost during its war with Iraq from 1980 through 1988.  Though the Iranian 
loss of life was astounding, Supreme Leader Khomeini kept up the fight. 
Khomeini refused to negotiate a settlement.  He initiated a second and more 
brutal phase of the war. The Iranian military – short of qualified men – recruited 
boys as young as twelve years-old and older men and women to commit to 
battle. In prolonging the Iraq-Iran War, Khomeini sacrificed his nation’s economy 
and resources, as well as millions of Iranian lives lost in eight years of fighting.  
This religious fanaticism is alive and well today in Iran and is promulgated by 
President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. 
 
Besides fueling the Shiite insurgency in Iraq, Iran spreads its influence and 
exerts its power through numerous social aid programs aimed at winning the 
minds and hearts of Iraqi Shiites (among other regional, target audiences).  One 
of Tehran’s primary methods of gaining footholds and increasing influence in 
other nations is through the establishment and promotion of charitable 
organizations.  Such things as charitable organizations, Internet cafes, and  
businesses establish covers for Qods Force military operations.  In a memo 
uncovered in 2004, the Iranian Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS) 
reported that the regime spent an average of $70 million each month to fund and 
promote aid organizations fronting IRGC Qods Force operations in Iraq.  Among 
those cover organizations funded by the Iranian regime in support of the Shiite 
insurgency in Iraq are: 
 
 ■ The Red Crescent (rough Muslim equivalent of the Red Cross) 
 
 ■ The Imam Relief Committee (provides food, blankets, supplies, jobs `
 etc. to Iraqis) 
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 ■ The Persian Green Relief Institute (provides medical supplies and 
 services) 
 
 ■ The Kowthar Logistical Headquarters (distributes food and supplies 
 to Iraqis and coordinated the activities of other charitable organizations) 
 
 ■ The Imam Mohammad Baqer Charitable Institute (distributes financial 
 and other forms of aid to Iraqi widows, orphans and poor) 
 
By 2006, Iran established seven Arabic language television stations that 
broadcast into Iraq.  Pro-Shiite stations, based in Iraq, are Iranian- funded  via 
the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI) and Al-Daawa.  
After Operation Iraqi Freedom, Iran also funded newspapers and magazines 
which are distributed throughout Iraq.  Iran understands and exploits the power of 
the media. 
 
Iran has established a huge intelligence network and operation in Iraq.  
Estimates as of July 2005 put the number of Qods Force agents and Iraqi hired 
accomplices at around 40,000.  These agents and their assets have infiltrated 
Iraqi government offices, police and defense forces, security agencies, and 
businesses.  Examples of the extent of Iranian penetration, influence and 
violence in Iraq today include: 
 
 ■ Fifteen Hundred members of the Badr Corps – the military arm of the 
 Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI), an Iranian-
 backed Iraqi political party – held a demonstration of power,  marching in 
 a parade just days before the U.S.-led invasion, carrying their weapons as 
 they passed the reviewing stand. 
 
 ■ The Badr Corps is today officially integrated into Iraqi security forces, 
 though it continues to participate in terror attacks against coalition forces 
 in Iraq.  Proof of this occurred in 2005 when Badr Corps forces, along with 
 the infamous Moqtada al-Sadr’s Mahdi Army, took control of the Basra 
 police  force. 
 
 ■ In January 2006, the  Washington Times reported the adventures of one 
 Baghdad man who was recruited by the Badr Corps, sent to Iran for his 
 training, and returned home to Baghdad proudly displaying the AK-47 that 
 he was issued. 
 
 ■ Following the June 2006 killing of the leader of al Qaeda in Iraq, Abu 
 Musab al-Zarqawi, Iraqi and American forces arrested many insurgents 
 in a north area of Baghdad.  These insurgents, suspected of  committing 
 murder and kidnapping, included about 50 Iranian fighters. 
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 ■ Backed by cash and weapons from Tehran, some 17,000 members of 
 the Badr Corps forces became part of the Iraqi Interior Ministry, where 
 they acted as police and prisoner interrogators. 
 
 ■ Iraq’s parliamentary National Police has a large number of Iranian, 
 militia and paramilitary fighters within its ranks who entered via the Iraqi 
 interior ministry. 
 
 ■ In Basra, Iraq, the Iranian military presence is so overwhelming that 
 many people speak Iranian Farsi instead of Iraqi Arabic in public. 
 
 ■ The flow of improvised explosive devices (IEDs) into Iraq from Iran 
 seems endless. Iran steadily increases both the number and lethality of 
 these devices.  Designs and other technical specifics about the IEDs 
 being employed against U.S. forces in Iraq can be traced to
 manufacturing facilities and procedures in Iran.  In June 2006, Iran began 
 producing and smuggling into Iraq “off-route mines” or IEDs that can 
 penetrate the underbelly of tanks and armored personnel carriers.  These 
 devices contain explosively formed projectiles, or EFPs, and produce  
 deadly and horrifying results inside the target vehicle. 
 
 ■ In February of 2006, the Askariya shrine in Samarra, Iraq, was bombed.  
 This is one of the holiest Shiite Muslim shrines in the world, as it contains 
 the tombs of two descendents of the Prophet Muhammad.  One bomb 
 destroyed the shrine’s gold dome.  The attack was planned, financed and 
 executed by Iranian-backed operatives.  Why did Iranian Shiite Muslims 
 attack a Shiite shrine?  Because the Shiite backlash in Iraq against Sunni 
 Muslims was immediate and destructive.  Many thousands of Iraqi Shiite 
 Muslims, believing that the attacks against the shrine were planned and 
 perpetrated by Sunni Muslims, took to the streets of Iraq in a violent rage.  
 Shiites set fire to dozens of Sunni mosques and murdered many Sunnis in 
 retaliation. 
 
 ■ The Iranian Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei conducted a series 
 of meetings with Iraqi SCIRI leader Aziz al-Hakim in summer of 2006.  The 
 topic of discussion was their common goal to force the U.S. occupiers to 
 leave Iraq.  Khameini personally gave al-Hakim money for SCIRI military 
 operations against coalition forces in Iraq. 
 
 ■ During the January 2005 campaign leading up to Iraqi free elections, 
 Tehran demonstrated its strong influence upon the Iraqi political process.  
 Bribing and threatening Iraqi officials involved in the campaigns and 
 election processes, Iranian agents clearly affected the election results.  
 “The election results gave the United Iraqi Alliance, a Shiite coalition party 
 led by SCIRI leader Abdulaziz Hakim, 48.2 percent of the seats in the 
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 National Assembly, while the Democratic Patriotic Alliance of Kurdistan 
 came in second with 25.7 percent.  Third was Sunni Allawi’s Iraqi List, with 
 13.8 percent of the seats.”7 
 
The author believes that the only one way to bring security and stability to Iraq 
and avoid a bloody civil war between its Sunni and the Shiite Muslims is to halt 
the Iranian intervention and influence in Iraq.  
 
 
IRAN’S PUSH TO BECOME AN ISLAMIC NUCLEAR POWER 
 
Since becoming Iran’s president in 2005, Mahmoud Amadinejad portrays 
western nations as wanting to keep Iran from progressing into the nuclear age by 
preventing it from developing peaceful uses of nuclear power.  In this book, the 
author, Jafarzadeh, walks the reader through Iran’s militarization of its nuclear 
program and its track record of lies and deception surrounding it.  
 
Jafarzadeh maintains that underneath the guise of the legitimate Atomic Energy 
Organization of Iran (AEOI), the Iranian government runs its top secret and 
covert, militarily-commanded nuclear weapons programs.  Collaborating within 
the military, secret nuclear weapons program are the Islamic Revolutionary 
Guards Corps (IRGC), the Iranian Ministry of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff.  The military’s control of Iran’s nuclear program began as early as 1983.  
The military runs a parallel and covert nuclear weapons development program 
alongside the AEOI’s peaceful and overt nuclear projects. Though Iran has been 
steadily working towards its development of nuclear weapons since 1983, the 
secret projects it has been perpetuating did not come to the attention of the world 
until 2002.  In that year, the author revealed that Iran was operating two covert 
nuclear facilities – one in Natanz and the other in Arak. Much of Iran’s nuclear 
program activity has never been officially reported to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA), as required by United Nations protocols. 
 
When Pakistan’s father of the atomic bomb and national icon, Abdul Qadeer 
Khan, was arrested in 2004, it was discovered that he had been selling nuclear 
materials and technologies to Libya, North Korea, and Iran.  By the mid-1980s, 
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program was in full swing.  Khan had horded a lot of 
supplies and equipment, and ended up with an overflow that he decided to sell 
on the black market.  Iran was among the first buyers.  The Iranian regime 
admitted to the IAEA in 2003 that it had begun its uranium enrichment program in 
1985 and had acquired blueprints for a centrifuge from a foreign intermediary in 
1987.  This foreign intermediary turned out to be Pakistan’s Abdul Khan.  Khan 
also trained Iranian scientists and engineers at his own facility in Pakistan. 
 


                                            
7 Ibid, page 118. 
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When Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khomeini agreed to a ceasefire in 1988 that 
ended the eight-year Iran-Iraq War, the Iranian regime began an aggressive 
nuclear weapons development program code named “Great Plan.”  The initial 
budget for this program was $200 million.  The funding increased quickly.  By 
1992, the “Great Plan” received $800 million.  When the Father of the Iranian 
Revolution of 1979 and Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khomeini died in 1989, Iran’s 
new supreme leader, Ayatollah Seyed Ali Khamenei and his newly-elected 
president, Ali Akbar Hasemi Rafsanjani, expanded Iran’s nuclear weapons 
program even further.  The regime’s nuclear ambitions in the 1990s alienated it 
from the United States and other western nations and drained the country of 
funds. Iran’s nuclear weapons programs shifted into even higher gear under the 
rule of President Ahmadinejad in 2005.  Ahmadinejad placed members of the 
IRGC into the Supreme National Security Council (SNSC), chaired by 
Ahmadinejad himself.  The covert nuclear weapons program operates alongside 
the overt civil nuclear programs of the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran 
(AEOI). 
 
Shortly after the author exposed the existence of Iran’s two secret nuclear 
facilities in 2002, the IAEA sent a formal letter to Tehran requesting access to the 
facility at Arak.  The IAEA visit in 2003 verified that Iran was building a heavy 
water research reactor in Arak.  Plutonium used in nuclear weapons is a 
byproduct of heavy water reactors. Iran’s other site at Natanz housed a 
centrifuge enrichment facility, which is used to separate uranium 235 from 
uranium 238.  The unstable U-235 is the fissionable material used to fuel nuclear 
power plants and to create nuclear weapons. 
 
The Iranian regime learned a lesson from the devastating Israeli air attack upon 
Iraq’s Tammuz nuclear facility in 1981.  The Iranian government built multiple 
covert sites, so that if one was successfully hit by an adversary, the others would 
continue to keep the nuclear weapons program alive and well.  This policy of 
multiple sites developed into what today are three types of nuclear sites in Iran.  
There are sites that are overt and open to inspection, the secret sites, such as 
the enrichment facility at Natanz, and then the smaller, more geographically 
dispersed sites used for research and development. 
 
In 1993, in anticipation of more IAEA scrutiny, Iran transferred all of its secret 
nuclear programs from the military to its Defense Ministry.  The research center 
belonging to the IRGC changed its name to the Ministry of Defense Educational 
Research Center.  All of the IRGC’s nuclear experts were transferred to this new 
research center.  In reality, the Defense Ministry’s nuclear programs are under 
the complete command and control of the IRGC.  (The Defense Ministry’s 
primary research center is the Center for Readiness and New Advanced 
Defensive Technology (CRNADT).) 
 
Some details surrounding Iran’s covert, nuclear weapons programs include: 
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 ■ In April 2004, it was revealed that the CRNADT is located in the 
 Lavizsan district of Tehran and is a sixty-acre, top secret facility. 
 
 ■ In 2000, the regime began construction of an enrichment facility  in the 
 Hashtgerd region, about 25 miles west of Tehran. 
 
 ■ The Iranian Ministry of Defense operates a laboratory at Malek-Ashtar 
 Industrial University in Tehran that is involved in the development of 
 nuclear triggers.  There, the ministry’s lab produces beryllium oxide, which 
 is a very sturdy yet lightweight metal that is a key component in the 
 construction of nuclear initiators in atomic bombs.  Though restricted for 
 international sale by the IAEA, Iran’s production and import of beryllium 
 has provided it with enough of this substance to make initiators for a 
 dozen nuclear weapons. 
 
 ■ Iran both mines and purchases uranium.  There are two uranium mines 
 in Iran, one at Bandar Abbas and the other in the Yazd Province.  In 1982, 
 Iran “purchased 531 tons of yellowcake uranium from South Africa, an 
 enormous stockpile that it did not report to the IAEA until 1990.  The 
 London Observer reported in 1987 that the Iranian regime had secretly 
 purchased uranium from a British-owned mine in Nambia between 1979 
 and 1987. . .  In 1991, the regime imported from China one ton of uranium 
 hexafluoride  (UF6) a uranium compound that becomes a gas when 
 heated (and can be fed into centrifuges for enrichment) and 800 kilograms 
 of uranium tetafluoride (UF4), a compound that can be converted into 
 UF6.  The regime did not report these imports to the IAEA until February 
 2003.”8 
 
 ■ The Iranian regime has a solid track record of lying to the IAEA. It lied 
 about its conduct of certain reportable conversion experiments.  It also lied 
 about how it used some of the uranium that it produced.  Iran was 
 supposed to permanently shut down its facility at Isfahan after it signed an 
 agreement with Great Britain and France, within which it agreed to do so.  
 But in August of 2005, it began operations at Isfahan once again, in 
 violation of the agreement. 
 
The author states that there are seven primary steps which must be successfully 
accomplished in order to produce a nuclear weapon:  (1) obtain natural uranium; 
(2) convert yellow cake into other uranium compounds necessary to enrichment 
to produce nuclear fuel; (3) enrich the uranium for use in a reactor or nuclear 
bomb; (4) fabricate fuel by processing low-enriched uranium into a form that can 
beefed into a nuclear reactor; (5) build a nuclear reactor; (6) reprocess spent fuel 


                                            
8 Ibid, page 157. 
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rods because they contain U-235 and plutonium that can be reprocessed and fed 
back into the plant; and (7) construct the nuclear weapon.  Iran is deeply involved 
in and committed to all seven phases of weapons development. 
 
 
IRAN’S GAME OF HIDING THE EVIDENCE 
 
When the Iranian regime’s secret facilities at Natanz and Arak were uncovered in 
2002, it scrambled to protect its covert programs from any future exposure.  Two 
steps were taken to further protect Iran’s nuclear programs.  It gave the IRGC 
more military control over the nuclear programs and it moved more of the 
operations underground.  Iran also stepped up its use of front companies to 
purchase supplies and equipment needed to support its nuclear programs. 
 
More than half of Iran is covered by mountainous regions.  Thus, tunneling is 
ideal. The capital city of Tehran is located close to the Alborz mountain range 
that covers the entire northern border of the country.  Vast arrays of tunnels 
housing secret, nuclear government activities have been built close to Tehran. 
With the sole exception of the centrifuge at Natanz, none of the Iranian 
underground facilities have ever been inspected by the IAEA.  In March of 2005, 
based upon information from resistance forces inside Iran, the author revealed 
that Iran had built tunnels at the Parchin Military Complex about twenty miles 
southeast of Tehran.  These underground facilities are where top secret laser 
enrichment research is conducted.  It is said that the Parchin site is the home of 
scientific work on nuclear cruise missiles, ammunitions, chemical weapons and 
anti-aircraft systems. 
 
Many commercial companies serve as fronts for the Iranian nuclear programs.  
These firms acquire the necessary supplies and equipment from the global 
markets to keep the Iranian research and development programs viable.  
Included in the consortia of front companies are Karimi Industries, Hemmat 
Industries Group, the Hara Company, Khatam Al Anbia, Pars Refractories 
Company, the San’at Gostar Majd Company, Novin Energy, Rah-e kar-e 
Sanayea Novin, Iran’s National Steel Company, ASCOTEC, and Kalaye Electric. 
 
Iran has developed its long range missile program with two and one-half decades 
of assistance from China, Russia, North Korea and Libya.  Iran seeks to place 
nuclear warheads on its short and medium range ballistic missiles.  Its inventory 
includes up to 300 Shahab-1 (Scub-B short range) missiles, 200+ Shahab-2 
(Scud-C short range missiles), and more than 300 Shahab-3 (medium range) 
missiles.  Iran also has Shahab-4 missiles with an even greater range than the 
Shahab-3s.  The bottom line is that the Iranian Shahab family of missiles is 
capable of reaching targets in Israel, Turkey, Iraq, Afghanistan and several other 
Persian Gulf nations. 
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An investigation conducted by the Ukrainian government in 2005 revealed that  
one of its rogue secret service officers sold six Kh-55 Russian cruise missiles to 
Iran between 1999 and 2001.  The Kh-55 has a range of 1,800+ miles and can 
carry a 200 kiloton nuclear warhead. The Iranians bought the missiles in order to 
reverse engineer them. 
 
 
AHMADINEJAD’S RACE FOR THE BOMB 
 
From his inauguration day speech in August 2005 through present day, 
Mahmoud Amadinejad continues to be caustic and unyielding in his rhetoric 
towards the United States, the United Nations, the European Union, and the 
West in general.  Some of his more famous and controversial comments include: 
 
 ■ “I don’t know why some countries do not want to understand the fact 
 that the Iranian people do not tolerate force . . . the Iranian nation will not 
 surrender.”9 
 
 ■ Israel should be “wiped off the map.”10 
 
 ■ “The Islamic Republic has acquired indigenous technology for fuel 
 production thanks to the efforts made by young, faithful and revolutionary 
 scientists . . . The West cannot deprive us of what the Iranian nation has 
 achieved through efforts and perseverance.”11 
 
 ■ “We will not back down from our stance.  We will continue until we 
 obtain nuclear technology.”12 
 
 ■ “The Iranian government and nation have no fear of the Western 
 ballyhoo and will continue its nuclear programs with decisiveness and 
 wisdom.”13 
 
 ■ With respect to the United Nations resolutions demanding that Iraq 
 cease its nuclear programs: “Iran does not give a damn about such 
 resolutions. . . The bullies of the world should know that nuclear energy is 
 a national demand, and thank God our nation is a nuclear nation today.”14 
 
The author maintains that nothing to date has prevented the Iranian president 
from maintaining Iran’s current nuclear pace.  His aggressive rhetoric, coupled 


                                            
9 Ibid, page 190. 
10 Ibid, page 192. 
11 Ibid, page 193. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid, page 195. 
14 Ibid, page 197. 







 


Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


19 
 


with hard-line nuclear negotiations and a cabinet dominated by the Islamic 
Revolutionary Guards Corps, presents a combination that the free world seems 
unable, at present, to effectively thwart. 
 
 
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 
 
There is overwhelming consensus within the world body of the UN that Iraq must 
not become a nuclear power.  Even Russia and China - both of which have sold 
technology, supplies and equipment to Iran to bolster its nuclear programs – 
condemned the regime’s nuclear violations. Sunni Muslim nations such as Saudi 
Arabia  most certainly fear a nuclear, Shiite Iranian state.  The author believes 
that only three to five percent of Iranian citizens embrace Ahmadinejad’s rhetoric 
and support the government’s nuclear weapons programs. 
 
The U.S. Department of State’s undersecretary for arms control and international 
security, Robert G. Joseph, lists six reasons why a nuclear Iran is intolerable:15  
 
 ■ The Iranian regime would be further emboldened to carry out its Islamist 
 agenda of creating additional Islamic republics in the region. 
 
 ■ A nuclear Iran would pose a clear and present danger to the United 
 States, its European allies, and the continental U.S. 
 
 ■ A nuclear Iran would create a proliferation of nuclear capabilities in the 
 region. 
 
 ■ Nuclear weapons would further empower the Iranian clerics, making it 
 harder for the Iranian people to one day win back their freedoms. 
 
 ■ A nuclear Iran would pose a clear survival threat to the state of Israel. 
 
 ■ It is likely that Iran would sell nuclear weapons to other nations or 
 terrorist groups. 
 
The author highlights flaws within the United States’ approach to and diplomatic 
dealings with Iran that go back many presidential administrations: 
 
 ■ Iran has never given an inch in its position with the U.S. since the 
 Islamic Revolution of 1979.  It has lied and violated written agreements 
 and treaties with the free world.  Yet, the U.S. still pursues negotiations, 
 concessions and agreements with the regime. 
 


                                            
15 Ibid, page 203. 
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 ■ The goals of the Iranian regime have not changed one bit since the 
 Revolution.  The regime is totally committed to theocratic rule and the 
 installation of more Islamic republics throughout the Arab and Muslim 
 world.  Why does the U.S. believe it can negotiate with a government that 
 openly expresses dominance as its political objective? 
 
 ■ Since the revolution of 1979, the United States has done almost 
 everything possible to reach out and reason with the Iranian leadership.  
 Concessions, arms, apologies for past actions, economic incentives, and 
 open dialogue inevitably faces a more determined, hateful, radical and 
 unyielding Iran.  How much abuse and humiliation will it take for the 
 U.S. to learn its lesson and stop wasting its time pursuing venues that will 
 not succeed? 
 
 ■ One of the United State’s greatest embarrassments and political screw-
 ups came in 1985, when then National Security Advisor Robert McFarlane 
 and staffer, Marine Colonel Oliver North, went on a mission that became 
 known as the Iran Contra Affair, involving the exchange of arms to Iranian 
 moderates in exchange for the release of American hostages.  This fiasco 
 threatened the Reagan administration, embarrassed our government 
 in the eyes of the world, and showed our vulnerabilities to Islamist 
 extremists.  
 
 ■ The Clinton administration attempted to placate Iran.  It increased 
 exports to Iran, bought more oil from it, and even permitted companies 
 such as Apple Computer, Motorola, and AT&T Global to share technology 
 with Iran.  Bell sold Iran helicopters, Hewlett Packard retailed advanced 
 computer technology, and Octagon traded portable satellite telephones to 
 the Iranians.  After all of this U.S. good will, the Iranian regime was 
 impelicated in a series of terror attacks and all U.S. trade and investments 
 were subsequently banned. 
 
 ■ When the alleged moderate Iranian president Mohammad Khatami took 
 office in 1997, the Clinton administration once again opened up to Iran.  
 The U.S. dropped its opposition to the construction of a gas pipeline 
 across Iran.   Khatami pledged to  the UN to fight international terrorism.  
 In order to get on Khatami’s good side, the U.S. even placed the Iranian 
 freedom fighting organization Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK) on the Foreign 
 Terror Organization List (FTO), effectively sanctioning the main 
 organization in Iran that was providing the most valuable intelligence 
 against the regime  and working the hardest from within to bring the 
 regime down.  The U.S. sold out its number one ally in Iran as a 
 goodwill gesture to a new Iranian  president who, in the final analysis, 
 turned out to be no different than any of his anti-American predecessors. 
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 ■ In 1998, the Clinton administration further attempted to placate 
 Khatami’s government by relaxing existing sanctions and removing Iran 
 from the list of major illegal drug producers.  It amended trade and 
 investment regulations and eased restrictions on the sale of agricultural 
 and medical supplies and equipment to Iran.  And how did Khatami repay 
 all of these favors? In 1999, terrorists attacked the barracks at Khobar 
 Towers in Saudi Arabia. Nineteen U.S. servicemen were killed.  In a 
 secret communiqué, the White House asked Khatami to cooperate in 
 solving the crime and to reopen U.S. consular offices in Tehran.  Khatami 
 replied that he was not interested in doing either. 
 
 ■ Not one to learn its lessons with Iran, the U.S. once again negotiated 
 with it prior to the March 2003 invasion of Iraq.  In exchange for Iran’s 
 neutrality, the U.S. agreed to meet Iran’s demands that the U.S. bomb 
 the Iranian resistance organization’s – Mujahedin-e Khalq’s (MEK) – 
 camps.  Days after the invasion of Iraq, American and British forces 
 heavily bombed most all of the bases of the Mujahedin-e Khalq, inflicting 
 significant casualties and physical damages.  The night Baghdad fell 
 on April 9, 2003, “Tehran violated its commitment and dispatched its own 
 IRGC, Badr Corps, and other groups into Iraq from four different 
 positions and took up key positions in various cities, primarily in the 
 South.”16 
 
The author states that a military approach to dealing with Iran simply will not work 
for several reasons.  A military option is not viable because (1) Iran’s nuclear 
facilities are underground, in broadly dispersed tunnels, making effective air 
strikes questionable; (2) a U.S. attack on Iraq would change Iran’s image in the 
world from a violator of the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty to yet another victim of 
Western hegemony; (3) If attacked by the U.S., Iran would call upon its fellow 
terror states and associated terrorist organizations throughout the Middle East to 
bring their wrath down upon all American entities and interests. 
 
Our author also believes that a U.S. diplomatic approach will not work with Iran.  
First of all, diplomacy has proved ineffective since 1979.  Designating Iran as a 
terror state, sanctioning it and pushing UN resolutions do nothing to discourage 
Iran in its nuclear pursuits.  Tehran’s history of deception and disregard for the 
U.S., the UN, the IAEI, and the European Union demonstrates that there is no 
foundation whatsoever for trusting Iran in any negotiations.  To negotiate with 
Iran is to fall victim to concession, humiliation and embarrassment. 
 
The reader is cautioned not to be under the false impression that the majority of 
Iranians would welcome another revolution.  The author quotes CIA analyst and 
author Kenneth Pollack who argues that, “Most of the evidence indicates that the 


                                            
16 Ibid, page 215. 
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Iranians are sick of revolutions and don’t want another one.  They may not like 
this regime, but they are not ready to take to the streets to depose it. . . . If 
Washington were to start fooling around in Iranian politics again, it would almost 
certainly revive all of the anti-American fervor in an instant.”17 
 
The Iranian regime has relied upon three things for its survival and unimpeded 
perpetuation: absolute internal repression of its citizens, the export of Islamist 
extremism and terrorism, and concessions from western nations.  Without any 
one of these, the regime could not have survived for the past twenty-eight years. 
 
Internal opposition in Iran has existed since the Ayatollah Khomeini reversed his 
position of tolerance and began repressing the Iranian society in 1980.  This 
opposition is steadily on the rise within Iran. Protests have been ongoing since 
the 1990s. In just one year - March 2005 to March 2006 – there were 
approximately 4,000 antigovernment demonstrations in Iran. The author, 
Jafarzadeh, provides many examples: 
 
 ■ 1992: 300 disabled war vets organized a march to protest the 
 government’s mismanagement of veteran’s funds. 
 
 ■ 1992: a riot broke out after government troops killed a fourteen year-old 
 boy. Protestors burned more than 2,500 buildings in the city of Arak. 
 
 ■ 1994:  the regime gave into the demands of more than 50,000 
 protestors in the city of Qazvin over tax revenue disputes. 
 
 ■ 1999: anti-government protests resulted in a government military raid 
 on a Tehran dormitory to squelch a pro-democracy student rally.  The next 
 day, thousands marched in the streets of Tehran to vent their rage at the 
 government’s actions.  The crowd grew to more than 25,000.  On the 
 anniversary of the demonstration one year later, the Iranian state-run 
 newspaper Entekhab reported that people were chanting “Incompetent 
 Khatami, this is the final warning:  National Liberation Army (MEK) is 
 ready for uprising.”18 The anniversary protest continues each year, despite 
 the brutal response from Iranian security forces. In 2003, the protestors 
 demanded the resignation of President Khatami. 
 
 ■ 2005: hundreds of Tehran University students took part in 
 antigovernment protests in support of National Student Day.  That same 
 year, students ripped the turban from the head of the newly appointed  
 chancellor of the university during his inauguration ceremony.  
 


                                            
17 Ibid, page 222. 
18 Ibid, page 227. 
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 ■ 2006:  Iranian State Security Forces arrested almost 100 women during 
 a peaceful demonstration in Tehran.  Men and women demonstrators 
 were chanting for freedom and equal rights.  Security forces used clubs 
 and tear gas to break up the rally. 
 
Iranian internal opposition is the key to eventual change of government in the 
Islamic Republic.  The U.S. and free nations around the world must support the 
MEK.  Among all of the opposition groups within Iran, the regime most fears the 
Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK).  The only thing that the Iranian regime would take 
seriously is the West’s support of the MEK and Iranian internal opposition forces. 
 
The impression that Iran is a strong and prosperous nation is a myth.  Despite its 
oil wealth, Iran is in economic ruin.  Twenty-five percent of Iranians live below the 
poverty line.  In 2006 alone, unemployment among men ages 15-29 exceeded 
50%.  Nation states must stop treating Iran as if it is a nation which is strong, 
stable, and affluent.  Tehran has not been this vulnerable since before the 1979 
revolution.  The free world must recognize Iran’s weaknesses and exploit it to the 
maximum extent possible. 
 
The United States must remove the MEK from its Foreign Terrorist Organization 
(FTO) list.  In doing so, the U.S. would send a clear signal to all freedom-loving 
Iranians that the West stands with and not against them.  If the United States 
threw its overt support behind the MEK and its supporters, it would present not 
only a “viable opportunity for regime change due to the capabilities of the Iranian 
resistance, but a solid, realistic alternative that will completely reposition Iran as a 
non-nuclear, secular, democratic state.” 19   To keep the MEK on the list limits 
U.S. options to bring down the existing regime. 
 
 
 
 
AHMADINEJAD’s INTERNAL PROBLEMS 
 
Within Iran, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad is experiencing more than his fair share of 
problems and challenges with Iranian citizens.  He has not kept many of his 
presidential campaign promises.  Now in his third year of his presidency, 
Ahmadinejad has failed, as he promised, to spread Iran’s oil wealth throughout 
Iranian households.  His vow to reinvigorate the economy and provide relief to 
the unemployed and the poor has produced no results.  The Iranian economy 
remains a disaster. In June of 2007, things got so bad in Iran that the 
government began rationing gasoline.  Riots broke out all over the country when 
rationing limited Iranians to 26 gallons of gas per month.  The Iranian people are 
fully cognizant of the fact that their nation is OPEC’s number 2 crude oil producer 
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and the world’s fourth greatest oil exporter.  Iranians demonstrated against what 
they perceived to be a corrupt and unjust reign of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad.  
Ahmadinejad responded to the protests and riots with an increase in citizen 
arrests and executions, especially public hangings.  Amnesty International 
reported that since the beginning of 2007, 210 Iranian citizens have been 
executed by their government. 
 
In July of 2007, the Iranian government announced that it was constructing forty-
one new prisons throughout Iran.  The director of Iran’s prison system, Ali Akbar 
Yessaqi, admitted that the regime did have secret prisons for political prisoners 
and that Iran maintained a policy of executing juveniles as well as adult 
prisoners.  
 
In an effort to put an end to public protest, the Iranian regime cracked down on 
the Islamic dress codes in order to intimidate its citizens. The head of Iran’s 
police force went on television to warn Iranians that “The police will act against 
those whose trousers are too short, who have skintight coats, shirts with Western 
logos, and Western hairstyles. . . We will ask those arrested where they bought 
their clothes and where they had their hair cut so those outlets can be closed 
down.”20 
 
With all of the regime’s threats and intimidation tactics, the Iranian people will not 
be silenced.  Demonstrations against Ahmadinejad and his administration 
continue. 
 
 
THE MILITARIZATION OF THE IRANIAN GOVERNMENT CONTINUES 
 
As of mid-2007, Ahmadinejad’s military cronies gained significant representation 
in all three branches of Iranian government to include:  (1) 14 former IRGC 
commanding officers serving in his cabinet; (2) 40 Ahmadinejad-appointed 
ambassadors with backgrounds in the IRGC and the Ministry of Intelligence and 
Security;  (3) major IRGC representation on the Supreme National Security 
Council; and (4) half of Ahmadinejad’s deputies are also former high ranking 
members of the IRGC.   
 
Several sources, including the National Council of Resistance in Iran (NCRI) and 
England’s Telegraph newspaper, report that Ahmadinejad’s hand-picked cronies 
from the IRGC run many “legitimate” and black market operations in Iraq, racking 
in millions in personal profits at the expense of the Iranian people.  A classic 
example is that of Ahmadinejad close friend and former IRGC commander Sadeq 
Mahsouli.  Mahsouli is in his late forties and was nominated by Ahmadinejad to 
be Iran’s oil minister in 2005.  Mahsouli owns six mansions and has a personal 
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net worth of around $175 million.  He used his IRGC contacts and clout to run a 
mafia-like construction and oil trading business.  Men like Mahsouli muscle their 
way into every corner of Iran’s political and business infrastructures. 
 
 
THE EXTENT OF IRANIAN INFLUENCE IN IRAQ TODAY 
 
Iranian Expediency Council chair Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani made his goal 
clear in 2006 when he stated, “If Iran and Iraq become united, the enemies will 
not be able to force anything against Islam in the region.”21  Ahmadinejad said 
that the Iranian regime is dedicated to expunging Western influence from the 
world and raising the flag of Islam in its place.  Iraq is Iran’s first major target of 
Islamist, extremist expansion in the region. 
 
The author makes a solid case that Iran has no intention of permitting the U.S. or 
the current, democratic Iraqi government to succeed in Iraq: 
 
 ■ Evidence substantiated by leading U.S. generals cites Iran as the 
 leading producer and distributor of IEDs in Iraq, to include those that now 
 qualify in their deadly effectiveness as “tank busters.” 
 
 ■ Lieutenant General Ray Odierno, second-in-command in Iraq, 
 announced some very disturbing facts in a press conference held on 
 August 6, 2007:22 
 
  ○ In July 2007, ninety-nine attacks against American soldiers were  
  conducted using Iranian-manufactured explosively formed   
  projectiles (EFPs).   
 
  ○ Almost 75% of these attacks were perpetrated by Shiite militias  
  that are trained, armed, and funded by Iran. 
 
 ■ The author claims to have obtained a list in 2007 of almost 32,000 Iraqis 
 on the Iranian payroll in one capacity or another.  Many of these Iraqis 
 were serving in government positions within numerous Iraqi agencies.  
 The list was maintained by the IRGC and exposed after being acquired 
 by the Iranian resistance group, the Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK).   
 
 ■ The IRGC’s Qods Force in Iraq escalated its operations to such a great 
 extent that in summer of 2007, the United States designated the IRGC as 
 a terrorist organization. 
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22 Ibid. 
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 ■ One of the best and most disturbing examples of the increased Iranian 
 political influence over Iraq comes from the warm relationship 
 between Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al Maliki and the government in 
 Tehran.  On August 8, 2007, only days after American ambassador to 
 Iraq,  Ryan Crocker, released information documenting a multitude of 
 terrorist activities in Iraq perpetrated by Tehran in an effort to 
 destabilize the new  Iraqi government, al Maliki visited Iran, where he met 
 face-to-face with Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khamenei and President 
 Ahmadinejad.  During these meetings, Iraqi Prime Minister al-Maliki 
 praised Iranian President Ahmadinejad for the “positive and constructive” 
 role Iran is playing in helping create security in Iraq.23 
 
 ■ Further evidence of the Iraqi prime minister’s cooperation with 
 Ahmadinejad can be seen in al-Maliki’s assistance in helping Tehran to 
 stamp out the Iranian regime’s number one resistance group, the MEK.  A 
 few days before his aforementioned trip to Tehran, al-Maliki called for 
 the eviction of the MEK from its headquarters in Ashraf City, Iraq.  In an 
 interview on Iraqi television, al-Maliki stated, “The presence of the 
 Mujahedin-e Khalq in Iraq is detrimental to Iraq’s security.”24  This 
 statement by the Iraqi Prime Ministered resulted in the U.S. placing the top 
 resistance group in Iran – the MEK - on its list of terrorist organizations. 
 
 ■ The author sums up his concerns about Iran’s increasing influence and 
 growing number of successes in Iraq by citing some conclusions from the 
 Center for Strategic and International Studies report released in 2007:  
 “Iranian involvement in Iraq was clearly on the rise at the political, 
 economic, and military levels . . . The flow of Iranian arms and more 
 sophisticated weapons like explosively formed projectiles increased.  More 
 Iranian personnel infiltrated into Iraq, and Iran is stepping up its training of 
 the various Shiite militias in Iran.  Iraq’s Shiite militias  would be “unable to 
 conduct their terrorist attacks in Iraq without Iranian-supplied weapons 
 and other support.”25 
 
Alireza Jafarzadeh tells us that in order to real-in Iran and maintain international 
control over its regime, the world must continue to condemn its policies and 
actions and to impose sanctions upon the Iranian government, while at the same 
time, acknowledging and supporting Iranian resistance organizations such as the 
MEK, thus recognizing the Iranians’ rights fight the regime and effect change in 
their government. 
 
Jafarzadeh calls for an increased arrest of IRGC Qods Force members operating 
in Iraq.  He says that the Iraqi-Iranian border must be better secured to stop the 
                                            
23 Ibid, page 245. 
24 Ibid, page 246. 
25 Ibid. 
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flow of Iranian insurgents and weapons into the hands of Iraqi Shiite militias. 
Iranian trained and supported Iraqi Shiite militia groups must be disarmed, 
especially the Badr Corps and the Mahdi Army.  Jafarzadeh believes that Iraqi 
Prime Minister Maliki and his government are pro-Tehran and are a liability to 
stability, security, and democracy in Iraq.  Maliki and his Iranian proxies must be 
purged from ranks of the Iraqi government, thus permitting moderate Iraqis to 
unify and strengthen the Iraqi government against Iranian insurgency and 
subversion. 
 
Jafarzadeh encourages the United States to open up communications and 
support the MEK as a partner in fighting the spread of Islamic extremism and in 
thwarting Iran’s destructive actions and influence in Iraq.  He questions whether 
or not the Western world has the resolve to stop Iran – “the most dangerous 
regime in the world”26 – from achieving its strategic goals to become an Islamic 
nuclear power, defeat the United States in the Middle East, and establish an 
Islamic republic in Iraq.  


                                            
26 Ibid, page 253. 
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JPR note to readers:  Many of the chapters in this book are vignettes about the 
author’s experiences and are no more than a handful of pages in length. 


 


PART ONE: KABUL, AFGHANISTAN, SEPTEMBER 1998 


Chapter I: Only This 


Filkins begins his book with a true story about a common, public occurrence in 
Afghanistan in the late 1990s. Locals jam into local soccer stadiums to watch the 
Taliban administer justice to those accused and convicted of serious offenses by the 
religious courts.  After a crowd of witnesses assembled, the Taliban would enter the 
stadium driving Toyota Hi-Lux vehicles, wearing green hoods over their heads and 
waving AK-47 rifles. Over loud speakers, a Taliban announcer would tell those 
assembled that they were about to witness how sharia law is enforced.  Then the 
offender would be brought to the center of the soccer field and sharia justice would be 
administered.  For those convicted of stealing, hands would be severed.  Women 
accused of adultery would be buried up to their necks and stoned to death.  Once the 
brutal sentences were carried out, the Afghani onlookers would depart the stadium and 
go about their daily routines.  As one Afghan man told Filkins, “In America you have 
television and movies – the cinema.  Here, there is only this.”1 


Dexter Filkins encountered countless orphaned children throughout Afghanistan.  The 
ten year war with the Soviet Union, and the subsequent, post-war feuding among 
Afghan warlords transformed Afghanistan into a land of violence and parentless 
children.  Many of the kids he spoke with were missing eyes or other body parts.  These 
Afghan orphans roamed the countryside in herds, searching for work and food. The 
Taliban often whipped the orphans to disperse them and keep them from creating a 
ruckus.  On several occasions, kids would run through minefield to greet Filkins. When 
Filkins asked them why they ran through the minefields, the children told him that it was 
quicker than walking all the way around. 


As the Taliban moved from town to town, they employed brutal violence to quickly 
subdue any and all resistance. People who managed to escape from these Taliban 
massacres told Filkins stories of how the Talibs had brutally tortured their victims.  One 
Afghan refugee who fled when the Taliban terrorized his home town told Filkins that the 
Talibs took barchas (spears) and pushed them into people’s anuses and then pulled 
them out through the victims’ throats while they were still alive. 


                                                             


1 Filkins, Dexter. The Forever War.  New York, New York: Vintage Books, 2008, page 16. 
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Hospitals in Afghanistan were filled with burned and maimed patients, but there were no 
doctors or medicines. Filkins tell us that Afghans came to the hospitals to suffer and 
expire there. 


By the middle of the 1990s, Afghanistan was a war zone of warlords vying for power 
and control of large sections of the country.  Each warlord had his own fiefdom.  Every 
fief had checkpoints for entry and exit points.  Each checkpoint charged a toll if persons 
wanted to transit peacefully.  The warlords would take money or a man’s daughter as 
payment. The capital city of Kabul had no less than forty-two, militia checkpoints, all 
exacting tolls from passersby.  


By 1996 the Afghans were tired of the checkpoints and the lawlessness. In that year the 
Taliban swooped into Kabul and took control.  They tore out all of the bars, destroyed 
paintings, pulled the tapes out of music cassettes, destroyed the television sets and 
radios and forced men to grow their beards.  The Afghans did not particularly like the 
Taliban’s ruthless control and harsh punishment for violations of its laws, but the Taliban 
brought badly needed security and stability to Afghanistan. It removed the endless 
checkpoints and held the warlords in check. Filkins tells us that, at first, people loved the 
Taliban because they subdued all of the warlords. People could actually travel from one 
end of Kabul to the other without taxation or fear of being caught between two battling 
warlords. The violation and rape of women by the warlord’s men ceased. 


Our author met and interviewed many of the Taliban leaders who governed 
Afghanistan.  What appeared to trouble these Taliban leaders most was that, although 
they had brought law and order to 90% of a formerly ruthless and violent land, the 
United Nations refused to recognize their government as legitimate.  


Filkins surmised that what allowed the Taliban to remain in power was not the Afghan 
people’s fear of the Taliban itself, but fear that if the Taliban was toppled, the country 
would slide back into lawlessness. 


 


Chapter 2: Forebodings 


In this short, six-page chapter, the author recounts a conversation with one anti-Taliban, 
Afghani fighter named Ahmad Shah Massoud.  Massoud told Filkins that one of the 
main reasons why the Taliban retained its power in Afghanistan was that it was 
supported by Pakistani advisors, Pakistani money, and fierce Arab fighters. In fighting 
the Taliban, Massoud’s forces had captured many Pakistani fighters.  At first, Filkins 
was skeptical that Pakistanis were fighting alongside the Taliban forces, so Massoud 
took him to one of the POW camps to speak with a handful of Pakistanis who had been 
captured. One prisoner named Jalil, told Filkins that the mullah at his mosque in 
Pakistan encouraged him to go to Afghanistan and fight for Allah’s laws.  Jalil was an 
illiterate laborer who had been taught from a young age that nonbelievers must be 
killed. To Jalil, traveling to Afghanistan to fight with the Taliban seemed like the proper, 
religious thing to do. 
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Chapter 3: Jang 


Dexter Filkins was in Afghanistan when the United States-led coalition invaded to wage 
war against the Taliban in October of 2001.  The American B-52s bombed everyday for 
several weeks.  The bombing had a devastating effect upon the Taliban, who could do 
nothing more than remain in their trenches and watch the B-52s circle and drop their 
payloads. The Taliban forces held on as long as they could.  But between the heavy 
bombing and the attacks from Northern Alliance forces, the Taliban fighters eventually 
ran for their lives. 


By the time the Americans invaded post-9/11, the Afghans had developed some 
elaborate rules for war based upon more than twenty continuous years of brutal fighting.  
These rules were fabricated in an effort to spare the lives of as many Afghan fighters as 
possible. In this way, wars could continue endlessly. According to the unwritten rules, 
fighters could and often did change sides frequently. A fighter may war side-by-side with 
the Taliban one day, then cross over to fight with the Northern Alliance the next. For the 
warriors themselves, combat was a job.  Whichever warring faction paid more or 
appeared to be winning attracted enlistees from the enemy’s side.  Battles in 
Afghanistan are often won not by actual fighting but by flipping gangs of soldiers. “One 
day, the Taliban might have four thousand soldiers, and the next, only half that, with the 
warlords of the Northern Alliance suddenly larger by a similar amount. The fighting 
began when the bargaining stopped, and the bargaining went right up until the end. . 
The losers were the ones who were too stubborn or too stupid to make a deal.  
Suddenly they would find themselves outnumbered and then they would die.”2 


During the American-led invasion of Afghanistan, the supporting warlords, paid to fight 
with the Americans as the Northern Alliance, often captured cities and territories without 
firing a single shot.  They did so by persuading Taliban leaders to switch sides rather 
than be killed. Our author observed one such instance where, in the city of Kunduz,      
B-52s dropped so many bombs in support of Northern Alliance forces that Taliban 
commanders eventually rode toward the Northern Alliance front lines with their fighters. 
Filkins met one such man, Mullah Abdullah, who he first spoke to as a Taliban 
commander. Two days later, Filkins ran into Abdullah again.  This time, Abdullah had 
switched sides and was fighting for the Northern Alliance. Abdullah was taking his 
former soldiers prisoner. “They are Taliban and I am Northern Alliance now,” Abdullah 
told our author.3 


 


 


                                                             


2 Ibid, page 51. 


3 Ibid, page 57. 
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PART TWO: BAGHDAD, IRAQ, MARCH 2003 


Chapter 4: Land of Hope and Sorrow 


Life under Saddam could be very cruel.  Many Iraqis told Filkins their personal accounts 
of loved ones who had been arrested and subsequently murdered by Saddam 
Hussein’s security forces.  One such story was related by an Iraqi man named Yacob 
Yusef.  In March of 1988 his brother Saadi vanished without a trace. Yacob searched 
for his brother around the clock. Three weeks after Saadi disappeared, Yacob got an 
evening call from an Iraqi government official who told him to come and collect the body 
of his executed brother.  It turned out that Saadi had been reported to the secret police 
for being involved in suspicious activities.  Yacob said it was all lies.  But nevertheless, 
his brother was arrested and executed.  The Iraqi government officials would not 
release the body to Yacob until he paid for the two bullets that were used to execute 
Saadi.  Yacob paid for the two bullets and took his brother home to be buried. 


Our author has great respect for the many Iraqis who, after Saddam was driven from 
power, wanted freedom and international respect for their country. Thousands 
volunteered to assist the American-led coalition, their fellow citizens, and the newly 
emerging Iraqi government. They became police officers, newspaper editors, judges, 
politicians. The insurgents weeded them all out and killed them by the thousands. 
Filkins writes that “The insurgents were brilliant at that.  They could spot a fine mind or a 
tender soul wherever it might be, chase it down and kill it dead. The heart of a nation.  
The precision was astounding.”4 


All too often, when the Americans attempted gestures of good will aimed at winning the 
Iraqi minds and hearts, the insurgents negated their efforts.  In Fallujah, a breeding 
ground for resistance, the Americans repaired a factory. The insurgents blew it up 
again.  The Americans repainted a damaged school. The insurgents executed all of the 
teachers.  When passing GIs threw handfuls of candy at the kids, the children called it 
poison and ran. 


 


Chapter 5: I Love You 


Filkins spoke with many Iraqi soldiers during and after the U.S.-led invasion.  One Iraqi 
colonel told him that he considered himself a professional soldier, but that there was no 
use in fighting when the Americans invaded.  This colonel told Filkins that Saddam did 
not pay him or his soldiers, gave them little to eat, and armed them with antiquated, 
World War II rifles with which to defend themselves. 


The collateral damage inflicted by the U.S. helicopter gunships and high performance 
aircraft produced innumerable enemies of the United States. Many Iraqis conveyed to 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 82. 
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Filkins that though they had no love for Saddam Hussein, the Americans were just as 
bad as the Iraqi dictator because they killed so many innocent, Iraqi civilians.   


Filkins had an interesting discussion with a few Marine sharpshooters at the base camp 
of the Fifth Marine Regiment outside of a town called Diwaniya during the March 2003 
invasion. A sergeant and a corporal talked about what a great day they had, having 
killed a lot of people.  They said the Iraqi fighters were mixing in with the civilians and 
this made some of the shots difficult or impossible to take.  The Marines told Filkins that 
they encountered fighters in black uniforms – the Fedayeen Saddam - irregular fighters 
who used women and children as shields during the fire fights. Both men told Filkins 
that they had chosen not to shoot on more than one occasion that day for fear of hitting 
an innocent civilian. For example, some Fedayeen soldiers surrounded themselves with 
about twenty women and children.  Both Marines decided not to take the shot. But on 
another occasion, when a Fedayeen soldier was standing among civilians, they decided 
to take the shot. A woman was hit by their round and fell to the ground. “I’m sorry,” 
Sergeant Schrumpf said, shaking his head. “But the chick was in the way.”5 


On one occasion, Filkins was with the Marines during a particularly bloody and 
gruesome battle during which the Marines decimated everything.  They left nothing 
standing or living.  The Marine colonel in charge grew uncomfortable with a reporter in  
the midst of the carnage and ordered Filkins out of the unit immediately. 


 


Chapter 6: Gone Forever 


Filkins speaks about the days shortly after the successful invasion of Iraq when Iraqi 
citizens looted government offices, museums, stores and other places right in front of 
the eyes of the U.S.-led coalition forces that did nothing to stop the lawlessness. During 
the looting in the capital city of Baghdad, Filkins observed unfettered ransacking of 
businesses and public offices all across the city.  The only government ministry that was 
afforded protection from the Americans was the Oil Ministry, outside of which was 
parked an Abrams tank.  One Iraqi taxi driver who observed the looting told Filkins that 
the Iraqis needed someone very tough – with a stick - to lead them. 


Filkins could not understand why the U.S.-led, occupying forces were not stopping the 
lawlessness. At one point, he confronted a Marine platoon leader who was watching the 
lawlessness with his men.  Filkins asked him why he was letting the Iraqis destroy 
everything.  The lieutenant replied that he had no orders to do anything. 


The looters even cleaned out the hospital and clinics.  Filkins saw they carry away 
surgical instruments, beds and medicines.  He was there when a mob approached one 
of the last, untouched medical facilities in Baghdad called the Al-Wasiti hospital.  The 
crowd piled onto the metal gate of the hospital banging on it to gain entry.  A young Iraqi 
                                                             


5 Ibid, page 91. 
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doctor at the facility brought out a Kalashnikov rifle and fired a few shots into the air.  
The crowd dispersed and the hospital remained undamaged by the looters. 


The Al-Wasiti hospital was the best there was in Bagdad after the invasion and the 
looting. It was filthy and overcrowded with shot-up and sickly patients from all over the 
city who had been brought there by doctors and nurses. Body fluids drenched the tile 
floors. People lay on stretchers in the corridors. The electricity had gone off during the 
invasion. Without electricity, instruments could not be sterilized and the hospital had no 
clean, running water. Iraqi surgeons could do little for their patients. 


Filkins encountered numerous Iraqis who were outraged at the damage the invasion 
had caused to innocent civilians and Iraq’s infrastructure. One seventy year-old Iraqi 
librarian cursed America as she waded through piles of burned up books in the 
bombed-out second story of what was once her library. “This is our American liberation!” 
said Khedairy. I never thought you would do it.  I went to the American school. I 
believed in your moral values. And every night you bombed. Every night I ran through 
the streets, an old woman in my nightgown. Look at my library!”6 


Ms. Khedairy took Filkins to her institute – what was left of it – to observe firsthand what 
the looters had been permitted by the Americans to do. All of the institute’s carpets, 
paintings, pianos and music had been stolen. She, as well as countless others, well-
educated Iraqis, firmly believe that the Americans permitted the looting to take place as 
part of a U.S. plan to mar Iraq’s culture and steal all of its national treasures. 


Our author watched as an Iraqi taxi driver took many items out of Saddam’s palace, to 
include a refrigerator. He told Filkins that he had never owned a refrigerator, but that 
now he would be able to serve cold water to his wife. The taxi man loaded his car with 
Persian carpets too. He planned to tell everyone who entered his house that the carpets 
were from the dictator’s residence. 


 


Chapter 7: A Hand in the Air 


Our author spent years among the Iraqi people and learned that, as a method of 
survival, the Iraqis would tell their American occupiers anything that they thought the 
Americans wanted to hear.  The Iraqis would hide their genuine feelings from the 
Americans with whom they had to interact to survive.  An example of how the Iraqis 
continue to pull the wool over their occupiers’ eyes is one that Filkins tells about a 
lieutenant he met named Chris Rauch.  Lieutenant Rauch bragged to Filkins about his 
great rapport with the local Iraqis, especially one man named Hussein Alawi, the 
provincial minister for damns.  Rauch was put in charge of building damns even though 
he had no expertise in this area.  His college degree was in general agriculture.  But 
Rauch doled out tens of thousands of dollars to Alawi to rebuild and fortify the local 
                                                             


6 Ibid, page 102. 
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damns.  Rauch was proud of what he had done for the Iraqis and how he had won the 
trust of Hussein Alawi and many other locals. Once Filkins got Alawi alone, away from 
Lieutenant Rauch, Alawi told Filkins, “I take their money, but I hate them . . .I am 
cooperating with the Americans for the sake of my country.  The Americans are 
occupiers.  We are trying to evict them. . .No one likes to be told what to do. . .”7 


Filkins says that there were always two separate conversations among Iraqis; those that 
they had with the Americans, and those that they conducted among themselves. The 
Iraqis played the game that the Americans wanted them to play in order to get their 
money and buy a little peace. 


One of the biggest obstacles towards making things work for the Americans in Iraq was 
the language barrier.  Very few soldiers spoke Arabic.  There were never enough 
translators to go around. In reality, an armed American warrior who could not 
communicate with the local indigenous population was not a bearer of American 
goodwill, but a feared amalgamation of weaponry and ignorance. On one sad occasion, 
Filkins came upon a checkpoint where an Iraqi bus failed to stop when ordered to do so 
by U.S. Marines. Filkins spoke with Omar, a teenage boy who was crying, drenched in 
his father’s blood.  His dad had been shot and killed by the Marines when the bus in 
which he and Omar were riding continued through the checkpoint.  It was dark.  Suicide 
bombers had been active in the area. The Marines yelled at the bus to stop – a word 
which they figured was universal.  Six members of Omar’s family had been killed that 
day: father, mother, brothers and sisters.  His two-year-old brother, Ali, had been shot in 
the face.  When Filkins confronted the Marines about the tragic incident, they were 
emotionally strong and confident that they had no choice but to fire upon the bus when it 
ran the checkpoint.  But as the Marines helped load the bodies of the innocent victims 
for transport from the scene, several Marines were overcome with grief and began to 
cry.  


Filkins learned that the Iraqis played the Americans as fools from town to town.  The 
U.S. forces would roll in with their masses and heavy weapons, only to find that there 
was no enemy to fight.  The enemy was present all along.  It was the men standing 
innocently on the street corners as the American walked and drove past.  The 
insurgents blended with the towns people by day, and fought by night.  In Saddam’s 
home town of Tikrit, Filkins spoke with Iraqis who said that they were members of 
Saddam’s Republican Guard.  When the Americans began to bomb and attack, these 
soldiers simply took off their uniforms and sat on the street corners as the U.S. forces 
rolled through town.  


What the Americans did not realize was that the Iraqis had to play games to survive and 
to keep their families alive.  The Iraqis were left to live in their neighborhoods after the 
Americans had come and gone. They had to protect their children and to stay alive long 
enough to care for them.  Thus, wise Iraqis led a double life.  One, they displayed when 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 115. 
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they were with the Americans.  The other, they exhibited among fellow Iraqis after the 
Americans had departed. 


Filkins recounted a conversation with a group of Iraqi firefighters in Mosel who had 
recently been trained and equipped by the Americans. Recently, some Americans had 
been killed in that town.  The firefighters told Filkins that they saw the dead Americans 
and cheered at the sight.  The Americans were occupiers, and they could not wait for 
them to depart their country.  


Our author remained amazed at the number of American commanding officers who 
refused to face the fact that they were being played by the Iraqis.  The Iraqis lied 
consistently to the Americans. “But the worst lies were the ones the Americans told 
themselves.  They believed them because it was convenient – and because not to 
believe them was too horrifying to think about.”8 


Filkins spoke with an American army colonel who trained and equipped the Iraqi 
Highway Patrol.  The colonel boasted to Filkins about the progress that had been made 
training the Iraqi police and the great relationship that the Americans had with them. 
Later that same day, Filkins car broke down on the highway, He noticed several Iraqi 
Highway Patrol officers nearby and approached them for assistance.  When he greeted 
them, they asked him if he was an American. They wanted to know because they said 
they were looking to kill an American that day. Filkins told them that he was not an 
American. One of the Iraqi police officers told him that he hated the Americans because 
they were occupiers in his country.  The same men whom the colonel had spoken about 
with pride hated him and all other American soldiers.  As long as the American officers 
believed what their Iraqis told them, they would continue to take the U.S. dollars and 
bide their time until the U.S. gave up and left Iraq. 


 


Chapter 8: A Disease 


When Ambassador Paul Bremer arrived in Iraq and took over as the head of the 
Coalition Provisional Authority shortly after the end of the initial invasion, he did so with 
confidence and bravado. Filkins accompanied Bremer on a trip to visit the Mubarqa 
Maternity Hospital in Diwaniya, a Shiite city in southern Iraq.  Bremer began his address 
to the Iraqis by paying compliments to the American forces.  He told the gathered Iraqis 
that they had been freed from the dictatorship of Saddam Hussein.  He assured them 
that much more electricity was being provided to their hospital post-attack than had 
been provided on a daily basis before the Americans liberated them.  More drugs were 
being supplied to Iraqi hospitals and clinics.  


After Ambassador Bremer spoke, all of the Iraqis gathered to greet him, shake his hand 
and make their requests for aid. The head of the province’s largest Shiite tribe told 
                                                             


8 Ibid, page 130. 
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Bremer that the local electric plant had been damaged badly during the U.S. invasion.  
The police station had also been destroyed and needed to be reconstituted to provide 
security and stability to the local population. There was no clean system to deliver water 
to homes.  The salary system for Iraqis under U.S. control was unjust.  Filkins said 
Bremer listened to the local leaders’ complaints and pleas and then moved to the 
children’s ward to hand out stuffed animals. 


Bremer had been telling the hospital staff how good things were for them now that 
Saddam had been deposed and the Americans, in charge.  Filkins drifted from the 
ambassador’s official party and spoke alone with hospital staff.  They told a very 
different story from what Bremer had just recounted in his arrival speech.   


When Filkins spoke one-on-one with Iraqi doctors, they told him that there had been no 
electricity in the hospital for weeks.  It had only been turned on shortly before Bremer 
and his entourage arrived. The lack of electricity was killing many babies because the 
incubators could not be operated.  Vaccines on hand were going bad because there 
was no electricity to keep refrigerators operating.  The doctors told Filkins that they 
desperately needed both security and electricity.  To date, neither had been provided.  


The doctors complained that the hospital had no forms because, during the uncontrolled 
looting, all of the printing presses had been stolen.  Since there were no forms, official 
records of such things as births and deaths were no longer being kept. No records were 
being maintained at the hospital.  Record keeping was in shambles.  None of this ever 
happened, Filkins was told, during Saddam’s rule. 


Iraqis told Filkins that they did not understand why Ambassador Bremer and the 
Coalition Provisional Authority could not comprehend that in order to maintain security 
and stability and ward off any insurgency, the Americans needed only to keep young 
Iraqi men employed, salaried and out of idle trouble. 


Concerned, allied Iraqi leaders told Bremer that the U.S. needed to address certain 
problems immediately in order to stabilize the post-invasion Iraq.  Bremer was told that 
independent police units had to be established in the various towns and provinces and 
that local leaders needed to be allowed to choose the men who would serve on the local 
police forces.  Bremer and his staff refused the request.  Bremer was told by local Iraqi 
leaders that Iranian secret police were working in Iraq with local political parties.  The 
security and stability of the Iraqis were being compromised. Bremer was told by Iraqis 
“in the know” that the greatest problem was the mounting insurgency that would come 
across hundreds of miles of unsecured border with Iran.  Bremer always nodded when 
they spoke but said and did nothing.  Iraqi leaders trying to work with and assist Bremer 
and his staff warned of an Iraqi Shiite leader named Muqtada al-Sadr, who was growing 
in power and popularity and needed to be held in check immediately.  Bremer ignored 
the warnings.  One month later, al-Sadr and his army attacked American forces and 
Iraqi government installations all across southern Iraq. A few days after al-Sadr’s forces 
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began attacking, an American official told Filkins, “Six months of work is completely 
gone now . . . There is nothing to show for it.”9 


 


Chapter 9: The Man Within 


“In the fall of 2003, Nathan Sassaman was, in Filkins’ opinion, the most impressive 
American field commander in Iraq.  He was witty, bright, relentless, the embodiment of 
the best America could offer.”10  Sassaman was a West Point graduate and had been 
quarterback for the Army’s football team.  Colonel Sassaman worked almost around the 
clock to ensure that the American objectives in Iraq were achieved.  He slept with his 
boots on. There were eight hundred men under his command and he inspired all of 
them to get the job done right the first time. 


Colonel Sassaman was charged with establishing security and stability in a three 
hundred square-mile area near the Tigris River.  The main city in his AO (area of 
operations) was the Shiite stronghold of Balad. All of the post-invasion problems that 
Iraq had to offer a commanding officer like Colonel Sassaman were present within his 
AO.  There were concentrations of Sunni Muslims and concentrations of Shiites. In the 
fall of 2003, the insurgency was beginning to erupt in force, with the Sunnis seeking 
revenge over the Shiites who had now, post-Saddam, become the democratic majority 
in Iraq. 


When our author first met Sassaman, he had dispersed more than $1 million to 
refurbish mosques and schools and establish a functioning local government.  His 
officers were learning Arabic.  The local Iraqis thanked him for providing security and 
stability to the area. 


Outside of the Balad town limits, however, the situation changed and, over time, Filkins 
observed that Colonel Sassaman changing with it. Sunnis felt disenfranchised by the 
American’s new democratic movement and refused to recognize the goodwill that 
Colonel Sassaman and his troops attempted to bring to the area.  As Sassaman’s men 
repaired damaged infrastructure and worked to improve the quality of life outside of the 
city of Balad, the Sunnis blew up what Sassaman’s troops had built and often covered 
his soldiers’ hard work with graffiti.  


Colonel Sassaman would confide in Filkins that he and his men were trained to fight 
and win a war, not to speak Arabic and nation build.  He told Filkins that he felt like 
Jekyll and Hyde in Iraq.  “By day, we are putting on a happy face.  By night, we are 
hunting down and killing our enemies.”11 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 144. 


10 Ibid, page 150. 


11 Ibid, page 153. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


12 


Sassaman followed his orders.  When told to kick in doors and raid houses to search for 
weapons, he did so with a vengeance.  On one occasion, Filkins traveled with 
Sassaman’s units as they moved through the town of Abu Shakur early in the morning, 
kicking in doors, holding the males of the household at gunpoint, and tearing apart the 
homes in search of weapons and explosives.  Filkins says that wives and children in 
their pajamas were shocked, embarrassed and horrified.  By mid-day, Sassaman’s 
troops had violated more than seventy Iraqi homes and had not found weapons or 
ammunition in any of them.  No suspects were taken into custody. To Filkins way of 
thinking, it was not difficult to understand why America was losing the war in Iraq.  If 
many Iraqis in towns such as Abu Shakur were opposed to the Americans before they 
entered the town, many more stood resolved to resist the Americans after they 
terrorized it. 


One month after Filkins first met and spoke with Colonel Sassaman, the army officer 
had become a different man. He had hardened.  He no longer displayed a sense of 
humor or an optimistic outlook.  The insurgency was now in full swing, and Sassaman 
and his soldiers transitioned to the survival mode. Insurgents put a large bounty on 
Sassaman’s head and a smaller bounty on the heads of his junior officers.  One of 
Colonel Sassaman’s patrols was hit with insurgent RPG rockets. One of Sassaman’s 
young staff sergeants was cut in half and killed.  Sassaman pulled out all the stops. The 
next day, Sassaman’s units ransacked the village in which the sergeant had been killed. 
The soldiers kicked in doors, hauled Iraqi men away to prison, bulldozed homes, and 
fired incendiary rounds into farmers’ fields.  In the town of Abu Hishma, Sassaman’s 
units conducted raids into homes every night, sometimes dragging every male member 
of an Iraq household away handcuffed and with bags over their heads. 


All of the Iraqis within the area of operations knew of Colonel Sassaman.  Many called 
him a war criminal who had killed countless, innocent women and children. By the end 
of Sassaman’s tour of duty, he was the most feared man in the region.  (Colonel 
Sassaman managed to retire from the army and avoid any jail time. Filkins later saw 
him in downtown Colorado Springs running a 10-K race with his daughter and looking 
for a civilian job.) 


 


Chapter 10: Kill Yourself 


In the first five years after the March 2003 invasion of Iraq, just shy of 1,000 suicide 
bombers self-detonated throughout Iraq. Rumor had it that so many jihadis from Syria 
were crossing into Iraq and volunteering to blow themselves up that there were not 
enough suicide missions to accommodate them all.  So the insurgent leaders sent these 
volunteers back to Amman, Jordan or Damascus, Syria, and told them to wait by the 
phone until their number was called to come back to Iraq and perform their missions of 
death. 
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Most of the suicide and car bombs detonated in the capital city of Baghdad were 
exploded before mid-day. They would often awaken our author, who would leap from 
his bed when the walls of his hotel room shook. 


Dexter Filkins came to understand that Syrians crossing the border into Iraq, and vice 
versa, had been going on for countless generations. Numerous Syrians and Iraqis 
belong to the same tribes.  They share blood lines.  For centuries they have grazed 
sheep and smuggled goods across both borders.  It is their way of life and their 
livelihood.  Unfortunately, it is a way of life that the Americans do not understand and a 
threat to U.S. and Iraqi security.  


Filkins spoke with several Iraqi families whose loved ones were shot by American 
snipers as soon as they crossed over from Syria into Iraq. One man with whom Dexter 
Filkins spoke was Abdul Rehman Halhoum, an Arabic teacher who invited our author to 
his home. Halhoum told Filkins that both his son and his cousin had been shot dead one 
night as soon as they crossed the border from Syria into Iraq. “I never had a problem 
with the Americans,” Halhoum said. “But after what they did to my son, I hate them 
now.”12 


 


Chapter 11: Pearland 


Dexter Filkins was with the Marines when they launched their second assault on the 
jihadi haven of Falluja to the west of Baghdad.  Six thousand marines and soldiers 
moved on foot through the city, retaking it block by block. Into the third day of the 
assault, Filkins was embedded with Bravo Company which consisted of 150 marines. 
Two marines were walking point and came upon a group of armed men dressed as Iraqi 
National Guardsmen, complete with special taped markings on their uniforms, issued by 
the Americans before the battle, to set them apart from imposters.  Red tape was 
placed on the shoulder and white, on the leg.  The two point men waved to the Iraqi 
soldiers.  The Iraqis opened fire and then faded into the city.  Filkins wondered if these 
Iraqis were insurgents or Iraqi soldiers.  All too often, there was no distinction between 
the two.  The Iraqi forces, paid and armed by the Americans, were full of bad guys. 


Filkins said that the fighting in Fallujah was brutal.  Conditions were unbearable. There 
was no coffee, no water for personal hygiene, and no place at all to relieve one’s self.  
The troops often burst into an Iraqi home, commandeered the bathroom and took care 
of their bodily functions until the toilet overflowed.  Then the marines would simply use 
the bathroom floor.  None of the toilets worked because the water had been cut off. One 
on occasion, the marines held up in the grand mosque in Fallujah.  They found a private 
room and brought in cardboard boxes. That was the makeshift latrine for 150 marines 
for a day.  When the boxes were full, marines would carry them outside and discard 
them. The author relates this story to make sure that the reader understands that in 
                                                             


12 Ibid, page 180. 
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combat, relieving oneself along with scores of other warriors becomes a filthy, logistical 
nightmare. 


On many occasions, the author was pinned down under heavy fire, side-by-side with 
marines, convinced that he was going to die.  Filkins was lucky.  He lived through the 
hell. But Dexter Filkins watched many others die. Most of them were young. One was 
shot in the spine. Another had his face blown off by a grenade. “There wasn’t any point 
in sentimentalizing the kids; they were trained killers, after all. They could hit a guy at 
five hundred yards or cut his throat from ear-to-ear.  And they didn’t ask a lot of 
questions.  They had faith, they did what they were told and they killed people.  
Sometimes I got frustrated with them; sometimes I wished they asked more 
questions.”13 


 


Chapter 12: The Vanishing World 


Before the fall of 2003, it was fairly safe for Americans to venture into Iraqi towns for a 
meal at a local restaurant. Seven months after the March 2003 invasion, eating in a 
public place became life threatening. In November of 2003, Filkins and his 
guide/interpreter, Jaff, were riding in a taxi cab along Highway 1 in the Sunni Triangle.  
They pulled off the road to get eat lunch at a roadside kebab. It was a big restaurant 
with about fifty tables – crowded and very loud.  They had begun to eat when the taxi 
driver came into the restaurant and whispered in Jaff’s ear that they needed to quietly 
stop eating and leave immediately.  The Iraqis in the restaurant and those outside were 
talking about killing them after they finished their meal.  


In Filkins opinion it was by spring of 2004 – about a year after the invasion – that the 
U.S. lost the support of the Iraqi nation. Iraq became consumed with Sunni-Shiite 
rebellions in every city except Kurdistan. The Mahdi Army belonging to the rogue Shiite 
cleric al Sadr took control of Najaf, the Shiite holy city.  


By mid-2004, if an American was captured by the Shiites, that was bad. But for a 
Westerner to be taken prisoner by the Sunnis was much worse.  The Sunnis had a lust 
for blood.  They were the ones who severed the heads of live prisoners with knives. 


The violence throughout Iraq got to be so commonplace that Filkins bureau 
headquarters just outside the Green Zone was transformed – at great expense – into a 
veritable fortress, complete with high concrete blast walls, armed guards, armored 
BMWs, a huge generator, searchlights, concertina wire and machine guns on the roof of 
the news agency.  


By the summer of 2006, the American Green Zone had been fortified to the point that it 
resembled a medieval fortress, with multiple checkpoints leading towards the entry point 
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to the super secure area. Every morning, long lines of Iraqis who worked within the 
Green Zone would extend out into the unprotected streets of Baghdad.  These citizens 
were fodder for the insurgent suicide bombers.  Only after numerous Iraqis had been 
killed waiting to pass through the entry points did the Americans secure their entry 
areas.  


Once a person passed through the initial checkpoints leading into the Green Zone, he 
could expect to be searched at least six or seven more times before actually gaining 
entry. Most of the soldiers who conducted the pre-entry searches and identity checks 
were from coalition countries such as Georgia, the former Soviet Union satellite state, 
and Gurkha warriors from Nepal – all of whom were well-trained but generally could not 
communicate with the people they were searching. 


Filkins says that most of the diplomats who worked within the Green Zone were very 
brave and very dedicated.  But by 2006, they had all hunkered down within the Green 
Zone’s fortified bunkers and remained divorced from the real Iraq and its people.  They 
became more and more isolated and disengaged from what was really being said and 
felt on the streets of Baghdad.  Filkins tells us that in 2003, when a diplomat would not 
answer a question, it was because he was holding back information.  By 2006, 
diplomats could not tell Filkins anything because they knew little or nothing about what 
was going on outside of the Green Zone. 


Our author believes that one of the main reasons the war in Iraq was lost was because 
of the Green Zone and the apathy and ignorance that it created by default of all those 
trapped within its walls.  Our author observed overweight, civilian contractors, making 
unimaginable sums of money, dining on big meals precisely at 5 pm each evening. He 
heard the general in command of Camp Victory in Baghdad pronounce the Iraqi Prime 
Minister’s name three different ways during a half hour period. Within the Green Zone, 
the Americans were isolated in a sterile and well-protected dreamland, with 24/7 
electricity, plenty of water, food and medical supplies. Outside of the Green Zone, Iraqi 
citizens competed and fought daily for all of those things that their occupiers enjoyed as 
a matter of course.  


 


Chapter 13: Just Talking 


In this seven-page chapter, the author relates observations on the Iraqi democratic 
process in action, highlighting a few difficulties and absurdities.  He relates one story of 
a political meeting he attended at the Iraqi General Factory for Vegetable Oil two weeks 
before local elections.  Filkins made these observations: 


 ■ More than 7,400 Iraqis were running for office. 


 ■ A number of the candidates had been murdered prior to the meeting. 
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■ Several political candidates who spoke at the meeting were surrounded on the 
podium by armed guards sporting machine guns. 


■ Many of the candidates running for office were not listed by name because it 
was too dangerous to expose their identities prior to the election; essentially, 
Iraqis were being asked by some party leaders to vote for party members whose 
identity could not and would not be revealed to them. 


Despite the Iraqis’ inexperience with the democratic process, Filkins was impressed and 
amazed with the voter turnout. Everywhere he went at election time, he saw quiet, 
peaceful, massive and determined crowds anxious to vote.  On more than one 
occasion, insurgent bombs and mortar rounds exploded outside of the election halls, yet 
the Iraqis remained undeterred. One voter told Filkins over the noise of a shell 
exploding outside, “Do you hear that, do you hear the bombs? . . . We don’t care.  Do 
you understand?  We don’t care. . .All we have to do is die. . . to die for this (elections), 
well, at least I will be dying for something.” 


 


Chapter 14: The Mahdi 


Filkins observed up to ten thousand men gathering in the Baghdad, Shiite slum of Sadr 
City, awaiting the appearance of their religious leader, Muqtada al Sadr.  The masses of 
men wore no uniforms, but most carried weapons. Al Sadr preached wild sermons that 
incited his loyal warriors to wage war against the Americans and their Iraqi patsies. In 
March of 2004 – one year after the U.S.-led invasion – al Sadr called for his followers to 
rise up and throw the occupiers out if Iraq. So influential and powerful was the young 
Shiite extremist that his followers – the Shiite underclass of Baghdad – took control of 
the holy Shiite shrines located at Najaf and Karbala.  The Iraqi, American-trained police 
and army, refused to resist al Sadr’s army. American and British troops had to fight their 
way back into Sadr City and regain control. The fire fights lasted for weeks. 


After many battles and negotiations, Muqtada al-Sadr fled the area.  His thousands of 
warriors, tired and battle weary filed out of their mosque strongholds and gave up their 
weapons. There was no official surrender on the part of al-Sadr’s forces. The American 
and Iraqi security forces had pulled back and were nowhere to be seen. “The Mahdi 
Army was being allowed to slip away, like Muqtada himself.  That was the deal. They 
would live to fight another day.”14 


 


 


 


                                                             


14 Ibid, page 252. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


17 


Chapter 15: Proteus 


This chapter is about the rich and influential Iraqi ex-patriot named Ahmad Chalabi, 
who, more than anything else, wanted to be prime minister of the new Iraq.  He was a 
banker, a millionaire, a mathematics professor at MIT, and had been in exile from his 
homeland for more than forty years.  Chalabi was one of the chief Iraqi ex-patriots who 
had lobbied the U.S. government to wage war on Saddam, insisting that Saddam 
Hussein had weapons of mass destruction and that it was imperative that America 
invade and neutralize the Iraqi threat. 


Our author accompanied the armed convoy in Iraq that transported and guarded 
Chalabi as he attempted to reinvent himself among Iraqis and gain a seat in the new 
Iraqi parliament. “Gamesman, exile, idealist, fraud; Chalabi was someone whom I never 
missed a chance to follow around.  It wasn’t just that he was brilliant, or nimble, or 
ruthless, or fun. When I looked into Chalabi’s eyes and saw the doors and mirrors 
opening and closing, I knew I was seeing not just the essence of the man but of the 
country to which he returned.  Chalabi was Iraq.”15   


Ahmad Chalabi speaks flawless English and Arabic.  He lobbied in every nook and 
cranny of Washington, D.C. and from one end of Arab Street to the other to gain a 
position of power within the new and democratic Iraq.  In the fall of 2005, Iraq was 
beginning to implode.  The Bush administration was anxious to find and use any friend 
who might succeed in moving the political process forward in Baghdad.  For a brief 
moment, Chalabi was that friend.  So Chalabi was sent to Iraq to work his magic on 
behalf of the Oval Office. 


Chalabi had a long history of working with the United States government at the very 
highest levels.  He worked alongside CIA operative Robert Baer in the 1990s in the 
Kurdish regions of Iraq assisting in various anti-Saddam operations. At one point 
Chalabi exceeded his bounds as established by the CIA and came close to starting a 
war with one of Saddam’s army divisions.  The CIA cut him loose after that incident.  
Robert Baer, when asked his opinion of Chalabi by the author, said that Chalabi was 
“smarter than the collective IQ of everyone in Washington.  So fast. And he reads. And 
he figures out relationships. He read me like an open book.”16 


By 2007, Ahmad Chalabi had faded from the Iraqi power scene. He was suspected of 
playing both sides of the fence; working for both the United States’ and Iran’s interests 
there. 
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Chapter 16: The Revolution Devours Its Own 


In this short, six-page chapter, Filkins talks about a meeting he had with Abu Marwa, a 
leading member of the Islamic Army in Iraq, one of the main insurgent groups operating 
there. Marwa was formerly a captain in the Iraqi army.  Our author conducted an 
interview with Marwa and three other members of the Islamic Army in Iraq. 


Abu Marwa told Filkins that, in accordance with Iraqi tribal traditions, revenge must be 
taken for the death of a tribal member.  All four men agreed that the need to kill 
Americans was ever present.  There was never any argument within the Islamic Army 
about the need to keep killing GIs. The current dilemma involved al Qaeda.  Lately, al 
Qaeda was not just killing Americans but also many Iraqis.  Al Qaeda was running up 
an Iraqi death toll that numbered in the thousands. Now, al Qaeda had to pay for the 
killing of Iraqi tribesmen. 


“American and Iraqi officials had been trying for months to exploit the fissures between 
the Sunni insurgents. On one side stood the Iraqi nationalist groups like the Islamic 
Army . . 17. whose goal was to drive the Americans out of Iraq.  On the other stood the 
ultraviolent Islamists of al Qaeda and Ansar al Sunnah, who wanted to resurrect the 
Islamic caliphate of bygone days.”  Finally, al Qaeda was driving a wedge between itself 
and Iraqi nationalist groups. Iraqis were divorcing themselves from al Qaeda.  Gang 
fights were actually beginning to occur within the Sunni triangle. Members of the Islamic 
Army were killing al Qaeda soldiers and vise versa. 


Another member of the Islamic Army, Abu Lil, told Filkins that he and a few others had 
asked for a meeting with al Qaeda to discuss Iraqi casualties.  Meetings between the 
two terrorist groups were not uncommon. Abu Lil complained to the al Qaeda leaders 
that too many Iraqis were being killed as part of al Qaeda’s collateral damage when it 
conducted attacks upon Americans. Abu Lil told our author that the al Qaeda members 
were not moved at all by the Islamic Army’s plea to stop killing Iraqi citizens.  Basically, 
after seven hours of discussion, the al Qaeda members told Abu Lil and his team that 
Iraqis should be willing to pay a price for getting the Americans out of Iraq.  Abu Lil and 
the other members of the Islamic Army left the meeting feeling as though they had 
accomplished nothing and were powerless to influence the operations and direction of 
al Qaeda in Iraq. 


 


Chapter 17: The Labyrinth 


Within twenty-four months of the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, Baghdad had become an 
extremely dangerous place.  Up to forty Iraqis each day were being kidnapped within 
the capital city and held for huge ransoms.  Many of the kidnapped victims were 
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children.  As a result, Iraqi families began keeping their kids indoors and even pulled 
them out of school for their own protection.   


When Baghdad became too dangerous for the indigenous Iraqis to wander freely, it 
prohibited the Western media representatives from doing the same.  As a result, fewer 
and fewer members of the press ventured out of their hotel lobbies.  Stories about what 
was truly going on in Iraq became rare.   


When Iraqis kidnapped fellow Iraqis and held them for ransom, $3,000 U.S. was the 
going price for a family to retrieve the dead body of their kidnapped family member.  If 
they wanted their loved one alive, the price was $6,000 U.S. “The capital was a free-for-
all; it was a state of nature. There was no law anymore, no courts, nothing – there was 
nothing at all.  They kidnapped children now, they killed them and dumped them into the 
street. The kidnapping gangs bought and sold people; it was like its own terrible 
ecosystem.”18 


 


Chapter 18: Fuck Us 


In this short but disturbing chapter, Filkins writes about life in the Iraqi city of Ramadi. 
He spent some time with the marines of Kilo Company, charged to guard the 
government center in the downtown area of the city.  Filkins tells us that there was really 
no downtown area per se. It had all been bombed out. In reality, there was no 
government in Ramadi.  The governor whom the marines guarded around the clock was 
a crazy man named Rashid, who led a cloistered life for his own protection.  Everyone 
else on his government staff had been assassinated.  


The marines had to stay within government buildings.  To venture outside was too risky. 
The insurgent snipers were well-trained and extremely accurate.  They would aim and 
hit the marines in the fleshy parts of their necks, between the body armor and the 
helmet.  If marines ventured outside of buildings, they had to run quickly to avoid being 
sniped. There was no running water in Ramadi, so there were no operational toilets or 
potable latrines.  Filkins said that every building occupied by marines smelled of urine 
and body odor due to too many soldiers in close quarters without any ability to even 
take a shower. 


In order to maintain their sanity, the marines assigned to Ramadi remained indoors and 
listened to Metallica music and pumped iron in the small fitness center they managed to 
establish.  The windows were boarded up in their buildings.  The darkness caused 
many of them to sleep most of the day away.  It was not uncommon for marines to sleep 
through firefights that were taking place on the roof above them. 
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At night, the marines ventured outside to rack up a body count.  “’We go out and kill 
these people,’ Captain Andrew Del Gaudio said.  He was in charge.”19  


As the time neared for these marines to return home to the USA, a sign-up sheet 
circulated for recommendations for a logo to be placed upon Kilo Company’s soon-to-be 
ordered unit T-shirts.  Among the suggestions were “Kilo Company: Fuck Iraq; Kilo 
Company: Fuck Ramadi; and “Kilo Company: Fuck Us.”20 


 


Chapter 19: The Boss 


This short chapter relates the authors encounter with Mamoon Sami Rashid, the 
governor of the Iraqi province of Anbar,. Several attempts had been made on Rashid’s 
life by the time our author linked up with him.  


Filkins tells us that Rashid was the government in Anbar. There was no government in 
Anbar but the governor himself. Rashid’s predecessor had been kidnapped and 
murdered by insurgents. His deputy had recently been shot to death.  A few months 
before their meeting, Rashid’s chairman of the provincial council was killed.  Even 
Rashid’s personal secretary had been beheaded.  Filkins asked Rashid why he thought 
he could survive after all of the others had been murdered. “I am the lawful authority 
here, Rashid said, “I am the governor. . . I am from Ramadi . . . I’ve been an engineer 
for twenty-eight years.  The people know me and respect me – I am related to many of 
them.  It is the criminals who don’t like me.”21 


When our author reminded the governor that the bad guys had tried to take his life no 
less than twenty-nine times, Rashid told Filkins that he was a member of the dominant 
tribe in the Anbar Province.  Everyone was a relative.  He knew everyone all the way to 
the border of the next province. Rashid told Filkins that ever since the 2003 invasion, 
there had been no law whatsoever in the province.  The tribal leaders simply sought a 
way to protect themselves and restore security and stability to their region. 


The U.S. had promised to rebuild the schools in Anbar before the beginning of the 
upcoming school year. The schools were not being rebuilt.  When Governor Rashid 
asked the marine colonel in charge why the promise to rebuild the schools was not 
being kept, the reply was that the Iraqi contractors tasked to build the schools were 
being threatened with their lives.  Rashid asked the colonel why he could not protect the 
contractors in order for them to do their jobs.  The bottom line was that there were not 
enough troops on the ground to guarantee the contractors that they and their family 
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members would be protected. There were too many tasks and too few warriors to get it 
all done.  


 


Chapter 20: The Turning 


In late 2005, Dexter Filkins traveled to the Um al-Qura Mosque to interview the head 
cleric, Harith al-Dhari.  The mosque was the unofficial headquarters of the Sunni 
insurgency.  Al-Dhari and his followers held regular press conferences, condemning 
Americans and demanding the release of Iraqi prisoners. American troops raided the 
mosque on a regular basis, temporarily arresting its staff, to include the head cleric, al-
Dhari.  The battle between the occupiers and the occupied seemed never-ending. 


By 2005, civil war in Iraq was in obvious motion.  Following the January 2005 Iraqi 
elections, the Sunni hard-liners who retained power stacked the Iraqi, government 
ministries with their own tribal warriors, complete with weapons, uniforms and 
identification cards. 


The Sunni insurgents, with Iraqi ministry ID card and vehicles commenced to carry out 
revenge against Iraqi Shiites.  They kidnapped children and demanded ransoms up to 
$40,000.  If the ransoms were not paid, the families’ loved ones would be dropped at 
their door steps, cut-up into little pieces.  


The Sunni fighters were tough, but their Shiite rivals were merciless. They tortured their 
Sunni captives. Sunni prisoners were found with nails hammered into their heads, acid 
thrown into their faces, and electric drill holes in their limbs. “Electric drills were a Shiite 
obsession. When you found a guy with drill marks in his legs, he was almost certainly a 
Sunni, and he was almost certainly killed by a Shiite. The Sunnis preferred to behead, 
or to kill themselves while killing others.  By and large, the Shiites didn’t behead, didn’t 
blow themselves up. The derangements were mutually exclusive.”22 


In the spring of 2006, our author drove to a compound commanded by Abdul Aziz 
Hakim, a chief of the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI), one of 
the largest Shiite political parties in Iraq. He had visited there many times before. Each 
time, he was searched by the guards of the Badr Brigade, the SCIRI’s Iranian-trained 
militia in Iraq. The Badr Brigade insurgents wore Iraqi Ministry of Interior patches on 
their cleaned and pressed fatigue uniforms. These Iraqis answered to their Iranian 
masters who commanded and funded the SCIRI. “That’s how the civil war worked: the 
death squads became official. The Badr Brigade and the Mahdi Army, the two big Shiite 
militias, just joined the police forces of the Shiite-led government.”23 
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Kidnapping for large ransoms is so prevalent in Iraq, that the Iraqi deputy prime minister 
told Filkins the bulk of his work day is spent paying ransoms for mothers whose children 
have been kidnapped.  


In many Iraqi cities, the insurgents killed the garbage men and the bakers.  This 
targeting scheme seemed strange at first, but later it made perfect sense. No town can 
survive if its garbage is not collected and it has no bread to eat.  After murdering the 
garbage collectors and the bakers, the insurgents targeted teachers. The teachers 
stopped going to school.  Schools closed and the children had nowhere to go each day.  
Entire neighborhoods came to a standstill: no bread, heaps of garbage, and no schools. 


Filkins, through his vignettes in this book, wanted to relate to those of us who were 
never in Iraq or Afghanistan, the reality of both wars and the hardships of troops and the 
indigenous people who must live and deal with war’s hardships and consequences day 
to day. 
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CHAPTER 1 


A. J. Rossmiller possessed a life-long ambition to serve in the career fields of law 
enforcement or intelligence.  After graduating from Middlebury College in Vermont, he 
hired on as a new intelligence analyst with the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA).   


He begins his book by expressing his disappointment in the lack of efficiency he 
observed in his first weeks with DIA.  The agency appeared to lack a sense of urgency 
and to possess a general malaise.   


Rossmiller’s first inkling that people at DIA headquarters lacked general communication 
and coordination skills was when he arrived for his first day on the job and no one 
appeared to have been told that he was showing up to work. Though DIA was aware of 
Rossmiller’s employment start date months in advance, the organization was not 
prepared to in-process him.  After weeks “on the job” and drawing his salary, our author 
still had not been provided the basic tools required to do his job such as computer 
access, training and indoctrination or an assigned position with a job description and 
reporting chain of command.  After exchanging “newbie” notes with other recruits, 
Rossmiller discovered that his arrival experience was not the exception; every new 
employee with whom he spoke had, by and large, received a similar, disjointed 
welcome into the DIA. 


Rossmiller observed that the DIA seemed to be composed of a number of older 
employees who maintained a Cold War mindset.  They did not seem to fully grasp the 
concept of non-state actors (terrorist organizations such as Al Qaeda).  The analysis 
efforts at DIA seemed predominately focused upon nation states and not transnational 
actors who were utilizing nation states as surrogate hosts. 


Rossmiller quickly learned that intelligence products (reports) produced by analysts 
rarely if ever reached their intended readers, the senior leadership, in their original 
formats.  Too many middle managers within DIA were provided an opportunity to “chop” 
on the analysts’ work.  By the time all of the reviewers added their additions, deletions 
and changes to the product, the intelligence report often did not even resemble its 
original self.  


When Rossmiller joined the agency, the number one focus within DIA was the war in 
Iraq.  Not long after his arrival at DIA, an all-hands email was distributed requesting 
volunteers to deploy to Iraq for six months to be part of a new counterinsurgency 
(COIN) team. The email provided few specifics about deployment or the DIA team’s 
mission in Iraq.   It did say that all volunteers had just twenty-four hours to make their 
decisions and formally apply for the deployment.  Rossmiller volunteered for and was 
approved for the deployment. He was on his way to Iraq. 
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CHAPTER 2 


Rossmiller’s pre-deployment training in Washington consisted of classes on Middle East 
history, counterinsurgency, issues and concerns specific to Iraq, and other geo-political 
topics. He, along with the other volunteers, was then shipped off to Fort Benning, 
Georgia, to the CONUS (Continental United States) Replacement Center (CRC). At Fort 
Benning, Rossmiller received the requisite physical examination and pre-deployment 
shots, such as flu and typhoid fever.  He made out a last will and testament, got his ID 
(dog) tags and complied with the requisite visit to the chaplain. Rossmiller received 
classed on improvised explosive devices (IEDs), wounds, and methods of attack.  


His next deployment experience was at the Fort Benning Central Issue Facility (CIF).  
Here he was provided the standard issue of supplies and equipment needed to deploy 
to Iraq. Rossmiller also received weapons training on the 9mm Beretta pistol and M16 
assault rifle. He shot well and qualified with both weapons, achieving the best score out 
of all the civilians his DIA team. 


After the training and preparations at Fort Benning, Rossmiller was permitted to return 
home for a few days to tie up loose ends before his deployment.  When the day to 
deploy finally arrived, our author says that he was not scared or excited.  He got on the 
plane, prepared for a long ride and a new experience on the other end. 


 


CHAPTER 3 


Rossmiller tells us that the plane ride to Iraq was long and grueling. As soon as he got 
off of the plane in Baghdad, he was inundated with heat, sand insects and a very bad 
smell.  He and his colleagues were stationed at the Baghdad International Airport 
Complex (BIAP), living and working in Camp Slayer.  Camp Slayer served as home to 
several classified entities comprised of folks from the FBI, DIA, and OGAs (other 
government agencies). 


Rossmiller’s new home, or hooch, consisted of a trailer with two doors, a locker, bunk 
bed, table, and lamp.   Adjacent to his hooch were other trailers with showers, toilets 
and sinks.  One of the first things Rossmiller noticed (and questioned in his own mind 
with respect to overall security at Camp Slayer) was the large number of TCNs (third-
country nationals) performing services throughout the base such as laundry, cooking 
and cleaning.  Most of the TCNS were from Southeast Asia. 


Our author was anxious to get settled in, understand his job assignment, and begin 
making a contribution to the war effort. 
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CHAPTER 4 


In his first few days at the DIA intelligence operation at Camp Slayer, Rossmiller was 
professionally confused and disturbed by what he observed. To his way of thinking, the 
job of an intelligence team in a war zone is to provide actionable intelligence; that is, 
intelligence information and data that could be used by an operational combat team to 
locate, capture or kill bad guys.  Rossmiller concluded that his team’s predecessors had 
been producing intelligence reports for themselves and not the combat operators.  “. . . 
they produced material for . . . one another. Nothing was broadly important enough to 
pass up to leadership, and nothing was specific enough to pass down to units.”3  


Rossmiller was hell-bent on doing things correctly from day one.  He realized that he 
and his team mates were the connection between the field soldiers in Iraq and the 
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) in Washington, DC.  He and the others had been 
assigned to the intelligence mission in Iraq to be DIA’s a new and integral part of the 
Combined Intelligence Operations Center (CIOC) in Iraq.  Much to Rossmiller’s chagrin, 
and eerily similar to his experience when first arriving to in-process at DIA headquarters, 
no one at the CIOC knew that Rossmiller and his team mates were coming to Iraq to be 
a part of the CIOC; therefore, no one within the CIOC had even thought ahead of time 
what the mission of the newly-assigned, DIA folks should be day-to-day.  Rossmiller 
could not believe that there had been literally no communication or coordination 
between those sending him to Iraq and those to whom he had been assigned.   


The senior leaders within Rossmiller’s new DIA team decided that, in the absence of 
any forethought prior to their arrival, they would define their own mission in support of 
the CIOC. The DIA team leaders formed a Human Intelligence (HUMINT) Support Team 
(HST). Their mission would be to sift through intelligence reports and attempt to perform 
real time collaboration with human operators, military leaders and their subordinate 
units in the field. 


Initially, command and control of the new DIA team was a nightmare. The team leaders 
wanted to keep the team together, performing one focused mission within the CIOC.  
The CIOC leaders on the ground wanted to split the team up and assign them various 
missions for which they had not volunteered prior to their deployment.  The DIA team 
leader managed to keep Rossmiller and his team mates together.  The team was 
divided into three cells.  Two teams were tasked to provide HUMINT support and one 
became the strategic team - called Strat.  Rossmiller became part of Strat. 


He was excited about being a part of the Strat team.  Strat was concerned with 
kidnapping, assassinations and insurgent financial transactions.  Rossmiller and the 
four others who comprised the team were initially supervised by an inept and extremely 
micromanaging, young Army captain.  This officer possessed few if any people skills 
and loved to schedule formal, time-consuming and unproductive meetings with his small 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 30. 
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team. The lack of quality, military leadership both disturbed and depressed Rossmiller 
from the beginning of his six-month tour. 


One of the first things he noticed was that, after many years of war in Iraq, the U.S. 
possessed no overarching, counterinsurgency strategy.  Everything that had been done 
to date was reactionary.  The counterinsurgents would strike somewhere and the 
intelligence teams would swing into action. They would attempt to the identity of the 
perpetrators and what had precisely occurred during the attack, as opposed to 
proactively coming up with recommendations on how to provide enhanced force 
protection for the war fighters. 


Rossmiller quickly noticed that operations in Iraq were characterized by bureaucratic 
infighting and pissing contests, with subordinate leaders vying for the attention and 
support of the highest general officer they could reach.  The more powerful the general 
supporting a team’s mission, the more influence and power the minions on that team 
possessed. The competition to be the generals’ pets resulted in endless meetings, 
reassignments, reorganizations, re-allocation of resources and a high personnel 
turnover all to the detriment of effective, counterinsurgency operations. 


 


CHAPTER 5 


Just weeks after the Strat team was formed, it was disbanded.  Rossmiller now found 
himself assigned to the Direct Action Team.  He was enthusiastic about this new team.  
Conceptually, the Direct Action Team would be the only unit within the CIOC dedicated 
to supporting tactical operations.  This is precisely where Rossmiller wanted to be – in 
direct support of the troops who were in the thick of the fighting.  Our author was 
provided the opportunity to work directly with the intelligence collectors on the ground in 
Iraq.  In working with those HUMINT collectors, Rossmiller and his team mates built a 
trusted and cooperative relationship.  Valuable and actionable information was flowing 
real time to the Direct Action Team.   


Our author’s enthusiasm and optimism quickly began to fade when he realized how 
much the day-to-day, red tape and turf battles directly and adversely affected mission 
accomplishment in Iraq.  “To be successful, an insurgency doesn’t have to win, it just 
has to continue to exist.  Every day we went to the same morning briefing, which theater 
commander General George Casey presided over via audio, and we saw the same, 
discouraging trends continue week after week. . . Oil production was stagnant. Electrical 
production was stagnant.  Water purification was stagnant. . .”4 


To Rossmiller’s way of thinking, when an occupied population has no consistent source 
of water, electricity or jobs, it is more likely to support any opposition force that offers 
one or more of these necessities.  Rossmiller was amazed that after years of 
                                                             


4 Ibid, page 51. 
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counterinsurgency warfare in Iraq, the powers to be simply did not get it - security, 
stability, jobs and basic services have always been and were, in Iraq, the key to 
defeating the counterinsurgency movement. For any government or occupying power to 
be viewed by the indigenous population as legitimate, that government or power must, 
at a minimum, be able to provide security, stability, jobs and basic day-to-day services.  
The key to winning was not in killing and capturing the insurgents, but in successfully 
putting the insurgency out of business by providing more support to the population than 
the insurgents could possibly deliver. 


 


CHAPTER 6 


This chapter consists of long emails sent by our author to friends and family back in the 
United States.  Some of the key points communicated to them reflect Rossmiller’s day-
to-day realities and impressions in Iraq: 


● Same basic day-to-day routines.  Long work days Monday through Saturday, 
with a few hours off on Sunday. 


● Not a single day off from work in his first six weeks in Iraq. 


● Life was very depressing overall.  There was nothing new to look forward to as 
each new week presented itself.  Job satisfaction was very low to say the least, 
the sand and bugs were unbearable, and the food was high in fat and 
carbohydrates.  


● The bean counters at DIA headquarters in Washington, DC, were giving 
Rossmiller and his colleagues “shit” for working so many hours in the war zone.  
The mother ship was afraid of employee burnout and of having to pay overtime. 
Rossmiller could not believe that the long hours required of intelligence analysts 
within a war zone were being questioned by those back in the nation’s capital. 


● Keeping physically fit was a challenge, as the daytime hours proved too hot 
and full of dust and insects to exercise at all.  Occasional basketball games could 
be played, but only late at night.  Rossmiller compared the routine in Iraq to Bill 
Murray’s movie Groundhog Day.  “Every single day feels exactly like the one 
before it and the one that will follow.”5 


Many of Rossmiller’s DIA colleagues within the CIOC were depressed and feeling as if 
they were making little if any contribution to the war effort. Rossmiller disagreed. Due to 
his assignment and duties with the Direct Action Team, he initially felt that he was 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 57. 
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making a difference, because he was directly involved in going after the bad guys:  “But 
my optimism was misplaced; I was wrong.”6 


 


CHAPTER 7 


In this chapter Rossmiller expresses his concerns and frustrations about the 
interrogations of Iraqi captives, which he observed on several occasions.  One particular 
night, Rossmiller was part of an operation conducted by American and Iraqi Special 
Forces. He was supporting the brigade intelligence office – the S2 – with detainee 
processing once they were rounded up and placed in a holding area. That night, the 
operation failed to target the specific men they were looking for, so they rounded up 
whoever was in the area. Within the target neighborhoods, there were about fifty Iraqi 
men that the ops soldiers took into custody. 


Rossmiller immediately felt uneasy, as the evidence against these detainees was 
extremely flimsy. After the S2 had in-processed the detainees, he directed that the 
interrogations begin. The Judge Advocate General (JAG) officers were there to observe 
and legally sign off on the proceedings, which they did without hesitation.  The Iraqi men 
were blindfolded and handcuffed. Most of them were terrified, barefoot, and disoriented. 
Rossmiller tells us that he was painfully aware of Arab distain for public humiliation. If 
these detainees did not hate Americans before their incarceration, Rossmiller believed 
that they certainly would hate them now. 


As the evening of interrogation progressed, Rossmiller noted that there appeared to be 
very little, if any, evidence to indicate that these particular Iraqis were conducting 
insurgency activities. No available evidence pointed to insurgency activities - such as 
weapons, ammunition, electronic timers, explosive materials and similar items. 


Rossmiller readily admits that he had no love for the captives, even if they were 
innocent.  He was still upset at the inhumanity of the prisoners’ treatment.  Many of the 
detainees were scared, crying, vomiting, and not appearing to be hard core insurgents 
at all. What really gnawed at Rossmiller was that every Iraqi man taken into custody that 
night was sent to Abu Ghraib prison.  The attitude among the ops guys was ‘screw it – 
let’s just send them all to Abu Ghraib; someone there will sort it all out eventually.’  
Rossmiller observed that anyone who was picked up and detained automatically ended 
up in Abu Ghraib.  Rossmiller had been taught at DIA that establishing a solid rapport 
with prisoners and gaining their trust was essential to obtaining vital information. 
Clearly, that was not the case in the many round-ups Rossmiller observed and 
participated in as part of the Direct Action Team. 


Our author witnessed many Iraqi men moved to prison with no evidence, no charge and 
no genuine reason. “Considering that the single most vital element in fighting an 
                                                             


6 Ibid, page 64. 
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insurgency is to eliminate popular support for the fighters, rounding up and incarcerating 
as many people as possible is extremely counterproductive.”7 


Rossmiller could not comprehend how the practice of wholesale imprisonment of Iraqis 
without probable cause, due process, evidence or access to any form of legal system 
contributed to the overall mission to win the minds and hearts of the population. He 
concluded that the undisciplined and catch-as-catch-can operations were creating more 
insurgents than they were eliminating. 


When Rossmiller questioned the NCOs who interrogated and subsequently sent the 
Iraqi detainees to Abu Ghraib prison, they readily admitted that they did not think the 
Iraqis in their custody had done anything wrong.  They simply deduced that the 
authorities at Abu Ghraib prison would sort it all out when the detainees arrived.  But the 
breakdown was that the American prison authorities at Abu Ghraib figured that if Iraqis 
had been sent to them, that they were guilty of one crime or another, and never 
considered innocence as an option. 


Our author beleieved that, “A civilized country and a civilized people cannot presume 
guilt.  Guilt without evidence is an anathema to a functioning civil society, and rule of 
law is vital to win a war that is more about minds than weapons or troops.” 8  


CHAPTER 8 


Rossmiller volunteered to go to Iraq because he was determined to help round up the 
bad guys and make the country safer for U.S. troops and the Iraqis themselves.  He 
never lost his ambition to do his job to the best of his ability. The Direct Action Team, in 
which he was a part, did a good job of targeting bad guys who attacked Iraqi civilians 
and U.S. troops.  Providing the vital intelligence that permitted the operators to capture 
and kill the insurgents was very gratifying to Rossmiller. But as Rossmiller’s tour of duty 
in Iraq continued, he became more disenchanted and disturbed with those things he 
observed, day-to-day, that were not positively contributing to the war effort: 


● In order to appease religious and militia leaders, and in exchange for promises 
not to attack American soldiers, the U.S. was paying off both the Sunnis and the 
Shias.  With the peace money they were being paid, these groups were 
purchasing better weapons and more ammunition.  They were arming up for 
what was sure to be a civil war once the Americans departed. 


● Overall, the leadership in Iraq was extremely lacking, especially within the 
Department of State.  At Camp Slayer he and his colleagues were in a war zone 
and took their jobs very seriously.  But when Rossmiller went to the Green Zone 
to work with counterparts from Department of State, he did not observe the same 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 74. 


8 Ibid, page 80. 
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intensity.  Inside the Green Zone and within the U.S. Embassy, people were 
disconnected from the harshness and realities of everyday life on the streets of 
Iraq.  They were safe within a well-fortified and guarded area and tended to be 
reactionary instead of proactive in their duties.  Rossmiller felt that State, by 
virtue of its isolation within the Green Zone, remained disconnected from the war 
and the daily plight of the Iraqi citizens. 


● The turf battles and food fights among the leadership and within the 
interagency were never ending. Rather than pull together, assign people where 
they could make the best contribution, teams were constantly being broken up 
and their members reassigned – often outside of the specialty areas for which 
they had volunteered.  More time was spent reorganizing, playing power politics 
and conducting meetings than was expended getting the job done. 


● Rossmiller and his colleagues knew that the insurgency was growing strong 
and that the drop in violence against U.S. troops was only as a result of the 
millions of dollars being paid the bad guys to hold off their killing for just a while 
longer. When people within the Bush administration like Vice President Dick 
Cheney made public statements saying that the insurgency was on its last legs, 
Rossmiller and his team mates would wonder whether they were just clueless or 
beating around the bush. Either way, it was not good for morale to have the 
leaders speak so irresponsibly and obliviously. Cheney’s rhetoric certainly must 
have confused the Iraqis, who knew that the insurgency was not going away. 


CHAPTER 9 


Two-thirds of the way through Rossmiller’s deployment in Iraq, the disorganization and 
demands for more reorganization continued. He  remained confused and concerned 
about the never-ending, mixed messages emanating from the Bush administration. The 
president did not seem to think there was an insurgency.  Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld was telling the press that the insurgency could last as long as twelve more 
years.  Dick Cheney was claiming that the insurgency was in its last throes.  Rossmiller 
and his colleagues would often scratch their heads and debate among themselves 
whether the administration was dysfunctional, non-communicative, in denial, clueless, 
or all of the above. 


One of the problems in defining priorities and missions for guys like Rossmiller and the 
teams they supported was that the leaders at the top were unable to come to a 
consensus on who was truly behind the insurgency in Iraq.  Some claimed it was former 
regime elements (FRE) or former regime loyalists (FRL) - Saddam Hussein’s Ba’athist 
friends and sympathizers who probably had enough money sacked away and influence 
throughout the country to keep up the battle.  Others argued that the insurgency was 
primarily being kept alive by al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI). Still others blamed former Iraqi 
army leaders cast aside when the U.S. disbanded the Iraqi army in the early days of the 
American occupation of Iraq. 
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Rossmiller became convinced that the insurgency in Iraq resulted from a combination of 
events and circumstances which probably could have been avoided had Iraq’s 
American occupiers gotten it right early-on. “The insurgency resulted, I believed, from 
two primary factors.  First, and most importantly, it was a predictable and inevitable 
result of a nation without legal or civil infrastructure falling into the hands of criminals 
and local gangs due to a lack of overall security.  A large part of the insurgency is for 
profit, and there is tons of money to be made from kidnappings, theft, intimidation, et 
cetera.”9  Add al Qaeda and anti-occupation militants to the criminal mix, and a lot of 
bad guys are contributing to the violence and instability in Iraq.  The inability of Iraq’s 
occupiers to establish security and stability there from the get go resulted in the ongoing 
insurgency.  


For years, kidnapping had been a huge money maker for the insurgents and criminal 
elements in Iraq.  For the most part, kidnappers targeted middle-class doctors, teachers 
and other professionals.  Rather than hang around and become targets like their co-
workers and neighbors, the Iraqi professionals left the country in droves, leading to a 
brain drain that has crippled Iraq to this day. 


One accomplishment during his tour that Alex Rossmiller was particularly proud of was 
the outstanding trust and working relationship built between the Direct Action Team and 
its highly-classified Iraqi counterpart.  Rossmiller and his co-workers interacted on a 
regular basis with a classified Iraqi cell which could only be labeled in Rossmiller’s book 
as a “critical Iraqi government source.”10  Numerous successes involving the capturing 
and/or killing of bad guys resulted from the liaison between the Direct Action Team and 
this Iraqi secret group.  One day, a new Army colonel was assigned to oversee and 
direct the actions of the Direct Action Team.  The level of bureaucracy and 
micromanagement brought to the process by the new boss negated most of their 
previous efforts.  The colonel directed that Rossmiller and his team cease interacting 
with their Iraqi counterparts without his official permission. Any meetings between the 
Americans and their Iraqi counterparts now had to be planned many days in advance.  
Also, each meeting would be overseen by a senior ranking supervisor.    Rossmiller and 
the others pleaded with their new boss not to disband what it had taken them five 
months to put together.  They told the colonel about all of the successes and stressed 
that without the close cooperation of their Iraqi counterparts (and the information both 
parties exchanged on an immediate and as needed basis), the mission to round up the 
insurgents would be seriously degraded.  But the new colonel would not budge.  Morale 
within the Direct Action Team went to hell.  All that they had worked to establish was 
destroyed within the first 48 hours of this new colonel taking charge. Tired, discouraged, 
and disgusted, Rossmiller and the others now concentrated on surviving their final 
month and getting home safely.   


 
                                                             


9 Ibid, page 93. 


10 Ibid, page 99. 
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CHAPTER 10 


Many of the leaders with whom Rossmiller came in contact during his six months in Iraq 
failed to grasp the Iraqi people’s unhappiness and dissatisfaction with the United States. 
He felt that most Iraqis would gladly go back to the days of Saddam’s dictatorship if they 
could have a way of life that included a secure job, electricity, freedom from kidnapping 
and assault on the streets, no IEDs or terror attacks, and no bombs dropping silently 
from the sky.  A warlord-driven society had developed in Iraq, and violence and 
corruption were at an all-time high.  The Iraqi population appeared to Rossmiller to be 
demoralized and angry.  The Iraqis, he figured, were going to take out their frustration 
on someone, be it the Americans or their fellow Iraqis.  Rossmiller could not understand 
why the chain of command simply would not accept the facts. 


Just when Rossmiller and his co-workers thought things could not get worse, new 
“leadership” proved them wrong. Two men arrived with the advanced party from DIA 
representing the new team that would replace Rossmiller and the others when they 
returned in a month to the states.  As soon as they arrived, these two decided to change 
the mission of Rossmiller’s team to one of pure counterinsurgency (COIN).  But the 
COIN mission was already being conducted by other elements within the CIOC.  
Rossmiller and others attempted to convince the new guys that transitioning to a purely 
counterinsurgency mission would be redundant and a waste of valuable DIA resources.  
The arguments fell upon deaf ears. 


Not only did the new guys want to change the mission before their team arrived in Iraq 
to relieve the outgoing one, but the two men refused to speak with the leaders they 
were relieving.  They did not want an official briefing or any time to work side-by-side 
with the outgoing leadership to get a feel for how things were done or what needed to 
be done.  The show was going to be theirs in a few weeks and that’s all that mattered.  
Rossmiller was both shocked and dismayed that there was never any official hand-off 
between the departing and arriving team leaders. To him, it was just one more in a long 
list of events which demonstrated the dysfunctional nature of the entire intelligence 
operation in Iraq.  


The new guys also established their own “effective immediately,” micromanagement 
rules. Travel outside of Camp Slayer was only possible when requested weeks ahead of 
time and with forms in triplicate.  Only one person could be at the gym at any one time.  
A cap was put on overtime hours and men and women could not be found visiting each 
other’s quarters after 2300 hours.  Rossmiller described the new atmosphere as 
“seventh -grade summer camp . . . in a war zone.”11 


 


CHAPTER 11 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 109. 
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With less than a week remaining in country, Rossmiller and the others turned in their 
security badges, officially ending their service with the CIOC.  They devoted their time to 
preparing to get on the plane and depart Iraq. 


Rossmiller was proud of what he and the others had accomplished during their six 
months.  They had nailed a lot of bad guys through good intelligence work and a close 
relationship with the operational combat teams, Special Forces, and their Iraqi 
counterparts. But he was saddened by many of the conclusions he brought home to the 
states: 


●   Objectives in Iraq were impossible to achieve because they were always 
being redefined; the goal posts were continually being moved. 


● The final Iraqi government will not be secular; the Iraqi constitution does not 
encourage secularism either in public or private life. 


● Iraq is predominantly and venomously anti-American, anti-Western, and anti-
coalition. 


● Iraqi women have fewer rights under the new Iraqi constitution then they did 
under Saddam. 


●The Iraqi oil industry is in complete disaray due to the lack of security, 
corruption and theft. 


● There is still no reliable infrastructure in Iraq.  Electricity is sporadic and fresh 
water is still difficult to obtain in many areas. 


● The Iraqi government is developing closer and closer ties with the government 
of Iran. This will promote greater Shia versus Sunni conflict when the Americans 
begin to depart Iraq in large numbers. 


● With its fiasco of a performance in Iraq, the United States has propped up 
dictators all over the world.  All that dictators have to say to their people who 
complain is “Look at Iraq.  Is that what you want here?” 


 


CHAPTER 12 through 19 


Within these chapters, Rossmiller recounts his new job back at DIA headquarters and 
his growing despair over the way the intelligence community, under the Bush 
administration, was forced to water down its findings and recommendations.  He tells us 
about many experiences which ultimately led him to resign from government service. A 
few of the more notable things which brought concern and consternation to Rossmiller 
include: 
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● Rossmiller continually saw people being approved to go to Iraq without the 
proper qualifications.  The DIA needed bodies to fill seats in Iraq.  DIA employees 
needed at least one tour of duty in Iraq to get their tickets punched in order to 
remain competitive for promotions. It was all about rotating bodies in and out of 
country for career purposes. 


● For a product to get published for distribution throughout the intelligence 
community, endless edits and reviews up and down the chain of command were 
required.  There were so many directed changes that often the final product was 
extremely watered down and looked little like the analyst’s original work.  If 
anyone within the chain of command wanted to kill a product altogether, all they 
needed to do was to delay their edit until the contents of the paper became out of 
date or overcome by events. 


● The main intelligence shop in the Pentagon supporting the men and women 
fighting in Iraq had only sixty unclassified computers to support a workforce of 
eighty analysts.  Rossmiller and his team were crammed into temporary spaces 
ill-suited for quality intelligence collection and analysis. 


● Rossmiller saw intelligence reports watered down or altered entirely before 
they reached the White House. By the time these reports were read by the senior 
leaders for whom they were intended – they often reflected not what the 
leadership should have been told but what the leadership wanted to hear.  


● When Rossmiller created a factual and objective intelligence report, his 
superiors would tell him that he was too pessimistic. Rossmiller would be told 
that he was off message and that he better get with the program or else. 


● Changes made by superiors to Rossmiller’s and others’ reports “were virtually 
always in the same direction: toward a more favorable evaluation of what Bush 
administration officials were hoping for.”12 


● One officer for whom Rossmiller worked had the guts to send an official email 
up the chain of command telling folks that the reports being sent up from analysts 
like Rossmiller should be allowed to float to the top without being watered down.  
Major Nimick defended the work of his analysts officially and in writing. Within 
months of writing that email, the major was relieved of his leadership position and 
assigned to a mundane job. 


● When Rossmiller would prepare a PowerPoint slide for the next day’s 
presentation to his higher-ups, the slide would often be changed by the night shift 
and be completely altered by the time it was presented the next morning. Just the 
thought that an entire office’s assessment could be changed by one person on 
the night shift was very upsetting and alarming to Rossmiller. 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 150. 
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● Inter-agency rivalries were continuous and counterproductive to the war effort.  
It was always a game of one-upmanship between the leaders in DIA, CIA and the 
Joint Staff intelligence sections. 


● On one occasion, Rossmiller attended a working session sponsored by the 
National Intelligence Council during which the members were supposed to 
outline the indicators of a potential civil war in Iraq.  The entire meeting turned 
into a debate on whether or not the term “civil war” should be used to describe 
what was already happening in Iraq.  The meeting turned into a battle over 
semantics and political correctness. Rossmiller says that meetings such as these 
were the rule and not the exception. 


● Passing bad news – even if it was the correct news – up the chain of command 
was a dangerous proposition for anyone during the Bush administration.  It was 
detrimental to one’s career to do so. 


On his last day in the office, Rossmiller sent an email to his colleagues explaining his 
decision to resign and move on to other challenges. One passage from his email stated, 
“ . . .being put in a position where I no longer have to worry about the consequences of 
honesty, let me say this: It worries me greatly that the commendable work done by so 
many people seems to be in spite of structure and leadership rather than because of 
facilitation by those elements . . .”13 


 


CHAPTER 20 


“The intelligence community – especially within the Department of Defense – is rapidly 
becoming a culture that values and rewards “good news” over candor.  Telling your 
bosses what they want to hear – which is usually whatever they think, though it can also 
be what they hope – is the surest route to success.”14 Rossmiller states that former 
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld typified the leaders who wanted to be told only 
what they wanted to hear and believe – leaders that refused to believe and often 
distorted the truth, to the detriment of our men and women in combat, our national 
honor and America’s global reputation. 


Rossmiller believes that the intelligence community is not beyond repair but is still very 
broken this far after 9/11 and this long into two wars.  He says we need real leadership, 
ethics, and professionals who care more about the truth than they do about their career 
progression. 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 209. 


14 Ibid, page 218. 
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He says the executive branch of government must cease utilizing the intelligence 
community as its West Wing political extension.  Battles between the intelligence 
community (IC) and Congress are expected and occur on a regular basis.  But battles 
between the IC and the White House to avert political influence over the intelligence 
community are dangerous and inexcusable. The dangers of politicizing intelligence are 
blatantly evidenced by the lead-up to the invasion of Iraq. 


“I continue to believe in public service, and I know that those in the military, intelligence 
community and the government as a whole continue to work for the security and 
progress of America. . . I hope the American people demand greater accountability, 
transparency, and effectiveness from their leaders . . .Without brave individuals within 
and outside the system to call for improvement, a small minority of destructive actors 
will continue to cripple the future of U.S. security. . . We are far down a dangerous path, 
and I very much hope it is not too late to change direction.”15 


 


                                                             


15 Ibid, page 226. 
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“Her reporting is world-class. Having been to Iraq and having covered the war from day one, I 
thought I knew a lot about what was going on.  But reading her book, I quickly realized how 


much I didn’t know.”1  -- Wolf Blitzer, anchor, CNN’s The Situation Room 


“Suzanne Simons has done a superb job of capturing the good, the bad, and the ugly of 
Blackwater, a company that rose like a rocket only to fall like a brick. The name Blackwater is 


now synonymous with distrust, outlaws, mercenaries, and civilian contractors who don’t play by 
the rules.”2 – Russle L. Honore, Lieutenant General, U.S. Army (Retired) 


“Suzanne Simons propels the reader behind the veil of secrecy surrounding one of the most 
important phenomena of out time: the rise of private military contractors. The United States 


made a Faustian bargain when it decided to outsource its wars.  If you think we aren’t the new 
Rome, think again.”3 – Ken Robinson, member Intelligence Hall of Fame; expert on terrorism 


and national security 


                                                             


1 Simons, Suzanne. Master of War: Blackwater USA’s Eric Prince and the Business of War.  New York, New York: 
HarperCollins:  2009, back cover. 


2 Ibid. 


3 Ibid. 
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In order compile the facts necessary to write this book, Suzanne Simons 
researched Blackwater for a year and a half. She was permitted to conduct more 
than a hundred hours of interviews and was given access to Blackwater’s top 
offices and most guarded facilities around the world. 


 


Chapter 1: The Prince 


Erik Prince was born into a very affluent family in Holland, Michigan.  His father, Edgar, 
patented the first automobile sun visor that could light up.  He sold 5,000 of them to 
General Motors in the early 1970s before his company had even manufactured the first 
one.  His light-up visors soon became a staple of the automotive industry.  When Edgar 
Prince sold his company, it was producing 20,000 visors per day.  Edgar Prince made 
many millions of dollars. 


Erik was the only son of Edgar’s four children.  The Prince family was deeply religious 
and Erik was devout Christian into adulthood. From an early age, Erik learned how to 
hunt and trap from his cousins. He became an avid outdoorsman.  In middle school, 
Eric Prince would leave early each morning before class to check the traps he had set 
the day before.  


Edgar instilled within Eric a love of history and famous places.  By the time Eric was ten 
years old, he had traveled with his dad to Europe to see the Nazi death camps, the 
beaches of the Normandy invasion during World War II, and the Berlin Wall. This made 
a great impression upon the young boy and bolstered his sense of patriotism and 
interest in all things military and political. 


As the Prince family’s wealth increased, Edgar and his wife Elsa made large donations 
to religious organizations – primarily conservative, evangelical ones such as James 
Dobson’s Focus on the Family.   


Ever since high school age, Erik Prince wanted to be a military pilot.  He courted both 
the Naval and Air Force academies.  Erik received an appointment to the U.S. Naval 
Academy at Annapolis.  He did well at the academy until he was written up for tardiness 
by the officer of the day after returning from leave a half hour late. He was late because 
he had injured his hand while on leave and had to have surgery performed to save the 
nerves and tendons.  He called ahead to let the academy know why he was going to be 
late in returning to school. But the officer of the day still wrote him up for tardiness. Erik 
had no tolerance for absolute rules that made no sense to him.  He resigned from the 
academy and searched for another school. 


Prince’s father supported his decision to leave the Naval Academy.  Erik was very 
patriotic, but he and his father shared a great respect for justice and injustice, right and 
wrong, and individualism.  Though Prince became disenchanted with the Naval 
Academy, he never lost his desire to become a sailor and was determined to somehow 
get back into the Navy. 
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Erik Prince focused his sights on entering the Sea, Air, and Land Special Forces 
(SEALS).  He wanted to become an elite member of the best fighting team his country 
possessed.  


 


Chapter 2: Hell and High Water 


President John Fitzgerald Kennedy established the SEALS in 1962.  He recognized that 
the nature of war was changing and that unconventional warfare would be the wave of 
the future.  The SEALS were going to be America’s premier unconventional fighters.  
The SEALs’ missions were designed to be clandestine.  The SEALs themselves would 
be comprised of the toughest men in the Navy –physically, mentally, and emotionally. 
Prince wanted to be a part of the SEAL Team. 


SEAL training is the toughest in the U.S. military; barely one-third of the candidates ever 
make it to graduation.  The one trait common among all successful SEAL recruits was 
sheer determination. Eric Prince was convinced that he had the determination it took to 
become a Navy SEAL. 


Prince was one of the few married sailors attending SEAL training. He remained a 
devout Christian and often assisted others to find their spiritual way through Jesus 
Christ. 


SEAL training begins with eight weeks of Basic Underwater Demolition training called 
“BUD/S.” It is two months of intense physical conditioning to include physical training 
drills, swimming, running, and a test of both mental and physical endurance.  In the first 
phase of BUD/S – Hell Week – as many and two-thirds of the SEAL candidates will find 
the training too mentally and physically demanding and will drop out of the course.  
Phase 2 of BUD/S is the diving phase.  This consists of two months of underwater drills 
and a complete emersion into all aspects of diving operations.  


Because Prince was married, he got to return home after a hard day of training to his 
quarters. Though he was a team player and would join his team mates for a beer after 
work, he would not stay long at the bar.  He wanted to get home and be with his new 
wife. 


Erik Prince made it through Phase 2 and began Phase 3 of BUD/S.  This phase 
involved nine long weeks of land warfare training which included reconnaissance, 
demolitions, and land warfare tactics, techniques and procedures. 


After six months of the most intensive military training in the world, Erik Prince 
successfully graduated BUD/S along with three of his closest friends. He then attended 
six more months of SEAL Qualification Training which taught such skills as static line 
and free fall tactical air operations (TACAIR), land warfare, tactical medicine, and close 
quarters combat.  Erik successfully completed this final phase of training and earned his 
Navy trident badge.  He became a Navy SEAL. 
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Seal missions are for the most part covert.  There are only eight known SEAL teams in 
existence today. Erik Prince was assigned to SEAL Team 8. As an officer and member 
of SEAL Team 8, Prince’s career as a SEAL lasted only two years.  He never saw 
combat, but duties took him to Haiti, Bosnia and the Middle East. 


Eric Prince was extremely close to his father, Edgar.  In March of 1995, at the age of 
sixty-three, Edgar Prince suffered a heart attack as he left the executive dining room at 
work.  By the time Erik stepped off of the plane on his way to the hospital, his father had 
already passed away.  


After Edgar died, the Prince family was offered one and a third billion dollars for the 
family business and accepted the deal. Erik Prince became a multi-millionaire.  


Ideal training facilities for the SEAL teams had always been hard to acquire.  Eric Prince 
had a vision to build the optimal training facilities for the SEAL Teams.  Erik discovered 
a SEAL ten years his senior named Gary Jackson.  After meeting and speaking with 
Erik, Gary embraced Prince’s vision of the ultimate training environment for Nay SEAL 
teams.  Where Erik Prince became the owner and CEO of Blackwater, Gary Jackson 
became the company’s president and Prince’s closest advisor and confidant. 


Twelve months after his father’s passing, Erik Prince began to consider resigning from 
the Navy and take on his new, entrepreneurial venture with Gary Jackson.  Suddenly, 
his pregnant wife, Joan, noticed a lump in her breast and sought medical counsel. Her 
doctor recommended inducing labor so that they could get a closer look at the lump and 
prescribe treatment. With his dad having recently died, and Joan diagnosed with breast 
cancer, Erik had a tough decision to make.  He loved the Navy and his SEAL 
teammates, but needed to be close and available to his family and especially to his wife 
during these trying times. He resigned from the Navy and concentrated on establishing 
the premier training facility for the Navy’s elite fighting forces. 


 


Chapter 3: The Blackwater Project 


As Erik Prince resigned from the Navy and moved to establish his new company, Gary 
Jackson was not the only SEAL who resigned from the Navy to become a part of the 
Prince dream. Another member of Seal Team 8, Ken Viera, strongly believed in Prince’s 
vision and put in his retirement papers to sign on full-time with Erik to get the new 
venture up and running. Another Navy comrade, Al Clark, also left the SEALs to join 
Prince. The men established their business initially in Virginia Beach. 


In Virginia Beach, Erik’s new company still had not decided upon a name.  Erik wanted 
to locate the new firm closer to the U.S. Navy Base at Norfolk, Virginia.  Navy SEALs 
operated out of the Little Creek Naval Amphibious Base close by Norfolk. Prince and 
Clark began searching for a huge piece of property to set up shop.  They discovered 
more than 3,000 acres available in an area just fifty miles away from the base at Norfolk 
in Moyock, North Carolina. The land was situated far from public scrutiny and deep 
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within North Carolina’s bear country. It was only one hour’s drive from the naval base at 
Norfolk and the SEAL training facility at Little Creek.  


Though Blackwater had not yet officially opened, Erik and his team’s hard work paid off 
in the spring of 1998 when it won its first contract to support SEAL Team 5.  Blackwater 
had only one building with furniture that had not yet been delivered when the contract 
was awarded. They received a subsequent contract from the FBI SWAT team.  
Blackwater also brought in some revenue in the early days by opening up its ranges to 
civilians for firearms training. 


The new Blackwater needed to bring in more business.  The workdays for Prince and 
his young team expanded to seven day a week, sixteen plus hours each day. Business 
was scarce.  What enabled the company to persevere was a flexibility that made it 
possible for Blackwater to rapidly adapt to changing environments and operational 
requirements around the world.  


“As the new war on terror unfolded gradually around the globe, Blackwater’s focus was 
still largely at home. The company still hadn’t turned a profit. Yet even local law 
enforcement groups understood they sorely needed a more adaptable and flexible force 
to be able to combat emerging terror threats.”4 The tragedy at Columbine High School 
in Littleton, Colorado, opened up an opportunity for Prince and his new Blackwater 
company. Prince and his team realized the need for realistic, urban training for law 
enforcement personnel and developed a training venue called “R U Ready High School” 
on the Blackwater training campus.  Blackwater decided that what would pull the 
company out of the red would be new and more challenging targeting systems for use in 
law enforcement training scenarios.  Prince wanted his company to be successful.  He 
desperately wanted to turn a profit as soon as possible. Some of Prince’s senior, co-
founding members began to believe that Blackwater was Erik Prince’s personal 
playground, funded with his father’s millions.  The core team disagreed on strategy and 
direction for Blackwater. Al Clark was fired by Prince. Ken Viera left Blackwater in the 
summer of 1999.  


 Erik owned a holding company called the Prince Group, located in a Virginia high-rise 
complex. This location was close to the home office of the Central Intelligence Agency 
in Langley, Virginia. Prince had his holding company and Blackwater enrolled in the 
General Services Administration’s (GSA’s) contracting data base for government, pre-
approved goods and services. This designated Blackwater as a trusted service provider 
for any and all government clients. 


In August of 2000, the destroyer USS Cole was docked at a port in Yemen when it was 
attacked by a small speed boat piloted by Islamist, suicide bombers. Seventeen sailors 
were killed and almost forty more wounded.  Prince realized that the success of this 
attack had exposed the Navy’s force protection deficiencies. Within a few months of the 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 52. 
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attack on the USS Cole, the Navy approached Blackwater to provide the facilities and 
trainers needed to execute the Navy’s new force protection training agenda. 


By 2001, the hard work at Blackwater was finally paying off with the new Navy contract. 
But Erik’s personal life was dealt another blow.  His wife Joan’s cancer had returned.  
The cancer metastasized in her back and pelvis.  The prognosis was not good. By the 
fall of 2001, chemotherapy was wearing on both Joan and Erik. 


When the U.S. invaded Afghanistan post-9/11, the CIA had many operatives and covert 
facilities in the region. But the agency did not have enough personnel to provide security 
to the CIA offices in Afghanistan.  Blackwater had been offering their Moyock facilities to 
the CIA for training for more than two years.  A solid relationship of reliability and trust 
had developed between Blackwater and the CIA. Blackwater was awarded an urgent 
and compelling contract from their agency to provide security for its CIA station in 
Kabul, Afghanistan, as well as other installations where the CIA was holding and 
interrogating detainees. By October 2001, business was booming and Blackwater was 
turning a profit. 


 


Chapter 4: How to Rent a War 


“Hiring soldiers to fight other people’s wars is an ancient practice, from antiquity to 
Renaissance Italy to, indeed the American Revolution . . .But in more recent times, 
corporations who hire out professionals to support military missions are often accused 
of war profiteering.  The fees charged by companies have come under scrutiny and 
raised questions about whether the practice has gone too far, and whether the U.S. 
government still has a handle on what ‘inherently governmental’ truly means.”5 


The major companies that provide support to governments in war zones do not like to 
be called mercenaries. The politically correct term used today is private military 
contractors. Like it or not, no modern government fighting an extended war has 
sufficient government, military forces to provide all of the logistical, convoy security, and 
personal protection personnel to sustain operations day-to-day. Private military 
contractors fill the gap quite professionally, albeit at a great cost to the governments that 
hire them. 


In Iraq, the U.S. Department of State (DoS) asked the Department of Defense (DoD) for 
soldiers to provide personal protection, convoy security, and facility security for it 
throughout Iraq. The DoD had to refuse State’s request, as it did not have enough boots 
on the ground to perform its own, assigned missions, let alone those of the Department 
of State.  The DoS had no choice but to contract out for the security it needed in Iraq. 
Prince’s Blackwater was already an authorized contractor on the General Services 
Administration’s (GSA’s) schedule (list of approved contractors that any government 
                                                             


5 Ibid, page65. 
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entity could contract with and bypass a lot of red tape).  The Department of State 
awarded Blackwater a large contract to provide security in Iraq for DoS facilities and 
dignitaries without having to compete for the work under a government provision known 
as “urgent and compelling need.” 


United States Central Command’s Lieutenant General Rick Sanchez, the commander of 
all military forces in Iraq, was uncomfortable with State’s Blackwater military contractors.  
Sanchez had no control over Blackwater’s activities in Iraq.  Blackwater personnel were 
not subject to U.S. law, U.S. military law, or Iraqi law.  They operated in an environment 
that permitted them to be immune from prosecution for any and all wrong doing in Iraq.  
Blackwater operations were conducted without any requirement to inform or coordinate 
with the U.S. military commanders.  The military was not informed of Blackwater’s 
movements, security operations, convoy protection missions, traffic control operations 
or facility security protocols. “The challenge became the tremendously large 
requirement and the quality control and then the actual oversight of all of that that 
started to flow into the country at such a rapid expansion,” said Sanchez.6 


Erik Prince’s personal wealth enabled Blackwater to provide not only services but 
sophisticated equipment in support of its missions in Iraq.  Blackwater employed six of 
its own, armed helicopters.  Blackwater’s technical capabilities grew rapidly.  The 
Department of State and the Department of Defense continually fought bureaucratic 
battles in Iraq.  The DoD accused the DoS of contracting its own private army. 


Between Blackwater’s lucrative support contracts in Afghanistan and its role as the 
State Department’s virtual army in Iraq, Erik Prince was making big money.  But amid all 
of the good luck that Blackwater was experiencing, Prince himself suffered with 
setbacks.  His wife, Joan was losing her battle with cancer. While she was approaching 
death, Erik Prince was having an affair with one of his employees, Joanna Houck.  Joan 
found out about the affair, and demanded that Erik’s mistress be kept away from her 
children.  In June 2003, Joan Prince passed away.  She left four children, ages eight, 
seven, five and three.  When Joan died, Joanna Houck was already pregnant with Erik 
Prince’s child.  Many of the Blackwater senior staff and employees were disturbed with 
the relationship between Erik and Joanna.  The affair seemed to go against Prince’s 
deep religious beliefs and supposed dedication to his family. 


In August 2003, the United Nations chief envoy to Iraq, Sergio Viera de Mello, was killed 
when terrorists set off bombs at the UN compound in Baghdad.  De Mello and twenty-
one of his staff were killed in the attack.  The Pentagon was tasked to provide more 
security for the U.S. Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq led by Ambassador Paul 
Bremer.  The Pentagon could not provide for the DoS’s security requirements. 
Blackwater was awarded an additional $27 million contract directly from the Department 
of State. 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 71. 
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As 2004 approached, Blackwater had compiled a database of hundreds of eligible men 
to fill private military contractor roles in both Iraq and Afghanistan.  Its corporate 
revenues were upwards of hundreds of millions of dollars. It had close to two thousand 
employees at home and abroad.  Some of the mega companies, such as Halliburton, 
would often subcontract to the likes of Blackwater. Once again, these subcontracts 
proved to be very lucrative for Erik Prince. 


 


Chapter 5: The Bridge in Iraq 


“HAREEQ GHAREEQ WA SHARHATTA ALA AL-TEREEQ is a saying Arabic culture. It means 
that worst ways to die are by fire, water, or being dragged through the streets.”7 


In March of 2004, the town of Fallujah, west of Baghdad and part of the violent and 
dreaded Sunni Triangle, was a place into which even the U.S. Marines would not 
venture unless heavily armed and in large numbers.  Fallujah was a safe haven and 
breeding ground for insurgents. 


Blackwater was paying its employees operating within the Sunni Triangle $600 per day 
plus living expenses.  The pay was good.  The job was dangerous. On a fateful and now 
infamous day in Fallujah, Blackwater employees were accompanying a convoy through 
the town on March 31.  Traffic came to a stop and the Blackwater convoy became 
trapped in a traffic jam with swarms of unfriendly Iraqis. Armed Iraqis approached 
Blackwater SUVs. Employees Helenston and Teague were in one car and Balalona and 
Zovko in another. All were shot dead at the scene by the frenzied Iraqis.  All four bodies 
were dragged from the SUVs, burned, beaten and dragged through the streets of 
Fallujah. One of the men’s decapitated bodies and another’s charred torso were hung 
from the girders of a bridge to the cheers of hundreds of Iraqi bystanders. 


Eric Prince and Gary Jackson were notified of the slayings by phone at about 3 a.m. 
North Carolina time.  Blackwater senior executives, to include Erik Prince himself, 
boarded planes to fly to the four families of the slain men and personally notify them of 
the tragedy. 


In essence, the attack on the Blackwater convoy, though regrettable, was nothing more 
than, by military standards, a low-level tactical event.  Lieutenant General Rick Sanchez 
summed it up succinctly when he stated that, “The fact that these four souls ambushed, 
killed and then dragged through the streets and stuff was, from a military perspective 
and theater-strategic perspective, it was almost a, I won’t say nonevent; it was very 
tragic, obviously, but it was not something that was going to have a major effect on the 
military situation in the country.”8  Coalition Provisional Authority leader Ambassador 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 83. 


8 Ibid, page 98. 
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Paul Bremer saw the event differently.  To him, it was an indication that the coalition 
forces did not have control over a major Iraqi city – Fallujah. Bremer wanted to take 
back control.  General Sanchez knew that Fallujah was a breeding ground for the 
insurgency and needed to be cleaned out.  He also knew that an offensive there would 
be nasty. Twenty-thousand or so insurgents lived and based out of the city, among a 
civilian population that numbered into the hundreds of thousands.  Operation Vigilant 
Resolve went underway in early April 2004. The Marines launched the offensive to 
clean out and establish control in the most troubled city within Anbar Province. 


The battle for Fallujah generated excessive civilian causalities from day one. Iraqi 
political pressure won out, and the military was ordered to pull back to the outskirts of 
town.  The job went unfinished. 


Until the murder of the four Blackwater contractors in Fallujah, the world knew little if 
anything about private military contractors such as Blackwater, let alone their growing 
numbers in the war zones of Iraq.  With Blackwater and the bodies of its employees 
splashed across all forms of global media, the public began to ask questions.  Who 
were these private military contractors?  Were they, in essence, mercenaries?  What 
were their bounds in Iraq?  What laws governed their conduct?  Who held them 
accountable?  Erik Prince did not want the publicity.  He always sought to maintain a 
low profile, operating under the radar of day-to-day occurrences in Iraq. 


Blackwater had many friends among Republicans on Capitol Hill. But now the 
Democrats were asking tough questions and demanding answers.  Among their 
demands was that Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld reveal the precise number of 
private military contractors in Iraq employed by the Departments of State and Defense. 
Democrats were demanding clear-cut rules of engagement and conduct be established 
for the likes of Blackwater in Iraq. 


As if matters for Prince and his Blackwater weren’t bad enough, things took a turn for 
the worst. Within days of the Fallujah incident, Blackwater security guards protecting the 
Coalition Provisional Authority compound in Najaf mistakenly thought that the 
compound was being attacked by hundreds of Iraqi insurgents. They took up positions 
on the rooftop and began firing down into the streets.  Soon, the military was reporting 
that the building was about to be overrun, and because ammunition was running low, 
they asked for close air support.  The pilots responding radioed that they could not find 
any targets upon which to fire.  Where were these hundreds of attacking Iraqis?  
Nothing could be seen from the air.  This event escalated so rapidly and with so much 
confusion, that General Sanchez himself went to Najaf to see what was truly going on.  
When the dust settled it was clear that the confusion between Blackwater’s and the 
military’s operations was becoming more of a problem and an issue.  Friction between 
the Pentagon and Department of State over Blackwater’s “cowboy” approach in Iraq 
and its free-wheeling operations grew and generated more negative publicity for Prince, 
Blackwater, and private military contractors in general.  


In April of 2004, the lid blew off the story about atrocities being committed by American 
personnel against Iraqi detainees at the now infamous Abu Ghraib prison.  Though 
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eleven military personnel were convicted in by military courts martial for their wrong 
doings at Abh Ghraib, the private military contractors from two companies, CACI and 
Titan Corporation, working side-by-side with them and even conducting some of the 
shady interrogations went unpunished.  In 2004 there were no laws in Iraq that applied 
to the contractors. They were not subject to U.S. law or the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice.  Because Ambassador Bremer did not want his personal protection force –
Blackwater employees – to ever be charged and hauled away from him by Iraqi officials, 
Bremer sought to exempt civilians contracted by the U.S. government from prosecution 
under Iraqi law. Bremer’s lawyers issued Order 17 which granted all civilians under 
contract by the government exempt from prosecution under Iraqi laws.  Once Order 17 
was official, there were no laws governing the actions or conduct of private military 
contractors in Iraq. 


The public demanded to know how many of these private military contractors were in 
Iraq.  The Pentagon could not provide a precise number because it kept no such 
records to date.  It estimated the number at around 10,000 in March of 2004. 


 


Chapter 6: Private Air, Private Eye 


Despite the negative publicity and inquiries generated by the events in Fallujah, Najaf, 
and Abu Ghraib, Blackwater’s business with the government continued to boom. In 
2003, Prince had expanded his war support capabilities to include aviation assets.  He 
acquired a company named Aviation Worldwide Services which began operating for 
Blackwater as Presidential Airways. In September 2004, the Department of Defense 
awarded Presidential Airways a $35 million contract.  The DOD needed airlift support 
from fixed-wing planes that could take off and land on very short runways in 
Afghanistan, Uzbekistan and Pakistan.  The DOD also needed airlift support to haul 
military supplies to coalition forces. 


Blackwater Flight 61, carrying three military passengers from the Afghanistan’s Bagram 
Air Base to a remote city named Farah, crashed into the Afghan mountains. The plane 
took an uncharted turn through a mountain pass and went down with two pilots, three 
military members, and hundreds of pounds of mortar rounds.  The National 
Transportation Safety Board’s official report noted that neither of the Presidential 
Airways pilots had previously flown that route. The event, like the one in Fallujah, 
generated more wrongful death law suits against Blackwater and added to the rising 
death toll among the company’s employees in Iraq and Afghanistan. 


In 2005, Blackwater was still growing by leaps and bounds. Prince entered the target 
systems manufacturing business which was generating handsome profits.  Business 
with the Department of State was very lucrative.  Blackwater added to its existing multi-
million dollar contracts by expanding its Worldwide Personal Protective Services 
(WWPPS) when it was hired, along with DynCorp and Triple Canopy, to protect the new 
U.S. embassy being constructed in Baghdad. This contract, combined with another for 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


11 


State to provide aviation support, amounted to $473 million for the first year with four 
additional option renewal years. 


Prince wanted to expand into the intelligence arena. The business of contracting 
civilians to work within the intelligence agencies such as the CIA was becoming a $50 
billion a year industry. “Upwards of 70 percent of the intelligence budget was now being 
spent on private contractors, with no slowdown in sight.”9 


Prince sought a recognized leader within the intelligence community to jump start 
Blackwater’s entry into the game. Cofer Black, who once ran the CIA’s counterterrorism 
unit, was Prince’s target.  Black retired from government service as the State 
Department’s as chief of the Anti-terrorism Training Assistance Program in 2004. Half a 
year after his retirement, Black signed on as vice chairman for Blackwater. Black had 
been one of the CIA’s top spies, serving six overseas tours.  He was well-connected 
within the Beltway.  Cofer Black’s new job was to work with his global contacts to 
generate new business for Blackwater.  One of the first high-profile international figures 
Black welcomed at Blackwater’s training facility in Moyock was Jordan’s King Abdullah 
II. The king sent some of his elite security forces to Blackwater for training. 


Erik Prince stole another top man way from the CIA.  Robert Richer had been the head 
of the agency’s Near East Division and was also well-connected internationally. Shortly 
after Thanksgiving Day in 2005, Richer was hired by Blackwater as its vice president of 
intelligence.  With Black and Richer on board, Price stood up another company called to 
market intelligence services to Fortune 1,000 companies: Total Intelligence Solutions, 
Inc.  Total Intel offered the private sector services that included risk evaluation, technical 
security, and competitive intelligence gathering from open sources through it 24/7 
Global Fusion Center. Erik Prince continued to grow his empire. 


In June of 2005, a Blackwater security guard shot and killed an Iraqi father of six on a 
roadside near the village of Hilla.  The contractors never reported the incident and the 
dead man’s family filed official complaints with the Department of State. Once again, 
Blackwater was in the news, and the news was not good. 


The Fallujah lawsuits were still bouncing through various courthouses.  The families of 
the slain Blackwater men were suing the company for wrongful deaths. Eric Prince filed 
a $10 million countersuit saying that the lawyers for the dead men’s families violated the 
deceased employees’ contracts with Blackwater by filing lawsuits on behalf of the 
families. 


The Army completed its investigation of the air crash in Afghanistan that killed three of 
its active duty personnel and found Presidential Airways to be at fault.  It concluded that 
Blackwater had violated its own company policy by placing pilots at the controls that 
were new to the region and had not flown the route previously. This report of 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 115. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


12 


wrongdoing on the part of Blackwater prompted the families of the deceased to file 
additional lawsuits for punitive damages. 


In 2005, Erik Prince purchased an additional 400 acres of land from Camden Country 
and publically announced his plan to build America’s largest building. The company’s 
new headquarters would be established within the 66,000+ square foot monster.  


In spring of 2006, Cofer Black traveled to Amman, Jordan to pitch Blackwater’s 
capability to field a brigade-size unit for services in areas such as Darfur.  Essentially, 
Blackwater was offering a combat brigade for hire.  The media and blogger sites had a 
field day with the brigade for hire. Global headlines touted Blackwater as the company 
who could provide warriors for the highest bidders.  In actuality, Prince’s vision was to 
form a fighting force that would provide protection in dangerous areas to NGOs (non-
governmental agencies) and their relief supply convoys. 


 


Chapter 7: Under the Gun 


During the first four years of the War in Iraq, Blackwater’s revenues grew by 600 
percent.  Erik, like his father, began investing heavily in Blackwater research and 
development projects.  He built his own prototype, blimp-like airship designed to fly at 
altitudes of up to 10,000 feet.  It was proposed to be leased to the government for 
border surveillance and intelligence gathering in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Prince believed 
he could design and build better war-supporting machines cheaper and more quickly 
than the U.S. government. “We’re trying to do for the national security apparatus what 
FedEx did for the postal service,” said Prince. “They did many of the same services 
better, faster and cheaper.”10 


As the number of private military contractors grew in Iraq, precisely how to bring them 
under rule of law and control remained a mystery, even to President George W. Bush 
himself. When asked, during a press conference, what plans were in the mill to 
establish rule of law over private military contractors, Bush seemed caught off guard 
and totally without a reply.  He told the reporter who asked the question that after the 
press conference he was going to phone Donald Rumsfeld and ask the SecDef to 
answer that excellent question for the President of the United States. 


In June 2006, the Congress asked the three major private military contractors – 
Blackwater, DynCorp and Triple Canopy -- to appear on Capitol Hill to answer some 
direct questions. Erik Prince had other travel plans and refused to cancel them to 
appear before Congress.  He sent another Blackwater executive, Chris Taylor to testify 
for Blackwater.  Taylor had never done anything like this before, but Prince was 
confident that with the Republicans in the driver’s seat on Capitol Hill, Taylor would 
receive civil treatment.  
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The Congressmen grilled Taylor on issues of accountability of Blackwater contractors in 
the war zones.  Taylor read a well-prepared and rehearsed statement crafted by 
Blackwater’s attorney.  His statement explained that there were a myriad of existing 
laws and statutes that made private military contractors accountable.  He read off more 
than a dozen, to include the War Crimes Act of 1996, the Defense Federal Acquisition 
Regulations and the general order of Central Command.  Federal statutes, regulations 
and common law did exist; however, no private military contractor had yet been charged 
or tried under any of them. 


Congress wanted accountability from the big three private military contracting 
companies.  The first sign of true accountability came in August of 2006. ”David 
Passaro, a contractor for the Central Intelligence Agency, was found guilty of assaulting 
a detainee he interrogated at a military base in Afghanistan three years earlier. He was 
the first military contractor convicted of any wrongdoing in the twenty-first century.”11 


Blackwater came under fire again after an incident involving one of its employees in the 
Green Zone in Baghdad on Christmas Eve 2006.  A Blackwater firearms technician 
working under contract to Department of State attended a Christmas Eve party during 
which he consumed a lot of alcohol.  He was packing a 9mm pistol.  Walking back from 
the party the Blackwater employee shot and killed an Iraqi who happened to be a 
member of the Iraqi vice president’s personal security staff. The Blackwater employee 
said he felt threatened when the Iraqi guard pointed a weapon at him. Though the 
details of the event remain sketchy to this day, Blackwater fired the man for possessing 
a firearm while under the influence of alcohol.  Blackwater and the State Department 
worked with the Iraqi government to keep the incident under wraps and make the matter 
go away.  State recommended that Blackwater make a payment of up to $250,000 to 
the slain Iraqi man’s family. 


Despite efforts to keep this incident out of the public eye, The House Government and 
Oversight committee got a hold of emails involving the incident and the attempts to keep 
it covered-up.  Once the media got the story, suspicions surrounding Blackwater re-
surfaced.  Erik Prince was beside himself.  His company was fulfilling a vital need for 
the U.S. government and going into harm’s way to do jobs that needed to be done but 
for which there were no military forces available. The media accused his people of 
being little more than guns for hire. Prince wanted to go appear on TV and radio to set 
the record straight.  But his contract with the Department of State forbade any 
communication between Blackwater executives and the media without State’s 
expressed permission. His hands were tied contractually.  He could not defend his 
company publically.  He had to sit back and take it. 


In January 2006, a firefight close to the Green Zone in Baghdad resulted in the loss of 
five Blackwater employees and one of its helicopters.  The Pentagon did not make a 
record of the deaths.  The DOD did not keep track of the number of military contractors 
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killed in Iraq.  To do so would add to the toll of the war. The private military contractor 
death toll by 2006 stood at more than one thousand.  


In November 2006, the Democrats won control of the Congress from the Republicans.  
Overnight, Capitol Hill became unfriendly ground for the likes of Blackwater. The new 
chair of the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform was Democrat 
Henry Waxman.  Waxman was determined to get answers that were never forthcoming 
under Republican chairmanship. Once again, Erik prince was asked to appear before 
the committee.  Once again, Prince sent another in his place – his general counsel, 
Andrew Howell. During the hearing, family members of deceased Blackwater 
employees recalled their horrible deaths, accusing Blackwater of neglect in not properly 
preparing the men for the situations in which they were placed and eventually killed. 
Blackwater viewed the Congressional hearing as nothing more than a political move to 
discredit the company.  Howell called the hearing an “obvious attempt by the plaintiffs’ 
lawyers to use this hearing for their own purposes. 


In June of 2003 then Chief of Staff of the Army, General Shinseki, told Congress that it 
would take far more boots on the ground to stabilize and secure Iraq than the Army and 
Marines had available for the mission.  Shinseki warned that the United States should 
not try to execute a strategy in Iraq that demanded at least twelve combat divisions 
when it had only a ten division army.  Shinseki’s warning proved to be right on the mark.  
Many more men were needed for security and stability in Iraq than the military could 
field.  Enter private military contractors such as Blackwater. Though the Pentagon would 
never officially admit it, they needed Blackwater forces to survive and succeed day-
today. Blackwater put the additional boots on the ground that the Pentagon required but 
did not have.  


Senior military commanders in Iraq increasingly complained about their lack of 
operational awareness and control with respect to Blackwater and its independent 
activities in Iraq.  Blackwater was not required to coordinate its mission with the military 
or even inform them what operations were being planned and executed.  Blackwater 
convoys were even reported to have run military vehicles off of the road on many 
occasions. Blackwater and private military contractors in general were painted to be 
overly aggressive and extremely difficult to work with in country. 


In spring of 2007, a Blackwater contractor shot and killed an Iraqi driver near the Iraqi 
Ministry of Interior. Shooting or Iraqi drivers were commonplace, as vehicles appearing 
to pose a threat were fired upon regularly. In that same week, a Blackwater convoy was 
ambushed.  A one hour fire fight ensued during which Blackwater called for assistance 
from the U.S. and Iraqi militaries. This incident angered many senior officials within the 
Iraqi Interior Ministry.  Iraqi officials came to view Blackwater as an uncontrolled and 
overly aggressive force in their country.  Many inside both the Pentagon and Congress 
were beginning to feel the same way. 
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Chapter 8: September 16, 2007 


Erik Prince was known to be a family man who normally spent Sundays at home with 
his wife and children. Because of so many Blackwater operations taking place in so 
many time zones, Prince always had his Blackberry close by. On Sunday, September 
16, 2007, Prince got an email warning him that the Washington Post was going to break 
a story about a shooting in Baghdad involving Blackwater contractors.  The incident that 
took place that day placed Blackwater squarely in the middle of the ongoing private 
military contractor debates and consternation. 


It appeared that a Blackwater security force was holding its position at a traffic circle in 
downtown Baghdad when they were fired upon and, subsequently, returned fire.  The 
question which could not yet be answered was which side fired first.  Also, the amount 
of firepower unleashed by the Blackwater force was being called by some as extremely 
excessive. When the firefight was over, around fifteen Iraqis lay dead, hanging from 
their vehicles in puddles of blood. By the time daylight hit McLean, Virginia on the 
morning of September 17th, Iraqi government officials told the global media that 
Blackwater employees murdered Iraqis in the streets of Baghdad. The Iraqis claimed 
that Blackwater, unprovoked, opened fire with a vengeance.  Erik Prince was beside 
himself.  His people on the ground had told him that the Blackwater convoy had been 
attacked by insurgents in Iraqi police uniforms. Prince believed his employees on the 
ground in Iraq.  He had read a State Department, Bureau of Diplomatic Security report 
on the incident that concurred with Blackwater’s assessment of what had transpired.  
Things became more muddled when it was discovered that the person hired to write the 
official report was also a Blackwater employee.  Now, it appeared as if Blackwater 
employees were being paid to write official reports on their own company’s activities. 


What infuriated Erik Prince, still convinced that his team acted properly when attacked 
that day, was that the State Department never came to the defense of his company.  
Since Price and his other Blackwater executives were contractually forbidden to speak 
to the media without State’s expressed permission, Prince could not even publicly 
defend his own company’s actions. 


The shooting on September 16th sent the State Department into crisis management 
over the incident.  The Iraqi government was considering banning Blackwater from 
working in their country. If Blackwater was not there to protect State’s personnel and 
convoys outside of the super secure Green Zone, DOS would be severely at risk in 
country.  A series of very sensitive talks, to include telephone conversations between 
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki took place 
in attempts to persuade the Iraqis not to expel Blackwater from their country.  Rice 
agreed to open a formal and independent investigation into the September 16th incident 
in Nisoor Square.  The investigation team was made up of persons from several 
government agencies so as to be unbiased by agency and department loyalties. The 
investigation team knew that terminating Department of State’s reliance upon private 
military contractors was not an option.  State could not conduct its mission in Iraq 
without them. 
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The State Department only had about 1,500 agents throughout the world to protect its 
overseas workforce of more than 11,000 personnel.  Without the services of Blackwater, 
State would need to hire an additional 1,500 agents just for duties within Iraq.  That was 
never going to happen. 


Rice’s team took two weeks in Iraq to complete its investigation.  The team’s executive 
summary for Rice offered several recommendations aimed at avoiding similar incidents 
in the future, making the private military contractors more responsible and accountable, 
and documenting such incidents more quantifiably: 


■ Make it a policy that a special agent from the Bureau of Diplomatic Security 
accompany all Blackwater teams on their missions. 


■ Begin recording all of Blackwater’s radio transmissions as well as monitoring 
them. 


■ Mount video cameras on the Blackwater vehicles.  (At Prince’s 
recommendation years earlier, Blackwater vehicles employed for the Department 
of Defense already had cameras installed.  State had turned down Prince’s 
request to install them in the Blackwater vehicles used to support State.) 


In the weeks and months following the fire fight in Nisoor Square, Blackwater executives 
perceived a noticeable change in their relationship with their counterparts at the  
Department of State.  Some speculated that their contract would not be renewed when 
it came up for reconsideration and award in May.  Others thought that the incident at 
Nisoor, and the subsequent publicity, might be the downfall of Blackwater.  All of 
Prince’s team was bitter about the fact that no one within State was publically coming to 
the defense of Blackwater, without which State could not safely operate in Iraq. Prince’s 
men had risked their lives and died to support the Department of State’s mission.  Now, 
when the company needed State’s support, it was nowhere to be found. 


Department of Defense was forced to come to grips with the incident at Nisoor Square. 
Little known to the American public, the DOD employed seven thousand private military 
contractors to perform critical missions for which no troops could be allocated.  The new 
commander on the ground in Iraq, General David Patraeus, was intimately familiar with 
the controversy over private military contractors and the issues of accountability.  He 
requested clarification on contractor’s accountability within military law – the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates sent a team to Iraq to 
examine the issue of accountability of contractors under the UCMJ. 


On September 25, 2007, Secretary Gates signed a letter “authorizing the 
implementation of UCMJ against civilian contractors accused of wrongdoing. It 
essentially meant that contractors like those working for Prince could be court-martialed 
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for their actions in Iraq. Some inside the Pentagon weren’t sure if it was constitutional, 
but everyone agreed that something like it was necessary.”12 


Defense Secretary Gates wanted to assume command and control of all private military 
contractors in Iraq.  Department of State pushed back vehemently. A compromise was 
reached between the two departments. The military and diplomatic missions would 
remain separate, but contractor movements through military commanders’ battle spaces 
would now have to be better communicated and coordinated. 


Henry Waxman was still on the war path on Capitol Hill.  He convened yet another 
hearing.  This time, he requested that Erik Prince himself appear before his committee. 


Waxman’s office sent a letter to Prince requesting his presence at the October 2008 
hearing.  Waxman’s office also released a list of allegations against Blackwater in the 
form of a report.  It accused Blackwater of mismanagement in Afghanistan and Iraq. 


As Prince prepared for his Congressional testimony, contracting officers at Department 
of State sent him letters reminding him that, that without State’s permission, he was 
contractually forbidden to discuss anything relating to his service with State. Prince 
believed that State was attempting to keep information from Congress by threatening 
Blackwater’s management.  The government had Prince between the proverbial rock 
and a hard place. In accordance with U.S. law, he could not keep information from or lie 
to Congress.  According to government contract law, he was obligated to withhold 
information from Congress. (The specific wording in Blackwater’s contract with 
Department of State forbidding executives of Blackwater from discussing any and all 
company business with State without the department’s permission is shown to the 
reader on pages 193 and 194.) 


  


Chapter 9: The Secretary and the Prince 


Eric Prince prepared for a week for his testimony before the House Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform on October 2, 2007. He received calls from                      
well-wishers and others who had been in his shoes, such as retired Marine Corps 
Lieutenant Colonel Oliver North.  Just before Prince went before the committee to 
testify, another gag order was delivered to him – this one from the Department of 
Justice – warning Prince that because the incident at Nisoor Square was still under 
investigation as a criminal act, he was forbidden to discuss the incident with the 
Congressional Committee. 


During the hearing, Congressman Waxman laid out the Blackwater financials as he 
knew them, stating for the record that Blackwater’s government earnings had risen from 
just $200,000 in 2000 to $1 billion + in just seven years.  Waxman pointed out to the 
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committee, Prince, and C-Span which televised the hearings, that Blackwater was 
paying its employees so much more money in Iraq than American military personnel 
that Blackwater easily lured military personnel away from government service and into 
private industry.  Waxman stated for the record that SecDef Gates was considering, for 
the first time in U.S. history, having military members sign non-compete agreements so 
that the likes of Blackwater could not hire them away from the military. 


Congressman Waxman addressed the family members of deceased Blackwater 
employees by telling them, “I know many of you believe that Blackwater has been 
unaccountable to anyone in our government. I want you to know that Blackwater will be 
accountable today.”13 


Prince began his statements before the committee by stating that Blackwater was a 
patriotic company performing necessary missions in support of the U.S. government in 
Afghanistan and Iraq.  He pointed out for the record that Blackwater’s private military 
contractors are highly trained and capable, as evidenced by the fact that not a single 
man or woman assigned to Blackwater’s protection had ever been killed or seriously 
injured by enemy forces.  He told Waxman’s committee that thirty of his men had been 
killed in the line of duty for their country and that he (Prince) fully supported industry 
accountability. Two of Prince’s more notable sound bites during his testimony include: 


■ “I have to say, my proudest professional moment was about a year and a half 
ago . . .I spoke at the National War College. After my speech, a colonel, full bird 
colonel, came up to me.  He said, ‘You know, I just came back from a brigade 
command in Baghdad.’  As his guys were driving around the city, on the tops of 
their dashboards of their Humvees were the Blackwater call signs and 
frequencies, because his soldiers knew that if they got in trouble, the Blackwater 
guys would come for them.”14 


■ “I can tell you that there’s 170-some security companies operating through 
Iraq. We get painted with a very broad brush on a lot of stuff they do.”15 


Erik Prince testified for four hours.  He left the room feeling as though he had done a 
god and honest job with his testimony. He wondered how the media would react. 


The morning after his testimony, Erik prince received some good news that validated 
the professionalism of his employees in the combat zones. The Polish ambassador to 
Iraq and his entourage came under attack from insurgents using explosively formed 
projectiles.  Several in the party were injured and one was killed.  Coalition forces were 
called to evacuate the Polish ambassador and his party by air.  The military did not have 
the assets to immediately respond.  Blackwater, monitoring the communications, flew its 
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helicopter into harm’s way.  The Blackwater team picked up the ambassador and his 
party and flew them to safety.  Eighteen Blackwater contractors were honored by the 
Polish government for their heroic actions under fire and awarded Silver and Bronze 
Star medals which the Polish government had not bestowed since World War II.  


Whereas the media did not hesitate to condemn Blackwater over the September 16th 
incident, it gave little or no coverage to the heroic efforts of the Blackwater contractors 
who saved the lives of the Polish dignitaries. Once again, Erik Prince was extremely 
frustrated. 


Erik Prince had enough of the bad publicity and the gag orders on him.  Prince decided 
to take media matters into his own hands and initiate a media blitz to clear the good 
name of Blackwater in the press.  It was decided that Prince himself would be the face 
and voice behind the campaign.  Prince and his executives knew that Department of 
State could cancel Blackwater’s lucrative contracts if the company violated the 
contractual gag order from State. They didn’t care. They had had enough abuse for 
doing what they believed was a patriotic and dangerous service for their country. 
Blackwater informed State of its intensions, but not to seek State’s permission. 


Erik Prince appeared on 60 Minutes, interviewed with the Washington Post, and did the 
Charlie Rose Show. Prince’s first live TV appearance was on CNN. He spoke on air to 
NBC’s Matt Lauer.  Prince invited a CNN news crew to his corporate headquarters. In 
the interviews he asked his fellow Americans not to rush to judgment about Blackwater 
or its employees.  In each interview, Prince stood firmly behind his company and 
dedicated employees. Erik Prince also stressed a key point. Initially, Blackwater had not 
sought security work in the U.S. war zones.  It had simply stepped up to the plate when 
the U.S. government needed help. 


Though Prince fared well after the Blackwater media blitz, Blackwater remained, 
nonetheless, the poster child for a tainted industry. Blackwater had become the private 
military contractor industry’s punching bag. 


As Blackwater’s contracts with the Department of State came up for renewal, Prince 
made it clear that his company’s services were an all or nothing deal.  Either all of 
Blackwater’s contracts were renewed, or State would have to go elsewhere for its 
support, to include the vital aviation services provided in Iraq and Afghanistan by 
Blackwater and its family of companies.  


Prince was fed up with it all.  State was not coming to his company’s defense.  The 
media was tearing him apart.  Even the Department of Defense was beginning to join in 
the Blackwater bashing.  Even if State did not renew Blackwater’s contracts, Prince still 
had a $100 million with Defense providing air services and a contract assisting the CIA 
in Afghanistan.  Eric Prince boarded a plane for Afghanistan with two missions in mind.  
He wanted to make sure that his customers in that country were completely satisfied 
with his company’s performance.  He also wanted to assess how much money the 
incident in Nisoor Square may have cost him. 
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Chapter 10: Mission in Afghanistan 


When Erik Prince arrived on the ground in Afghanistan, we was enthusiastically greeted 
by his team there and promptly presented with a bulletproof vest.  Suicide attacks were 
on the rise in Kabul. Taliban members were wiring mentally and physically impaired 
Afghanis with suicide vests and sending them into populated areas, were the Taliban 
detonated the bombs. Prince boarded another plane to visit his Presidential Airways 
pilots at their staging base.  Prince had eight Cessna aircraft operating in Afghanistan.  
Despite the fate of Blackwater Flight 61 years earlier, the Defense Department had 
renewed Presidential Airways’ contracts several times to the tune of about $100 million 
per year. 


During his trip to Afghanistan, Prince was treated like a celebrity by his employees and 
government representatives. Everyone wanted to shake his hand and pose for pictures 
with him.  He had meetings with CIA representatives and Department of State officials. 
Prince received operational briefings on everything from the status of training the 
Afghani security forces to insurgent and border patrol issues and challenges. Prince 
threw Blackwater’s capabilities into the ring at every opportunity.  


The Pentagon decided to award Blackwater a bigger chunk of training Afghani border 
patrol agents. The Canadians discussed a $4.5 million award to Blackwater for dogs 
and handlers to sniff out drugs. 


When Prince returned to the states, potential clients were telling him that, though they 
wanted to do business with his company and liked the value his employees and their 
skills brought to the table, that Blackwater was simply too controversial to deal with at 
the present time.  


 


Chapter 11: The Blackwater Behemoth 


Erik Prince spent the bulk of his time in McLean, Virginia, where he could be close to his 
government clients’ DC headquarters. Prince’s number two, Jackson, manned the 
headquarters in Moyock.  Neither man was known for his patience or willingness to 
debate decisions with subordinates. “We make decisions fast. Fight and clash, 
resolution, and move on,” said Prince. “If you’re on a mission and you’re pissed about 
some decision the lieutenant made, the mission continues.  Get on with it.” . . . “We 
don’t run this place like a normal company,” noted Prince.16 


Many within the corporation believed that Prince’s unconditional approval of all 
decisions Jackson made was detrimental to Blackwater. They believed that Prince 
provided top cover for Jackson even at the company’s expense. Some of Blackwater’s 
senior executives resigned from the company and became staunch critics of Jackson. 
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Jackson touted what he called the eighty percent solution, executable now as opposed 
to the hundred percent solution executable later.  These former executives charged that 
Jackson’s passion for the 80 percent solution led to cutting corners which put folks at 
risk – such as when not enough people were assigned to a convoy mission for 
protection of Blackwater personnel and their charges.  


Blackwater provided great services and facilities for their employees.  Both Prince and 
Jackson were fitness fanatics.  As such, they built a great gym for employee use and 
even had a Blackwater Weight Watchers program for employees who were overweight 
and needed some assistance. 


Blackwater became so big and so capable in a variety of professional disciplines that it 
was often awarded contracts by default - it was the only company big enough to meet 
all of the government’s contractual requirements.  Blackwater North at Mount Carroll in 
Illinois, was a facility where anyone could walk in off the streets and sign up for training 
in shooting or driving. Blackwater opened a facility in San Diego referred to as 
Blackwater West. It provided specialized facilities for U.S. Navy force protection training.  
This complex even had its own mock ships and indoor combat range. Blackwater was 
awarded a $400 million contract from the U.S. Navy to train its sailors in force protection 
and counter-terrorism after the attack on the USS Cole in Yemen. 


Prince’s companies obtained some very lucrative and high profile contracts.  One such 
contract was to train security details for heads of state such as Jordan’s King Abdullah II 
and the Greek security forces in preparation for the 2004 Summer Olympics. Blackwater 
was asked to provide security training for the Chinese for the 2008 Olympics.  Prince 
turned that opportunity down, believing that the training Blackwater provided to the 
Chinese might someday be used against the United States. 


 


Chapter 12: The Cost of Business 


The incident in Nisoor Square in Baghdad cost Prince the contract to train Canadian 
police, but Blackwater’s sound relationship with the DOD in Afghanistan was not 
threatened.  In 2008, the DOD awarded Presidential Air a fixed-wing, heavy-lift contract 
worth almost $51 million. 


In January 2008, a U.S. State Department team, “headed by Ambassador (to Iraq) John 
Negroponte and the Department of Defense team, headed by Deputy Secretary Gordon 
England, called all Iraq security contractors to a closed-door meeting for a reading of 
the new rules that would govern their actions in Iraq. . .the unwitting guest of honor was 
Erik Prince.”17 
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State and Defense had coauthored a Memorandum of Agreement designed to assist 
the two departments in controlling the movements and oversight of their private military 
contractors.  Some of the rules set down were: 


■ The American ambassador to Iraq would be the final authority in any disputes 
about movement or actions of State and Defense contractors. 


■ If contractors had to fire their weapons, they were to take only well-aimed shots 
and to always consider the safety of innocents before they discharged their 
weapons. 


■ Any and all shooting incidents had to be immediately reported to the respective 
and appropriate government authorities. 


“On Friday, April 4, 2008, Erik Prince was summoned to the State Department’s 
Diplomatic Security Headquarters in Roslyn, Virginia.  It was still one month before 
Blackwater’s contract for the State Department would come up for official renewal, and 
Prince wasn’t sure what to expect. . .The meeting was cordial and the news was good: 
Starr ( Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Diplomatic Security) informed Prince that 
the State Department would renew the contract for another year.  But Starr wanted to 
be sure that Prince understand who was in charge.”18 


In May of 2008 the results of a Government Accountability Office (GAO) study on the 
government brain drain to private industry was made public. The GAO reported that 
more than 2,400 senior Pentagon officials had departed government service since the 
War in Iraq began to take lucrative positions with private corporations.  A Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) report stated that for the first time in history, contractors were 
being used on a one-to-one ratio alongside military personnel in Iraq.  The CBO further 
reported that to date about $85 billion had been spent on private military contractors in 
both Iraq and Afghanistan.  Of that total, the DOD spent the biggest chunk at $76 billion, 
State followed at a mere $4 billion. 


Erik Prince had spent millions to design a better armored vehicle for use in the war 
zones.  Estimates put his investment in vehicle development at around $30 million.  The 
Pentagon never awarded him the contract to go into production.  Blackwater had to lay 
off ninety-seven employees that had been involved with the project.  This put 
Blackwater out of the vehicle development and production business for good.  Prince 
was bitter. He “expressed disgust for a contracting system he thought fraught with 
corruption and backroom handshakes. ‘It’s a network of former colonels and generals, 
and it’s nothing less than political and acquisition corruption,’ said Prince.”19  Yet this 
same contracting system he was now condemning had awarded more than $1 billion to 
him in less than ten years. 


                                                             


18 Ibid, page 254. 


19 Ibid, page 259. 
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The failure of the vehicle project led to the departure of key members of Blackwater’s 
senior executive staff. The company had to cancel some of its employee benefits such 
as the free food in the cafeteria, the number of personal communications devices issued 
to employees and company credit cards. 


In December of 2008, the Department of Justice rendered its decision in the Nisoor 
Square incident fourteen months prior. All of the Blackwater employees involved in the 
incident were charged with crime ranging from manslaughter and attempted 
manslaughter to using a firearm to commit a crime. One of the accused, Jeremy 
Ridgeway, turned state’s evidence and pled guilty to the charges of manslaughter.  
Ridgeway’s account of what transpired that day was extremely disturbing and damaging 
for Blackwater.   


Though charges were levied against Blackwater employees involved in the Nisoor 
Square shootings,, the company itself was never indicted.  In fact, reports stated that 
several of the Blackwater contractors on the scene acted responsibly and 
professionally. 


The Iraqi government decided by the end of January 2009 that Blackwater was no 
longer permitted to operate in Iraq.  The State Department had no choice. No 
authorization for Blackwater to be in Iraq meant no contract for Blackwater. Prince was 
not notified of the turn of events by his counterparts at State.  He discovered the news 
on an Internet blog. 


Erik Prince was deeply angry at the State Department for their continued lack of loyalty 
and support. “’Now I know what it feels like to have your country turn on you’ was the 
way he put it.”20 


In February 2009, Prince agreed to the changing of his company’s name from 
Blackwater to Xe (pronounced “Z”).  Xe is the scientific symbol for xenon, an inert gas.  
The new name really didn’t mean anything and would hopefully not draw a lot of 
unwanted attention.  A few days after the name change, Prince announced that he 
would be resigning as the company’s CEO and that his number two man, Gary Jackson, 
would also be leaving. 


Erik Prince refuses to discuss how much money he made in Blackwater’s glory days.  
He is on record as stating that his company’s profit margin was 10 percent.  It is known 
that Blackwater was awarded more than $1 billion in government contracts, which would 
put his profit at around $100 million. 


Author Suzanne Simmons concludes that, “Both Prince and the U.S. government have 
learned valuable lessons in the past decade.  For the government, it found that it would 
be a far more accountable and democratic military power if it kept private contractors 
removed from the use of lethal force, or at the least, did its job managing them.  Prince 
                                                             


20 Ibid, page 264. 
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learned something very different: his appetite for risk could sometimes be costly and his 
ambitions could thrust him into positions where he would never be comfortable.  Finally, 
he learned to loathe the media.  It was the media that played a large role in the downfall 
of his company, and he would never forget.”21 


                                                             


21 Ibid, page 266. 
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“Bruce Bawer has produced a book that is at once riveting, disturbing, fascinating, 
chilling and shocking.  It is required reading for anyone who wants to understand how 


militant Islam has insinuated itself into the heart of the West.”2                                                    
– Steve Emerson, executive director of the Investigative Project on Terrorism and 


author of American Jihad: The Terrorists Living Among Us 


 “Bawer paints an alarming picture of a continent in deep trouble and deeper denial – 
but now, perhaps, on the verge of waking up.  Some books are merely important.  This 
one is necessary.”3 – Jonathan Rauch, senior writer and columnist for National Journal 


and correspondent for the Atlantic Monthly. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Bawer, Bruce. Surrender: Appeasing Islam, Sacrificing Freedom. New York, New York: Doubleday, 2009, front 
book flap. 


2 Ibid, back book flap. 


3 Ibid. 
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PART ONE: A NEW BRAND OF JIHAD                                                                                                               
Chapter I: “Send him to hell” 


Followers of Islam who have submitted to sharia law are part of the House of 
Submission, or Dar al-Islam. Those Muslims who do not embrace sharia law, along with 
the non-Muslims make up the House of War, or Dar al-Harb.  The Muslim Holy Book, 
the Koran, says that it will take a holy war – a jihad – to bring those in the House of War 
into the Islamic House of Submission. 


Dar al-Islam Muslims have been fighting to bring members of the Dar al-Harb into their 
fold for many hundreds of years. American history records that as early as 1786, both 
John Adams, ambassador to Great Britain, and Thomas Jefferson, ambassador to 
France, asked diplomats from Tripoli in Africa why their pirates continually attacked 
American ships on the high seas. Adams and Jefferson later told the Congress in their 
reports that the pirates’ offensive attacks were carried out because the laws of their 
Prophet, as written in the Koran, commanded them to do so.  All nations who did not 
embrace the Koran and its teachings were to be subjugated by the warriors of Allah.  It 
was the stated duty of these Muslim pirates to make war upon the non-believers 
whenever and wherever they could do so. Also, Adams and Jefferson were told that all 
Muslim pirates who die battling the infidels are immediately rewarded with eternal 
happiness in Paradise.  Ergo, the infamous Barbary pirates were not engaged in 
criminal activities, but were participating in jihad, as commanded by their God, Allah, 
and his prophet, Muhammad. In the era of John Adams and Thomas Jefferson, radical 
Islam manifested itself in the form of piracy on the high seas.  Today, the same religious 
extremism exhibits itself in the form of global terrorism. 


In February 1989, Iran’s Grand Ayatollah Seyyed Ruhollah Khomeini issued a fatwa 
(Islamic religious ruling) condemning to death Salman Rushdie, author of a book titled 
The Satanic Verses.  Khomeini decreed that all Muslims had a religious obligation to kill 
Rushdie because his book criticized Islam.  Iran placed a bounty on Rushdie’s head. He 
went into hiding and has been guarded by British authorities ever since. With his global 
fatwa condemning Rushdie and his book, the Ayatollah attacked freedom of speech - 
held sacrosanct by all democracies. 


 


Chapter II: From Mill to Multiculturalism 


Our author maintains that the paramount freedom, upon which all others hinge and 
survive, is our freedom of speech.  Without it, all other freedoms will erode over time. 
Freedom of speech is most advanced within English speaking countries, but with our 
freedom of speech comes the danger of complacency. Those of us who have always 
possessed it tend to take it for granted.   


There is a movement afoot to slowly but deliberately eat away at freedom of speech in 
European countries, as Islamists successfully endeavor to replace democratic laws with 
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Islamic, sharia ones.  The author states that much of European free speech has already 
been suppressed, and that the West in general had better wake up and defend its time-
honored principals and freedoms. 


Bawer points out that the United States has always served as a melting pot for legalized 
immigrants from all over the world.  These foreigners came to America, assimilating into 
American life while retaining their own identities and family traditions.  Traditionally, the 
immigrants who came to America did so not to change it but to become a valued and 
contributing part of it.  What bound them all together was their collective, common 
devotion to freedom for all men. 


Freedom of speech has always provided individuals with the right to express their 
opinions openly and disagree with others as they see fit through written or spoken 
words. Today, however, throughout Europe and increasingly within the United States, 
political correctness, coupled with the trend of multiculturalism, tends to “exalt non-
Western groups, treating their collective values (however liberal) as sacrosanct, and 
either choosing not to notice their lack of freedom or pretending that there is no such 
thing as freedom or, alternatively, taking the attitude that while freedom may be fine for 
us, because we’re Westerners, a lack of freedom is just as good, if not better for them, 
because, well, that’s their culture and who are we to criticize it?”4 


Bawer’s issue with multiculturalism is that it affords the same equalities and respect to 
the beliefs and practices of all communities of people, whether those beliefs and 
practices reinforce individual rights and freedoms, suppress them or negate them 
altogether.  


The Western, multicultural movement within today’s society and its academia is 
conducted with an agenda and a fervor that looks down upon or even forbids criticism of 
non-Western cultures.  While those who are criticized may not like it, the right to criticize 
others’ beliefs and practices – even those of non-Western cultures – falls well within the 
scope and definition of freedom of speech.   


 


Chapter III: The Dialectical Scam 


In this chapter the author talks about recent examples of how politically correct persons 
in positions of influence have reigned down their wrath against those who would dare to 
express personal albeit controversial opinions which fly in the face of multiculturalism.   


There is a trend today suppresses or makes it extremely painful to exercise one’s 
freedom of speech. The scenario plays out as follows:  An individual or group (A) makes 
a public statement with which another individual or group (B) strongly and publically 
disagrees. Instead of each side respecting the each other’s rights to express their own 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Ibid, page 19. 
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opinions and disagreements, the individual or group (A) reacts to opposing views by 
proclaiming that the right to free speech is being threatened. The mainstream media 
picks up the story and runs with it.  Soon, the individuals or group (B) are vilified as 
attempting to suppress the individual’s or group’s (A) freedom of speech.  


Free speech is supposed to include the right to criticize other individuals or groups.  
Free speech does not guarantee any party immunity from criticism. If the politically 
correct are afforded free speech, then the non-politically correct should be afforded the 
same. 


Bawer offers as an example of this trend the case of the American country singing 
group the Dixie Chicks. On March 10, 2003, during a concert in the United Kingdom and 
shortly before the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, lead singer Natalie Maines told the London 
audience, “Just so you know, we’re on the good side with y’all. We do not want this war, 
this violence, as we’re ashamed that the President of the United States is from Texas.”5 


Her statement received global media coverage and evoked outrage among many 
Americans.  Many radio stations boycotted the Dixie Chicks’ records. At first, the Dixie 
Chicks were not sure how they should deal with the negative publicity. The group 
capitalized upon the negative press by stating that their right to free speech was being 
threatened.  Even though President Bush had personally expressed his belief that the 
Dixie Chicks had every right to express their opinions, the singing group continued to 
tell the world that their right to free speech had been infringed upon just because other 
Americans strongly disagreed with their statements.  The politically correct embraced 
the Dixie Chicks and harshly criticized those who had condemned the group as having 
uttered anti-American statements abroad.  While defending the First Amendment as 
exercised by the Dixie Chicks, their supporters showed a blatant disregard for the First 
Amendment rights of the opposition, vilifying them at every public opportunity. 


 


Chapter IV: “Who the hell are we to point fingers?” 


The politically correct (PC) thing for multiculturalists to extort is the equality of Islam 
among all religions and the special considerations which must be afforded it within free, 
Western societies.  A new method of jihad, centered on forcing free societies to make 
more and more religious concessions to the followers of Islam, began when British 
author Salman Rushdie published his book Satanic Verses more than thirty years ago.  
Iran’s supreme leader Ayatollah Khomeini labeled Rushdie’s book as anti-Islamic. 
Khomeini issued a fatwa calling for Rushdie’s killing by any true Muslim who could 
perform the act. Rushdie was forced into hiding to save his life and lives today under 
constant police protection.  The book was deemed offensive by many Muslims 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Ibid, page 27. 
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worldwide.  Ergo, in the religious opinions of many, the book should have been 
destroyed along with its writer. 


The events that proved just how entrenched Islamic, multiculturalism is in America were 
the terror attacks of 9/11. As the post-attack weeks passed, Muslim leaders in Western 
countries worked to convince Westerners that it was their own individual and immoral 
freedoms that were an offense to Islam and led to the 9/11 catastrophes. Muslim 
leaders planted in the minds of Westerners the atrocious notion that instead of 
steadfastly defending their freedoms, they must compromise them in order to show 
“respect” for persons of other religions and backgrounds (the Islamists).  Not to do so 
would unquestionably lead to more attacks and the perpetuation of the Islamist carnage. 
Americans were made to feel that their lack of tolerance for radical Islam caused the 
9/11 attacks and that their embrace of multiculturalism was essential if further attacks 
were to be stopped. 


Instead of confronting the blatant lack of freedoms that exist under extremist Islam – 
such as the denial of equal rights for women – Americans are meant to feel that they do 
not have a right to challenge any other group’s laws or culture as long as any ills or evils 
exist within their own, American system.  Under multiculturalism, all religions have equal 
footing and deserve equal respect and accommodation.  Multiculturalists ignore the 
facts that extremist Islam denies its followers freedom of choice, freedom of speech, 
sexual equality, and labels all non-believers as people who must convert to Islam or be 
killed for not wanting to do so. 


 


Chapter V: Fortuyn 


This short, three-page chapter tells the story of Dutchman Pim Fortuyn.  A sociologist by 
trade, Fortuyn was one of the first in the Netherlands to warn of the Islamization of that 
region. In 1997 he published a book titled Against the Islamization of our Culture.  


Only a few days before the 9/11 attacks, he wrote in a column that the subversion of 
communism in the West during the Cold War had now been replaced by that of radical 
Islam.  Most of Fortuyn’s peers declared that it was not Islam but Fortuyn who posed 
the greatest threat. 


In 2002, Pim Fortuyn began to campaign for election into the Dutch parliament. A few 
days before the election, he was murdered by a left-wing extremist, Volkert van der 
Graaf, whose justification for his actions was that Fortuyn’s views on Muslim 
immigration made him dangerous. “Pim Fortuyn’s life and death testified to a grim 
reality: speak the truth about Islam in the Western world today and you’re a marked 
man.”6  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Ibid, page 37. 
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Chapter VI: Van Gogh 


On November 2, 2004, one of the Netherlands most famous citizens, Theo van Gogh, 
was gunned down while riding his bicycle to work.  His murderer was the Dutch-born 
Mohammed Bouyeri.  Bouyeri killed van Gogh because van Gogh had directed a film, 
Submission, which had been broadcast on Dutch TV a few weeks before the murder.  
The film featured a Muslim woman who spoke about the harsh treatment of females 
under Islamic law.  Portions of her body, shown on camera, revealed scars from the 
whippings she had received from her husband – permissible under Islamic law and 
according to the Koran.  The film’s point, made by this woman, was that Islamic holy 
books give men the right to beat, rape, confine, control and even kill their wives.  Van 
Gogh witnessed the slow transformation in Amsterdam from a bastion of individual 
freedoms to a city that more each day came to resembled Mecca itself. 


Though many Muslim leaders around the world condemned van Gogh’s murder, most of 
them qualified their comments saying that van Gogh’s murder was certainly 
understandable and provoked given van Gogh’s film and the controversy surrounding its 
content. In the view of many Muslim religious leaders, the West needs to tame its 
freedom of speech, especially when it comes to any criticism of Islamic traditions or 
practices. Ahmad Abu Laban, a prominent member of Denmark’s Islamic Society, 
claimed that van Gogh’s film, Submission, crossed the limits of free speech.  Laban 
demanded that an open debate to discuss quantifying limits on free speech be 
conducted.  Another notable cleric, Iqbal Sacranie – later knighted by Queen Elizabeth 
–agreed with Abu Laban that freedom of expression should not be without bounds when 
it came to Islam. 


British newspapers such as the PC Guardian joined in with the imams who said that the 
murder of van Gogh was understandable given his film and its content.  In other words, 
van Gogh brought it all upon himself and deserved what he eventually got. 


Bawer tells us that after the van Gogh murder and subsequent controversy, self-
censorship throughout many professions intensified out of fear of retribution and even 
death. Many screenings of Submission were cancelled because Muslim reprisal was a 
distinct possibility. Instead of rallying many to further the cause of freedom in memory of 
van Gogh, just the opposite occurred.  People became more frightened and exercised 
greater self-censorship with respect to their comments about Islam. 


 


Chapter VII: The Cartoons 







	  


7	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


On September 30, 2005, the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten, published cartoons of 
the Islamic Prophet Muhammed. Some of the cartoons were deemed offensive by 
Muslims. Instead of peacefully expressing their disapproval of the cartoons, tens of 
thousands of Muslims, instigated by Islamist leaders, became enraged and took to the 
streets in violent protest, calling for the death of the cartoonists and those who 
published them.  In Karachi, Pakistan alone, more than 50,000 demonstrators gathered, 
many demanding the death of the cartoonists. “Sheikh Mohammed Sayyed Tantawi, the 
Grand Mufti of Al-Alzhar University in Cairo, called the cartoons ‘one of the most serious 
crimes ever committed’ and urged the Danish government to close down the newspaper 
and imprison its editors.”7 


Letters of protest signed by Islamic envoys from around the globe implored the Danish 
government to restrict speech and expression that threatened the values that Christians 
and Muslims alike shared. Our author finds this ironic, as many of the countries  
represented by these envoys embrace non-shared “values” such as criminal penalties 
for owning a Bible (Saudi Arabia), capital punishment for criticizing the Prophet 
Muhammed (Pakistan), and death for gays and rape victims (Iran). 


Though Christians had borne the brunt of political cartoons for many years, 
multiculturalists from all over Europe began to insist that Islam must be granted an 
exception to any and all criticism that its followers deemed offensive.  Many Muslims 
saw the whole cartoon affair as an outstanding opportunity to elbow an increasingly 
passive Europe into taking a back seat with respect to the demands of Islam.  


 


Chapter VIII: The Magazinet Case 


Vebjorn Selbekk is the editor of a small Christian newspaper called Magazinet. He 
published a six-page feature article on the cartoon crisis which included an interview 
with one of Norway’s most famous newspaper cartoonists, Finn Graff.  Graff is famous 
for his satire cartoons such as those depicting Israeli leaders Menachem Begin and 
Ariel Sharon in Nazi uniforms.  When asked by Selbekk in an interview concerning the 
cartoon crisis why he (Graff) decided never to draw anything that might offend Muslims, 
Graff replied that the threat of having his throat cut was enough of a reason not to 
offend followers of Islam.  


Magazinet was not the only newspaper or web site to reprint the cartoons. Norway’s 
premier newspaper Aftenposten ran the cartoons, as did many big regional 
newspapers. But it was the small Magazinet with a circulation of just four thousand that 
became the target of the Norwegian PC community.  An organization called Norwegian 
Church Aid accuses the Magazinet of intentionally provoking Muslims. A Socialist Youth 
organization reported the newspaper to the government’s official Press Complaints 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 Ibid, page 43. 
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Commission. The Magazinet did have one strong, influential supporter. Secretary of the 
Norwegian Press Association, Edgar Kokkvold publically stated that, “Freedom of 
expression is not something that comes in addition to other human rights; it’s a 
precondition for the other rights to exist.”8 


In the weeks and months following the feature article in Magazinet, Selbekk received 
many death threats. Finally, he succumbed to pressures to apologize for his 
newspaper’s freedom of expression. In the press room of the Norwegian Ministry of 
Labour and Social Inclusion, Selbekk, in the presence of more than a dozen imams 
representing more than forty Muslim organizations read a prepared statement called by 
many a display of cowardice.  In his statement, Selbekk apologized for hurting the 
religious feelings of Muslims.  Selbekk also praised Muslims for dealing with the 
publication in a dignified and restrained manner, despite the uproar, condemnation and 
death threats. 


To add insult to injury for all Norwegians, an official Norwegian delegation headed by 
the dean of Oslo cathedral traveled to Qatar to meet with Muslim leader Yusuf al-
Qaradawi, an open and vocal defender of suicide bombers and author of an article titled 
“Our War with the Jews in the Name of Islam”.  The delegation implored al-Qaradawi to 
accept Selbekk’s apology. 


 


PART TWO:  CENSORS AND SELF-SENSORS                                                                            
Chapter I: The Ripple Effect 


Van Gogh’s murder and the Danish cartoon calamity created huge ripple effects 
throughout Europe.  An increasing number of Westerners, induced by fear and/or 
misguided ideology, permitted their words and actions to be influenced by what reaction 
they would draw from the Muslim communities.  Instead of standing their ground to 
equally and equitably demand that freedoms be enjoyed by all, regardless of religious 
affiliation, non-Muslims fueled the Islamist jihad with such actions as: 


■ In many European schools, Jewish students are subjected to verbal and 
physical attack by Muslim students.  Instead of disciplining the Muslim students 
for religious prejudice, school administrators are advising students not to wear 
their Stars of David or yarmulkes to school so that Muslim students are not 
provoked. 


■ Journalists throughout Europe, in their interviews with Muslim imams, are told 
by the imams that women under Islam are afforded complete equality with men.  
Instead of confronting the imam’s on the blatant inequality of women under Islam, 
the journalists simply copy down the imams’ words and report them as such. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Ibid, page 50. 







	  


9	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


■ Muslim academics are telling their infidel counterparts that democratic 
adjustments must be made to accommodate Islamic sensibilities.  Meanwhile, 
Muslim street gangs throughout Europe commit rape upon non-Muslim women, 
gay bash, and assault persons who do not subscribe to the laws of Islam. And 
the Islamic Council and Muslim Associations delicately hint that if change is not 
forthcoming, there will be increased violence in the streets of Europe. 


The Dutch intelligence service reported in 2007 that European imams who formerly 
called upon their followers to participate in terror attacks on the West were now 
changing tactics, instructing Muslims to pursue non-violent subversion aimed at 
chipping away at Western freedoms in more orderly manners. Muslims are being 
encouraged to introduce sharia law into European countries slowly but surely through 
bullying, intimidation, multicultural movements and guilt-tripping.  The idea is to wear the 
infidels down to the point where they eventually give up the fight and surrender to Islam. 


Bawer believes that there are a great number of Muslims who deserve to be called 
moderate or even liberal, but he does not feel that the moderate Muslims’ reluctance to 
criticize their more radical brothers’ acts of terror and violence are a reflection of 
moderation or disapproval of these acts.  Rather, the author suggests that the low 
profile and silence maintained by moderate Muslims stem from a combination of (1) 
thoughts that though they themselves, for whatever reasons, cannot bring themselves 
to commit acts of terror, their fellow Muslims who do commit these acts are truer and 
more devout followers of Islam than they are; (2) fear that if they speak out against the 
tenants of institutional Islam that they will be subjected to ostracism at the least and 
accusation of Koranic apostasy at worst, for which the penalty according to Islamic law 
is death. Bawer believes that as the global Islamic jihad progresses, the silent Muslim 
majority is remain submissive supporters of the Muslim, jihadist minority. 


 


Chapter II: The Media in the Driver’s Seat 


“How do the media help the jihadists? The easiest move is simply not to report on 
jihadist actions at all – or to report on them while concealing their jihadist nature.”9 


■ In summer of 2005, riots broke out in the Muslim immigrant neighborhoods in 
Paris. The media portrayed the unrest as a reaction to French economic 
injustice.  The media failed to report the jihadist battle cry of “Allahu akbar” 
coming from the rioters or the fact that Islamic extremists were attempting to 
assert Muslim control over Muslim neighborhoods. 


■ In 2006, Britain’s Daily Telegraph published the result of a stunning survey that 
reported 40 percent of British Muslims wanted sharia law in the United Kingdom, 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 Ibid, page 65. 
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yet most of the British press reported the results as if only a small minority of 
Muslims expressed that opinion. 


■ In spring of 2007, the Pew Research Center conducted a major poll among 
American Muslims. Renowned newspapers such as the Christian Science 
Monitor, the Washington Post and USA Today reported that American Muslims 
were well-assimilated into U.S. culture and that there was nothing to fear from 
them.  The fact of the matter is that this survey revealed disturbing trends: 25 
percent of American Muslims in all age categories felt positively towards al 
Qaeda; 20 percent stated that they supported suicide bombings. 


 


Chapter III: The “American Imam” 


Bruce Bawer cites New York Times reporter Andrea Elliott as a textbook example of a 
journalist who changes all the rules of accurate reporting when it comes to anything 
Islam.  Ina three-part series published on March 5, 6 and 7, 2006, Elliott sang the 
praises of Sheik Reda Shata, imam of the Islamic Society of Bay Ridge, New York.  Her 
article was one of praise and admiration for this Muslim bridge builder, with roots in both 
Islam and Western culture. When the FBI asked Shata -as it asks many imams- to 
cooperate in an effort to capture terrorists, Shata replied to Elliott that is was like 
walking a tightrope for him. Elliott told readers in her article that she sympathized with 
Shata, as the choice presented a delicate balance for him – his commitment to Islam 
versus the security of the United States. “The unexplored, internal contradiction here, or 
course, was that if Muslim Americans really were, as mainstream media such as the 
Times keep telling us, as overwhelmingly patriotic and opposed to terrorism as non-
Muslim Americans, such issues wouldn’t come up; counterterrorism investigators 
wouldn’t come begging for imams’ cooperation, and if they did, the imams would not 
compare the encounter to tightrope walking.”10 


To their credit, other publications such as the New York Post and the New York Sun 
took Elliott to task for her failure to confront Sheik Shata on the controversial issues, 
such as his refusal to shake hands with women and his support of forced marriages, 
spousal abuse and honor killings under Islamic law.  


To those who truly know Sheik Reda Shata and have heard him preach, he is no 
moderate Muslim but a true Islamist who rejects the West and supports sharia law and 
jihad in America. 


 


Chapter IV: Redefining Moderation 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 Ibid, page 70. 
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Multiculturalism in America has been praised by many in the media after the 9/11 
attacks.  The movement has been championed by the New York Times. The New York 
Times and the mainstream American media strives to convince Americans that if social 
accord is ever to be achieved between Muslims and non-Muslim in the West, non-
Muslims are going to have to undergo a fundamental altercation in both their views and 
value systems. The rules when dealing with Islam have to be recognized as different 
from those dealing with other religions such as Christianity.  For example, if a Protestant 
minister were to publically state that he approved of suicide bombings, approved of 
honor killings, did not believe in equality for women, or wished to ban music, the media 
would be all over him labeling him as a radical, an extremist, and one worthy of social 
sanction.  But when an Islamist imam publically states the same, the mainstream media 
will either call the imam a moderate Muslim or not cover the story at all. 


On August 8, 2007, FBI testimony offered at the trial of the Muslim charitable 
organization Holy Land Foundation (since blacklisted as an organization supplying 
money to terrorist organization) stated that both the Council on American-Islamic 
Relations (CAIR) and the Islamic Society of North America (ISNA) drew direct ties 
between leaders of both organizations and international terror organizations. The 
damning evidence and testimony was once again ignored by the mainstream media. 


 


Chapter V: Carrying Islamists’ Water 


In this chapter, Bawer recalls more examples of Islamist extremist efforts to restrict 
freedom of speech and expression on all matters Islam, and to make it appear that 
many Americans are anti-Islam and openly demonstrating extreme prejudice: 


■ In July 2007, a Swedish artist named Lars Vilks drew the Prophet Muhammed 
depicted as a dog for an exhibition in the town of Tallerud.  His drawing was 
banned from the art show for fear of Muslim reprisal. When one of Vilks’ 
drawings was published in a local paper, the Islamist death threats commenced.  
Al Qaeda put up $100,000 for his murder, with an extra $50,000 if he was 
beheaded.  Mainstream reporters such as CNN’s Paula Newton, instead of 
supporting Vilks’ rights to freedom of expression, offered the opinion that Vilks 
should have known better than to draw something that would incite the Muslim 
community to violence. 


■ In 2008, ABC aired a program designed to show the level of anti-Muslim racism 
inside the United States. “A bakery clerk in rural Texas was shown being verbally 
abusive toward a veiled Muslim woman customer. Both the clerk and the 
customer were actors hired by ABC. The whole performance was a stunt to 
capture bystanders’ reactions, and was carried out with the help of CAIR.”11 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Ibid, page 87. 
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Chapter VI: The European Media 


Our author compares the New York Times love affair with Islamist extremism with that 
of the United Kingdom’s British Broadcasting Company (BBC) and other European 
networks: 


■ In 2006, Manchester, England’s chief imam, Arshad Misbahi, told reporter John 
Casson in an interview that he was in favor of the death penalty for homosexuals. 
The BBC, in its follow-on coverage, reported that John Casson attempted to 
discredit Islam. The BBC ended its story with comments from the Islamic Human 
Rights Commission of Great Britain that maintained that such Muslim attitudes 
towards homosexuality were no different than those of Catholicism.  The BBC 
completely ignored the fact that Catholicism, unlike, Islam, never demands death 
for homosexuals. 


■ In spring of 2008, the BBC refused to air a Christian Choice Party broadcast 
that protested the construction of a new mosque in London. The mosque’s 
financier and owner, Taliban-connected Tablighi, openly objected to any inter-
faith dialogue and publically preached that non-Muslims are an evil and 
corrupting force to be reckoned with.  


■ An April 2008 program on Norway TV portrayed women under Islam enjoying 
the same rights as men. It completely ignored the fact that under sharia law, a 
women’s testimony in sharia court is afforded less weight than that of a man’s.  A 
man can marry four women, but a woman cannot marry four men, etc. 


 


Chapter VII: “Sowing Pain” 


In Europe in the fall of 2005, a few prominent journalists and writers bravely defended 
freedom of speech and expression, though the vast majority of them endeavored to 
appease the Muslim communities in their countries.  Some of the controversial events of 
that year include: 


■ Pope Benedict XVI gave a speech at the University of Regensburg during 
which he repeated a quote from Byzantine emperor Manuel II Paleologus in the 
year 1391: “Show me just what Muhammed brought that was new and there you 
will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the 
sword the faith he preached.”12 The media across the globe accused the Pope of 
being inflammatory and having brought pain to the Muslim community, by 
including the 14th century quote in his address. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 Ibid, page 98. 
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■ One European author and teacher named Robert Redeker defended the 
pontiff’s right to free speech in a newspaper op-ed. Redeker was placed on a 
death list by several jihadist web sites.  He and his family were forced into hiding. 


■ The German Opera Company in Berlin cancelled its scheduled production of 
Mozart’s Idemeneo in fear that portions of the performance might be offensive to 
Muslims. 


■ In 2008, the Washington Post managing editor, Phil Bennett, stated in a 
speech at the University of California that the media – to include his own paper – 
had not given the American public a clear understanding of Islam.  He said that 
the image being presented is much too negative and that papers such as his 
needed to hire more Muslim reporters and editors. 


Chapter VIII: Profiles in Courage 


Bawer points out that there are selected journalists in Europe who recognize the 
growing threats of radical Islam and are brave enough to sound the alarm.  He gives 
several examples: 


■ In 2006, Norway’s TV2 channel broadcast a very candid documentary about 
how the Norwegian leadership had folded under pressure during the Danish 
cartoon controversy. 


■ In 2007, the famous German newspaper Der Spiegel, published a piece 
highlighting the growing tendency of German courts to adjudicate cases involving 
Muslims in accordance with sharia law. 


■ An article in the Washington Post by George Weigel titled “The War Against 
Jihadism” asked why Americans were afraid to call the enemy by its name.  The 
article asked how Americans can win a war in which they are hesitant to call the 
enemy Islamist. 


■ In January 2008, about a hundred people were participating in Britain’s 
Holocaust Memorial Day when they were hit with stones by a Muslim gang from 
the East End of London. The East London Advertiser was the only newspaper in 
Great Britain that reported the assault. 


■ In November 2006, six imams flying aboard a US Airways flight from 
Minneapolis to Phoenix were removed from the plane for suspicious behavior, 
such as taking seats that were not assigned, requesting seat belt extensions 
when they did not need them, and fanning out throughout the plane to include 
sitting in first class with no tickets for that section.  After being removed from the 
plane, CAIR and other organizations said that they were removed from the flight 
for no other reason than being Muslim.  Amazingly, mainstream media such as 
Newsweek defended the imams. Only lesser circulated publications such as the 
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Washington Times printed statements from pilots saying that post 9/11 the 
onboard behavior of the imams clearly fell within parameters that were 
suspicious of terrorist behavior. 


 


Chapter IX: Buruma 


In America today, no single event surrounding a book’s publication – short of a booking 
on Oprah – is considered to be as important as a review in either the daily or Sunday 
New York Times. 13 A review in the Times sends sales upward.  The bottom line is that 
people read the books reviewed by the Times. Bawer points out that many important, 
factual and well-documented books written to inform and alert citizens about the threats 
of radical Islam never become well-known to the general public because they are never 
reviewed by the New York Times.  Included within the genre of the books that the Times 
has refused to review are: 


■ The Legacy of Jihad by Andrew Bostom which puts today’s jihadist movement 
into historical content. 


■ While Europe Slept by our author, Bruce Bawer, and a book by another 
American expatriate, Claire Berlinski titled Menace in Europe, both of which 
document the rise of Islam in Europe. 


■ Oriana Fallaci’s The Force of Reason which Bawer describes as a 
commanding account of the Islamization of the European continent. 


■ Londonistan by Melanie Phillips documents how the British government has all 
but surrendered its capital city to the jihadists. 


■ Robert Spencer’s The Truth About Muhammed and Mark Steyn’s America 
Alone – both of which rose to the top of the New York Times bestseller list and 
remained at the top for weeks – never received a review from the Times. 


In September, 2006, a book appeared on the scene by Ian Buruma called Murder in 
Amsterdam: The Death of Theo van Gogh and the Limits of Tolerance. Bawer tells us 
that the book and its treatment by the media – with the New York Times out in front – 
“shed a great deal of light on the cultural elite’s attitude toward freedom of speech about 
Islam in the post-9/11 world.” After van Gogh’s murder, Dutch-born Buruma returned to 
his native country where he spoke to many people about the murder of van Gogh.  He 
spoke with Muslims, non-Muslims, famous persons and unknown ones.  His book 
recounted many of these conversations. Although a former critic of radical Islam and 
Europe’s kowtowing to it, in this book Buruma reversed his course and made the 
murder victims appear to be nuisances themselves. This was the one book that the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Ibid, page 114. 
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Times chose to herald as conveying a message every liberal needed to hear.  Islam 
was being criticized by men such as van Gogh.   


 


Chapter X: “Angry White Men” 


In this short, four-page chapter, Bawer mentions that, in 2006, and much to the dismay 
of many of NBCA board members, his book While Europe Slept was selected as one of 
the five finalists for the National Book Critics Award. With this nomination, While Europe 
Slept finally received mention in the New York Times when writer Patricia Cohen 
mentioned it and other books “ominously warn of a catastrophic culture clash between 
Europeans with traditional Western values and fundamentalist Muslims.”14  In her 
article, Cohen mentioned the NBCA board members who supported the book’s award 
nomination.  To obtain a Muslim’s opinion of Bawer’s book, Cohen interviewed a Danish 
imam named Fatih Alev who said that authors like Bawer should know better than to 
write negatively about Islam.  Alev was a board member of the Islamic-Christian Study 
Center in Copenhagen.  He is on record as saying that Denmark needs to be 
transformed into an Islamic state and that no matter how disagreeable stoning may 
appear to be, it is not within man’s power to ignore the laws of God that say loose 
women must be buried in the Earth and stoned until dead.  This was the imam that the 
Times sought out to criticize While Europe Slept. 


 


Chapter XI: “An Islamic Superstar” 


The New York Times once again teamed up with Ian Buruma in 2007. An article written 
by Buruma appeared in the New York Times Magazine. It constituted a full-length profile 
of a Muslim intellectual named Tariq Ramadan. Profiles such as these are written to 
bring individuals into the limelight as celebrities and leaders of their time.  The fact that 
the Times chose radical Islamist Ramadan for the profile and Buruma to write the piece 
suggests that the Times desired to further appease the Muslim community by 
reinforcing the message in Buruma’ book Murder in Amsterdam. 


Paul Berman, in a follow-on article about Tariq Ramadan’s in the New Republic, pointed 
out some interesting facts about Ramadan that Buruma neglected to mention in the 
New York Times Magazine piece. For instance, Ramadan’s maternal grandfather was 
none other than Hassan al Banna, founder of the original Islamist organization, the 
Muslim Brotherhood.  (The Muslim Brotherhood remains the biggest and most 
respected Islamist organization in the world today.) Al Banna was also the one who 
invented modern terrorism for the twentieth century.  Ramadan’s father, Said Ramadan, 
was Bann’s closest follower and personal secretary. Also revealed in the Berman piece 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 Ibid, page 120. 
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was the fact one man very close to and revered by Ramadan is Yusuf al-Qaradawi, an 
open supporter of suicide bombings and capital punishment for gays.   


Ramadan is touted throughout Europe as the model of Muslim moderation.  In a 
televised debate in 2004 with French leader Nicolas Sarkozy, Ramadan did not 
condemn the stoning of adulteresses but called for a temporary moratorium on them so 
that the issue could be further debated within the Muslim community.  Ramadan was 
further exposed as a liar and hypocrite by Caroline Fourest in her book Frere Tariq in 
which she used Ramadan’s own words to expose him as the extremist he truly is. She 
accused him of practicing the Islamic art of taqiyya – saying one thing to fellow Muslims 
and lying to the non-Muslim infidels. 


In his article, Buruma quoted Ramadan as saying, “We are in favor of integration, but it 
is up to us to decide what that means . . .I will abide by the laws, but only insofar as the 
laws don’t force me to do anything against my religion.”15  What the “moderate” 
Ramadan was stating was that Islamic law trumped secular law.  Buruma’s 
interpretation of this quote in his article was that Ramadan was willing to “offer an 
alternative to violence, which, in the end, is reason enough to engage him critically, but 
without fear.”16 


 


Chapter XII: “A caricature of sweetness and light” 


Our author maintains that Western freedoms and values are not about respecting 
religions and ideologies but about the right to openly debate them.  It is all about the 
right to criticize anything – including a religion, if one chooses to do so.  With respect to 
criticism of Islam looked down upon by the media and academia as being insulting to 
Muslims, Bawer asks us if that is any more insulting than the Muslim rape and murder of 
Christians and Jews who speak out against Islamism. 


In his New York Times Magazine article about Ramadan, Buruma said that women 
wear headscarves because they want to repel male aggression, because their parents 
demand that they do so, or as a badge of identity. Bawer strongly disagrees and 
maintains that the majority of Muslim women wear head scarves because their families 
demand it as an open sign of submission. 


 


Chapter XIII: Apologists Plenty 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 Ibid, page 131. 


16 Ibid. 
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In the summer of 2007, the Washington Post/Newsweek Web site posted an article co-
authored by Newsweek editor Jon Meacham and Post columnist Sally Quinn.  In their 
writings, both touted the rich diversity of Islam as a ploy to promote radical Islamists as 
moderate Muslims. Both writers included the infamous Muzammil Siddiqi as a model of 
Muslim moderation.  Siddiqi, former president of the Islamic Society of North America, 
has openly praised the acts of suicide bombers, threatened violence in the U.S. if it 
continues its support of Israel, and called for the institution of sharia law in America. 
There was no mention in the article of Siddiqi’s support of jihad, denial that Muslims 
were involved in the 9/11 attacks, or his direct ties to the terror organization Hamas. 


The spread of Islamism is called a myth which is rooted in prejudice and ignorance 
according to published apologists such as John Esposito.  Esposito is the founding 
director of the Prince Alwaleed bin Talal Center for Muslim-Christian Understanding at 
Georgetown University, a multi-million dollar center paid for by the Saudi royal family.  
In a July 2007 article titled “Want to Understand Islam? Start Here.” And published by 
the Washington Post, Esposito claimed that Islam is an extremely diverse religion (aside 
from how women are treated) and that jihad is simply a search for inner peace and a 
struggle to know one’s self and God (despite the fact that the Islamists themselves call 
their war against the West a jihad). 


In a speech at Stanford University in 2008, John Esposito described terrorism as 
“rooted in political and economic grievance and occupation on the part of neo-colonial 
powers, insisting that all religions produce violence.”17  When a person from the 
audience asked Esposito why no other indigent or oppressed group in the world than 
the Muslims promotes suicide bombings, Esposito hesitated for a moment and then 
replied that he did not know. 


 


Chapter XIV: “Secular fundamentalists” 


Paul Valley was another contributor to the “On Faith” section of the Washington 
Post/Newsweek Web site.  Valley claimed in his article that the real problem was not 
jihad but Islamophobia, and that things such as honor killings, cutting off the hands of 
thieves and stoning adulteresses to death were events that only blue collar red-necks 
would associate with ordinary Muslims.  


Bawer states that, in a free society, as long as people do not overtly threaten others or 
incite or commit acts of bodily harm, they have full rights to think and say what they feel.  
He further maintains that if Muslims are alienated in Western society, it is of their own 
doing, as Western societies more than accommodate their Muslim immigrants and 
citizens. Bawer says that Muslims must come to understand that in free societies, there 
is a huge difference between discussing the facts surrounding ideologies and throwing 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17 Ibid, page 153. 
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insults at persons on the streets.  Bawer states that with respect to personal abuse, the 
amount of it demonstrated by Westerners towards Muslims is greatly overshadowed by 
the Muslim maltreatment of Christians, Jews, women and gays.  Finally, Bawer claims 
that the U.S. Constitution guarantees freedom of speech but does not say that anyone 
has the right to live without feeling alienated by others. 


In July of 2007, Bawer went to the Washington Post/Newsweek Web site and once 
again saw Tariq Ramadan featured there.  Ramadan’s picture was on the site with a Q 
& A segment.  When asked about women’s rights under Islam, Ramadan said that with 
respect to female circumcision, forced marriage and domestic violence on the part of 
husbands towards their wives, that all of these things were not Islamic.  Yet Ramadan in 
no way denounced them as wrong or unjust.  As was mentioned earlier, one of 
Ramadan’s personal male leads is Qaradawi who has publically supported the rights of 
husbands to discipline their wives under Islamic laws. 


Once again published in the Times in January 2008, Tariq Ramadan wrote a long article 
“Reading the Koran” which was designed to present non-Muslims with a good feeling 
about Islam. The more than 2,000 word piece never touched upon the harsher verses of 
the Koran which justify imposing suffering and death upon the infidels in the name of 
Islam: 


  


■ Prophet, make war on the unbelievers and the hypocrites and deal rigorously 
with them. Hell shall be their home: an evil fate. (9:73)18 


■ Fight those who believe not in God . . .until they pay tribute out of hand and 
have been humbled. (9:29)19 


■ They that deny our revelations We will burn in fire. (64:10)20 


Bawer marvels at the re-writing of Islamic history by authors who refuse to mention the 
darker sides of the roots of Islam, such as Muhammed’s marriage to his daughter-in-law 
or his bedding of a nine-year-old girl named Aisha.  Writers such as Karen Armstrong, in 
her book Muhammed: A Prophet for Our Time portray Muhammed as a man of 
compassion and wisdom, never mentioning the fact that Muhammed spread Islam 
through military conquest and the brutal slaying of the non-believers.  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 Ibid, page 159. 


19 Ibid. 


20 Ibid. 
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In much of her writings, Armstrong portrays Islam as a blameless victim of Western 
hatred and jealousy and maintains that the Koran condemns all warfare as evil – a 
blatant untruth according to Bawer. 


The New York Times and Washington Post demonstrated once and for all their 
unquestioned support for any and all things Islamist when both papers published op-eds 
written by Hamas spokesperson Ahmed Yousef.  One commentator who read the op-ed 
characterized it as major American newspapers running articles that spread 
propaganda from a known, foreign terrorist group. 


To further self censor all things Muslim, the Society of Professional Journalists, during 
its 2007 national convention, set guidelines for the coverage of Arabs and Muslims. The 
gist of the written rules was that Arabs and Muslims “should not be portrayed, either in 
word or image, as monolithic or exotic, and that the victims of anti-Arab or anti-Muslim 
hate crimes should be covered as thoroughly as . . . victims of overt terror attacks. 
Other self-imposed censorship rules include (1) never to write about Islamist terrorism 
without mentioning the history of white supremacists, anti-abortion groups and the like; 
(2) never to piece Muslim countries together in descriptive ways (such as ‘Muslim 
Street’); (3) avoid using the words ‘Islamic’ and ‘terrorist’ or ‘Muslim’ and ‘extremist’ 
side-by-side; and (4) to avoid using the term ‘jihad’ in relation to violence or war.21  


 


 


PART THREE:  A WAR ON MANY FRONTS                                                                                   
Chapter I: Jihad on Campus 


Bruce Bawer emphatically believes that multiculturalism and placation of Islamists have 
their deepest roots today on our college and university campuses.  Ironically, in a free 
society, campuses have traditionally been the venue for the most outspoken, 
opinionated, and socially controversial persons to write and speak their mind.  But with 
respect to all things Islam, that is certainly not the case in the 21st century. Political 
correctness is the well-enforced order of the day. 


American academic institutions pay tribute to diversity, but not diversity of an ideological 
or religious nature. Many university officials who attempt to sensor or stifle their 
professors or students deny that they are doing so.  For example, a vice provost at 
Penn State took issue with pro-war opinions expressed by a professor on the 
professor’s web site. When asked why he was objected to the writings, the vice provost 
stated that he was not trying to censor free speech, but simply wanted the professor to 
convey his opinions with more sensitivity. At Vassar, its student publication The 
Imperialist, printed a piece that stated the building of a center exclusively for the use of 
minority students would not be in the interest of the community, as it would serve to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 Ibid, page 164-165. 
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further fragment it. Officials took issue with the language used to express the opinion, 
saying that it may prove offensive to some.  They cautioned future writers to tone down 
the rhetoric.  Directing a publication to tone down its rhetoric is a violation of First 
Amendment rights under the U.S. Constitution. Greg Lukianoff, director of the 
Foundation for Individual Rights in Education (FIRE) wrote about the controversy over 
the article in The Imperialist, “an exception to free speech that only bans free speech 
deemed ‘offensive’ is an exception that entirely swallows the rule.”22 


The author provides numerous examples of academia’s attempt to stifle First 
Amendment rights: 


■ November 2006: At Pace University in New York, university officials caved to 
Muslim student protests and forbade the Jewish student’s organization there 
from showing the film Obsession: Radical Islam’s War Against the West. The 
threat of Muslim violence in retaliation for the screening of the film frightened 
university leaders. 


■ October 2006: At Trinity College in Dublin, Ireland, members of terrorist 
organizations were invited to a debate with Muslims who opposed terror.  Though 
some of the debaters openly rationalized their support for terror, no criticism of 
Islam or association of the religion to terror was permitted at the debate. 


■ February 2007:  A student at Clare College in Cambridge wrote a satirical 
article for the college paper, Clareification. The piece satirized religion.  It 
examined several faiths but there was a problem about its comments on Islam, 
especially when the author included one of the controversial cartoons along with 
a spoof that said that the Ayatollah was rethinking his stance on the 
misunderstood Rushdie. University officials did not object to any of the criticisms 
of any religions in the article except the ones directed at Islam. University officials 
went so far as to convene a Court of Discipline during which the paper’s editor 
was evaluated to determine if he had violated the local Public Order Act which 
prohibited instances of harassment. 


■ March 2007:  At Kent State University in Ohio a professor, Julio Pino, was 
found to be posting pro-jihadist writings on a jihadist Web site.  He had also 
written to Kent State’s newspaper that “The ill done to the Muslim nations must 
be requited, and the Muslim man is already at your gates.”23  In the same 
university newspaper, Pino had praised suicide bombers.  When news of his 
participation in jihadist propaganda broke, Pino’s university department head 
immediate ran to his defense. Authorities refused to fire him based upon his right 
to free speech.  So the rule seems to be that one can support terrorist suicide 
bombing and jihad, and one’s right to free speech will be defended, but if one 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 Ibid, page 171. 


23 Ibid, page 175. 
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chooses to criticize Islam or satirize it, one’s right to free speech will be seriously 
challenged. 


■ University of South Florida: Professor Sami al-Arian was accused of having 
connections to the terror organization the Palestinian Islamic Jihad. A New York 
Times article in 2008 defended the al-Arian despite the fact that he had pleaded 
guilty on terrorism charges and was quoted as openly calling for the death of the 
state of Israel. 


■ July 2007: Once again at Pace University, a student was arrested and charged 
with criminal mischief and fourth degree hate crime for putting two copies of the 
Koran that he took from a university reading room into a university toilet. The 
disturbing thing about this case is that the crime of theft and  vandalism should 
have been but were not the reason the student was arrested and charged.  He 
was arrested because he desecrated a religious scripture, which should not be 
considered a crime in a secular society. (Bawer points out that when Andres 
Serrano submerged a crucifix in urine, it was hailed as a work of art.) 


Bawer illustrates the perverse mentality on campuses today with the example of the 
many universities that invite radical lawyer Lynne Stewart (famous for representing 
Omar Abdel-Rahman, the mastermind of the 1993 World Trade Center bombing) to not 
only speak to their students but to receive accolades and awards for her work.  Stewart 
was disbarred in 2005 after being convicted of passing messages between a jailed 
terrorist and terrorists on the outside of the prison. Yet, at Stanford University, officials 
there wanted to give her their Public Interest Mentor award.  Common sense prevailed 
when Dean Kathleen Sullivan overruled the request. 


Columbia University invited Iranian President Mahmood Ahmadinejad to speak there. 
Ahmadinejad, who has openly called or the destruction of Israel, execution of 
homosexuals, and denies the Holocaust, was supported by university officials who 
claimed that the First Amendment gave them the right to invite him and gave him the 
right to speak at Columbia. Our author points out that if Columbia University was really 
interested in free speech and truth, it would have invited some Iranian dissidents to 
engage in an open discussion with President Ahmadinejad.  


A commanding force on campuses today is the powerful and well-funded Muslim 
Student Associations (MSAs).  MSAs work long and hard to ensure that Islamism is 
never challenged on campus: 


■ University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee 2007: Renowned author Walid Shoebat, 
a former Palestinian terrorist who has since renounced jihad, was scheduled to 
speak.  The title of his talk was “Why I Left Jihad.  The university’s MSA called 
Shoebat a hate monger and demanded that the talk be cancelled. The presidents 
of both the MSA and the Palestinian Student Association wrote letters to 
university officials saying that Shoebat’s appearance there would pose a danger 
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to Muslim students and that the Muslim students might consider it within their 
rights to attack back if Shoebat was permitted to speak. 


■ In May 2008 at the University of California at Irvine, a leader of the campus 
MSA, at a public campus event, went into a tirade against Americans and Jews, 
praising Hamas and Hezbollah.  Members of the MSA at the event became 
aggressive towards their verbal opponents, even assaulting a man who was 
filming the activities. Campus police did nothing to stop the Muslim students’ 
bullying and violence. University officials supported those who stopped the 
filming.  Months later, a member of the Muslim Brotherhood was invited to 
present on campus as the spokesman for a new generation of Muslims in 
America. 


Our author shows us that American school children are presented a false impression of 
the Islamist events of the 21st century.  Some of the most commonly used history books 
are couched in denial and untruths. In American middle schools, one of the most wide-
used history textbooks is History Alive! The Medieval World and Beyond. This text 
defines jihad as follows: “The word jihad means ‘to strive.’ Jihad represents the human 
struggle to overcome difficulties and to do things pleasing to God.  Muslims strive to 
respond positively to personal difficulties as well as worldly challenges.”24 No mention of 
today’s radical, Islamist self-proclaimed and violent jihad against Christians, Jews, and 
Westerners can be found anywhere in the text. “The book’s account of sharia law is: 
“:Shari’ah, or Islamic law, helps Muslims live by the teachings of the Qur’an.  It includes 
practices of daily life as well as duty to respect others.”25 The fact that sharia law 
sanctions the stoning to death of women, the severing of hands from thieves, sexual 
abuse of a Muslim wife by her husband or the execution of gays is never mentioned. 


Chapter II: Selling Out the Sodomites 


In this chapter, Bawer tells us that though, under Islamic law and rule, there may be 
hope of survival among Christians and Jews who are willing to submit to Muslim 
authority and its demands, there is clearly no hope for survival for gay citizens. 


The guidance provided to Muslims in the hadith, a collection of the maxims of the 
Prophet Muhammed, is considered binding for devout followers of Islam to this day.  
With respect to homosexual acts, the hadith states: Kill the one that is doing it and also 
kill the one that it is being done to.”26 Various schools of sharia law prescribe a range of 
punishments for gays. One school calls for beating the violator when first caught in a 
homosexual act and then death for repeat offenders.  Another sharia school of thought 
prescribes one hundred lashes for a bachelor guilty of gay activities and death for a 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24 Ibid, page 187. 


25 Ibid. 


26 Ibid, page 191. 







	  


23	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


married man whole indulges in them.  Still another school demands death for all 
offenders with no exceptions. 


Further making his cause that Islam is not like or equal to other major world religions, 
Bawer points out that even today, homosexuality is punishable by death in Saudi 
Arabia, Iran, Sudan, and Yemen. Within the United Arab Emirates, homosexual 
offenders have been jailed for up to fourteen years.  In 1998, the Taliban in Afghanistan 
executed two gays by dropping a wall on them.  In 2001, a Saudi Arabian court 
sentenced men to prison terms and two thousand lashes each for participating in 
homosexual acts. 


Bawer finds it interesting that most gay rights leaders and activists who readily speak 
out against the anti-gay rhetoric of Christian fundamentalists such as Jerry Falwell and 
Pat Robertson will not even confront the current-day Muslim leaders who call for the 
harshest of punishments for homosexuals. 


 


Chapter III: Docile Provocateurs 


“The relatively few Hollywood script writers who do tackle the subject of the “war on 
terror” almost uniformly toe the PC line, making villains out of U.S. leaders and viewing 
Muslims as victims.  Examples of films portraying Americans as the bad guys and 
Muslims as the oppressed are Redacted (2007), Syrianna (2005), Lions for Lambs 
(2007), and The Kingdom (2007).  


An article by Jonathan Foreman in the National Review Online stated that in general 
Hollywood producers are “blind to the ordinary, quiet heroism of hundreds of thousands 
of U.S. troops who have served in Iraq and Afghanistan and are more interested in 
portraying soldiers as rapists, murderers and torturers oppressing populations that were 
happy and prosperous under Saddam Hussein and the Taliban.”27 


The problem Bawer has with the majority of films that tackle the issues of the post-9/11 
world is not that the majority of these films are anti-war. It is the fact that for the most 
part, none of the films expose Americans to the realities of the darker sides of Islam.  
Our author feels that in Hollywood, there exists a genuine fear in confronting our real 
enemy. 


In both Europe and the United States, Muslim lobby groups go to great lengths to insure 
that Islam is never portrayed as anything but a religion of peace: 


■ CAIR successfully lobbied Paramount Pictures to alter the origin of the villains 
in the Tom Clancy movie The Sum of All Fears from Islamist terrorists to neo-
Nazis. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27 Ibid, page 216. 
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■ Muslim leaders in Potsdam, Germany protested and shut down a staging of 
The Satanic Verses. A Muslim spokeswoman stated that free speech has its 
limits when it comes to the criticism of religion. 


■ A performance of Voltaire’s 18th century play Fanaticism or Mahomet the 
Prophet was cancelled in Geneva and Saint-Genis-Pouilly, Switzerland due to 
threats of violent, Muslim reprisal. 


■ In 2006 officials in the Belgian city of Middelkerke cancelled an art exhibition 
featuring a work by a Czech artist who created an underwear-clad Saddam 
Hussein floating in a fish tank. The reason was fear of backlash by the Belgian, 
Muslim community. 


■ A café in Paris was attacked by a gang of Muslim youths carrying metal rods 
when it exhibited about fifty cartoons making fun of many religions, and not just 
Islam.  The café owner was forced to place white sheets of paper with the word 
“censored” over the cartoons that offended local Muslims. 


Bawer sums up the global reluctance to do anything which might be construed as 
offensive to Islam with a story about Grayson Perry.  Perry has spent his life mocking 
Christianity in art. He readily admits that he and his colleagues have succumbed to 
Muslim pressures to stay away from Islam in their art work.  Grayson admitted in a 
Times of London interview that, “The reason I haven’t gone all out attacking Islamism in 
my art is because I feel real fear that someone will slit my throat.”28 


 


 


Chapter IV: Our Fearless Leaders 


Bruce Bawer devotes this chapter to telling us about the many examples of world, 
government leaders and educators at all levels who live in denial and continually 
demonstrate their submission to and fear of Islamism . 


■ In 2007, the Pittsburg Tribune-Review ran a piece that told about a dozen local 
high schools whose teachers arranged a trip to Egypt where the students were 
introduced to members of the Muslim Brotherhood who taught them a deeper 
respect for Muslims. 


■ In 2005, Norway’s parliament passed a discrimination law that makes it a crime 
to make utterances that insult or degrade religion. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
28 Ibid, page 226. 
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■ The French Constitutional Council ruled in 2007 that only professional 
journalists would be permitted to film acts of violence in France. 


■ Britain’s House of Commons, not long after the September 11th attacks, passed 
a bill making it a criminal offense to use words or behavior that might inflame 
radical or religious hatred. 


■ The Mayor of Brussels, Belgium, cancelled a 9/11 commemoration scheduled 
for September 11, 2007 because he felt that he could not guarantee public safety 
and did not desire to offend the Muslim community in Brussels. 


■ In 2008, the British government caved to sharia law when it decided that 
marriages of Muslim individuals with more than one spouse would be recognized 
for the disbursement of social welfare money to individual families.  Muslims now 
receive more money for having multiple wives, but the same privilege is not 
afforded to British non-Muslims. 


■ In April 2007, the European Union (EU) made it a criminal offense to display 
hatred against any one religious group, punishable with up to three years in 
prison. 


■ During a 2005 meeting of the United Nations Human Rights Commission, 
Muslim members declined to censure people who kill others in the name of their 
religion, stating that criticism of Islamist terrorists equated to defamation of Islam. 


■ America’s own American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), a long-time defender of 
First Amendment rights, remained totally silent during the Muhammed cartoon 
controversy.  In fact, its oppress office was told not to field any questions from 
the media on the issue. 


 


 


Chapter V: Cops, Courts and Civil Service 


Bruce Bawer documents how law enforcement officers, civil servants and the courts 
have all succumbed to the Islamic lobbies and pressure. 


■ In 2007, British Channel 4 aired a program that exposed British, Muslim imams 
as they were recorded telling their followers to beat their wives and children and 
to murder gays and non-believers. The police did not investigate the imams, but 
investigated Channel 4 for possible violations of the Public Order Act. 


■ In July 2007, British police planned to go on the air to appeal to citizens to help 
catch a Muslim rape suspect. Fearing a Muslim community backlash, the 
broadcast was cancelled. 
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■ In 2006, seventeen Islamist terrorists were arrested in what police suspected 
was a plot to deliver to Canada its own 9/11 attacks. In public statements, law 
enforcement never made a connection between the terrorists and their Muslim 
religion. 


■ In 2008, the Pentagon fired Stephen Coughlin, the Department of Defense’s 
leading expert on sharia law because Coughlin commented that terrorism is 
motivated by jihad, a statement that rubbed a Muslim aide to Deputy Secretary of 
Defense Gordon England the wrong way.  There was such a backlash to 
Coughlin’s firing that the Pentagon hired him back. 


■ Great Britain’s Archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan William’s, has been openly 
advocating for the adoption of sharia law in the United Kingdom. Current surveys 
in Great Britain reveal that more than one-third of British Muslims believe that 
any Muslim who converts to another religion should be put to death under sharia 
law. 


■ In Germany in 2007 a family court judge in the city of Frankfurt denied a 
request from a woman being beaten by her Muslim husband to expedite a 
divorce.  The judge stated that the woman should have known when she married 
a Muslim man that sharia law permitted him to beat her and that she should have 
expected such treatment. 


■  In March 2008 the U.S. Department of State demonstrated its total adherence 
to all things PC with respect to Islam when it issued new guidelines for 
counterterrorism communication stating that employees should not use terms 
such as ‘Islamo-fascism’ because it may be offensive to Muslims.  Employees 
were also instructed not to use the word ‘caliphate’ and not to use the word ‘jihad’ 
when referring to our enemies, as ‘jihad’ really means to strive in the path of God.  


 


 


Chapter VI: “I’m not Spartacus!” 


In this final, short chapter, Bawer concludes by summing up what he believes should be 
the concerns of all freedom-loving peoples. 


“It would be impossible to enumerate all the spheres of life in the West that have felt the 
influence of soft jihad.  I’ve scarcely touched here on the banking and financial sectors, 
whose entire way of doing business is being radically transformed in order that 
procedures be made consistent with sharia law. . .Along with fear and ideology, of 
course, money often plays a significant role in the determination to prettify Islam. The 
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flow of Saudi millions into the coffers of American politicians (and former politicians now 
working lobbyists) should be a matter of utmost concern.”29 


Unlike the European nations which are refusing to fight for their freedoms and are 
caving to Islamism, Bruce Bawer hopes that the United States of America will remain 
the bastion of freedom of speech and expression.  Americans must refuse, at all costs, 
to compromise any of their First Amendment rights. 


 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29 Ibid, page 272. 
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Edward Alden gives us a behind the scenes look into how the post-9/11 Bush administration 
struggled to find a proper balance between national security and international openness.  He 


documents the administration’s internal disagreements, conflicts, and questionable judgments.  
He also shows how the backlash of 9/11 is closing our borders to the migration of international 


talent that has always been a strength and hallmark of America’s greatness.  


Alden is a senor fellow on the Council on Foreign Relations and is the former Washington, D.C. 
bureau chief for the Financial Times. He has been a featured guest on numerous radio and TV 


shows to include CNN, the BBC, NPR, MSNBC, The McLaughlin Group and The News Hour with 
Jim Lehrer. 


 


Praise from the Book’s Back Cover 


 “This is an outstanding and important book – well written, vividly detailed, and completely 
convincing. . . I’ve been waiting for the writer who would put together the full picture of what 
America did to itself in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks – how it changed the country that 
attracted the world’s talent to the country that detains, deports, and discourages talented 


foreigners who have no conceivable connection to any terrorist threat . . .”                                                                                                                                                              


-- James Fallows, author of Blind into Baghdad 
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 INTRODUCTION 


In January of 2002, then Attorney General John Ashcroft pushed for the institution of a security 
review program code named “Condor.”  Fears were mounting that more terrorist attacks such 
as those perpetrated on 9/11 were eminent. Ashcroft was not happy with the Department of 
State’s visa review process that had allowed so many of the 9/11 airline hijackers into the 
United States legally.  He wanted the security review process to be more rigorous. 


Before 9/11, State Department officials working out of the embassies or consulates in Muslim 
nations reviewed and approved or disapproved visa requests.  Post 9/11, via Condor, the U.S. 
Department of Justice exercised its prerogative to examine visa applications in Washington, 
D.C. on the basis of national security concerns.  Now, “every visa application for men between 
the ages of sixteen and forty-five from Muslim nations – regardless of their past history – would 
be sent back to Washington to be scrutinized by the FBI and the CIA.”1 The author, Edward 
Alden, provides several examples of prominent foreign nationals living and working in the 
United States who were trapped outside the U.S. and denied reentry because they happened 
to be out of the country when Condor became effective. Alden tells the story of one prominent 
doctor living and working in California, Dia Elnaiem. Sudanese by birth, Elnaiem was recruited 
to do research at the University of California.  He moved to California with his wife and two 
children and began work.  Assured by the State Department that he would have no problem 
returning to California, Doctor Elnaiem attended an academic conference in Brazil.  He was 
subsequently denied permission to return to California and ended up living in a student hostel 
in Rio for six months while his request was reviewed by government officials.  Senator Dianne 
Feinstein of California had to intercede on his behalf to get him back into the country and 
reunited with his family.  Alden finds cases such as Elnaiem’s completely unacceptable. 


Our author maintains that prior to 9/11, the attention given to the more than 7 million foreign 
visas applications approved world-wide by Department of State was hasty and hurried.  The 
more than 10 million European visitors and 25 million Canadian and Mexican travelers entering 
the United States annually experienced very little scrutiny.  Pre-9/11, the U.S. government 
supported a virtual open door policy in the name of economic development, social and cultural 
exchanges, and globalization and the market opportunities it brought with it. 


Alden’s tells us that since 9/11, the United States has clamped down so hard on visa review 
and approval that it is making it painfully difficult for the international community to visit, study, 
live, work and professionally contribute to America’s greatness.  The contribution of foreign 
immigrants to our nation is indisputable. The U.S. is experiencing a brain drain today because 
it is increasingly viewed by foreigners seeking new opportunities as overly protective, 
prejudicial towards non-Americans, and too bureaucratic.   


                                                             


1 Alden, Edward. The Closing of the American Border: Terrorism, Immigration and Security since 9/11. New York, 
New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 2008, page 4. 
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The Bush administration was determined to thwart any and all follow-on terror attacks.  So 
great was the pressure placed upon government officials that a zero tolerance for mistakes 
developed throughout the Departments of State and Justice.  Alden explains the plight of 
foreigners attempting to enter the United States today: 


 ■ Unless a foreign national is a citizen of Canada, western Europe, Japan, or a few 
 other nations, he must arrange a personal interview with a U.S. embassy or 
 consulate official as part of the visa application process.  It does not matter whether or 
 not the petitioner desires to vacation for a week in Florida or attend a four-year 
 American university.  If a Brazilian wants to travel to the U.S., the process of scheduling 
 and obtaining the interview takes up to four months, with air travel required to attend the 
 interview at one of only a few U.S. consulates in that country.  In 2006, the wait time in 
 India exceeded five months. 


 ■ Males from Muslim majority countries – even if they are not themselves a Muslim – 
 are required to be interviewed, fingerprinted, photographed, and must fill out a lengthy 
 questionnaire.  Even those who are returning to the U.S. with a valid green card or 
 work visa will be taken aside at security check points for a secondary screening.  No 
 exceptions. 


 ■ Foreigners who exceed their authorized time in the U.S. – even if only by a few 
 days – may suffer severe consequences, even if the overstay was  unintentional.  


 Alden provides examples of how the U.S. government, with its zero tolerance policies, all-too-
often goes overboard, subjecting law-abiding foreigners to what amounts to cruel and unusual 
punishment.  One such case involved a twenty-one  year-old German national who did not 
require a visa to come to the U.S. and was issued a ninety-day visitor’s permit to spend time 
with her fiancé at Dartmouth College in New England.  She thought the permit expired on 
October 13, 2007.  She went to a U.S. Customs and Border Protection station on October 12th 
to renew her visit for another ninety days. U.S. officials noticed that her permit actually had 
expired on October 3rd.  She was handcuffed and immediately imprisoned in Portland, Maine. 
She spend almost a month in three different jails, placed into cells with common criminals, 
before it was all sorted out and she was permitted to return voluntarily to Germany.  Alden tells 
us that abuses like this are becoming all too commonplace.  


 ■ Those crossing into America from Canada and Mexico are facing longer and longer 
 delays, even though the overall volume of car and truck traffic has fallen.  The length of 
 these delays discourages border crossings, resulting in less tourist revenue for U.S. 
 businesses. 


 ■ The background checks for those requesting green cards and citizenship can now 
 take years to complete.  Alden cites examples of an outstanding scientist who applied 
 for a green card in 2005 and did not have his background check completed by the FBI 
 until late 2007. 


Edward Alden points out that travel industry surveys show that more and more foreigners view 
the United States as one of the most unwelcoming travel destinations in the world – more than 
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2-to-1 over the next unattractive destination, the Middle East.  Even with the value of the dollar 
falling against many other currencies, making the U.S. a financial bargain for travelers, foreign 
visitors were down 2 million in 2007 as compared to the pre-9/11 numbers. 


One of Alden’s primary concerns is that our nation will stagnate if current prohibitive 
immigration trends continue. He states that foreign talent is very critical to the growth and 
success of America. “. . . more than one-quarter of U.S. scientists and engineers are foreign-
born, and nearly one-quarter of all patent applications in the United States are filed by 
immigrants.”2  In 2007, “one of the country’s leading corporate immigration lawyers told 
Congress: ‘At no time in our nation’s history has access to talent been as limited as it is 
today.”3 


 


CHAPTER ONE:  THE BORDERS 


Intelligence information, coupled with selective targeting, was first offered as the most effective 
way to keep terrorists from entering the United States by the Hart-Rudman Commission in 
1998.  The commission recognized that the same phenomenon that permitted ideas and goods 
to transit the globe quickly and freely –globalization – was the same occurrence that made all 
nations much more vulnerable to transnational terror attacks.  The Hart-Rudman Commission 
recommended that three measures be adopted: 


 ■ The United States needed to push its borders outward, developing a layered 
 approach to security which relied more upon working with international officials to 
 identify and deal with suspicious persons and cargo before it departed for the U.S. 


■ The U.S. government needed to work more closely to involve its corporate partners in 
tighter private sector security processes and procedures so that the corporations did not 
become unwitting channels for terrorist activities. 


■ The United States needed to make much larger investments in intelligence gathering, 
analysis, interpretation and dissemination, to include greatly increased information 
sharing among agencies and governments. 


Post 9/11, subsequent to the establishment of the Department of Homeland Security and the 
re-structuring of our border and customs authorities, the recommendations of Hart-Rudman 
are being fulfilled.  Adlen tells us, however, that U.S. efforts to insure that terrorists do not 
enter our country have also resulted in discouraging and barring law-abiding foreigners from 
coming into America.  The author says that our national efforts should be aimed at keeping out 
undesirables and not penalizing and punishing honest, hard-working foreigners who simply 
want to contribute to our nation. 


                                                             
2 Ibid, page 21. 


3 Ibid. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  THE PRESIDENT 


President Bush was passionate about several issues when he first took office in January of 
2001.  He desired education reform; he was adamant about tax cuts; and he wanted a more 
open border with Mexico. 


The business community of Texas, from which George W. Bush drew great political and 
financial support, relied for many decades upon Mexican, unskilled labor.  Whether legal or 
illegal, Mexican immigrant workers contributed in a major way to keeping wages lower in 
industries such as agriculture, manufacturing, construction and domestic services.  Whereas 
states such as California maintained very high taxes and more than generous social programs 
for its illegal immigrants, Texas had one of the lowest tax rates in the country and was 
tightfisted with respect to the social services available to its illegals. 


The Mexican immigration issue has always been very personal to George W. Bush.  While 
growing up in Midland, Texas, he often referred to his Mexican housekeeper as his second 
mother.  His brother Jeb is married to a Latina. The Bush children were under the care of a 
Mexican nanny who came to the White House with the family.  Throughout his presidency, 
Bush promoted Hispanics who he deemed examples of the American success story such as 
attorney general Alberto Gonzales.  Bush favored health care and education for illegal 
immigrants as well as open borders.  “His chief political advisor, Karl Rove, saw advantages in 
a liberal stance on immigration, even illegal immigration, believing that wooing the Hispanic 
vote away from the Democrats was central to making the Republicans a permanent majority in 
Washington.”4 


Prior to 9/11, United States’ efforts to control it borders was never intended to ban the entry of 
foreigners entirely. Even during what is considered by historians to be America’s fiercest 
isolationist period – those years between World Wars I and II – the U.S. never attempted to 
lock down the country.  Traditionally, the government’s endeavors were aimed at separating 
those who merited entry into the U.S. from those who did not. The predicament presented to 
Americans post-9/11 was how to let law abiding visitors, students, and workers into the country 
while excluding anyone who would do us harm. 


Our author provides a short synopsis of American immigration control efforts. 


In 1921, Congress passed the most stringent anti-immigration law since the founding of our 
nation. It imposed immigration quotas based upon national origin.  It placed a limit on the total 
number of immigrants entering the United States each year at 355,000.  Congress restricted 
the influx of immigrants from southern and eastern Europe, fearful that they would bring their 
Bolshevik, revolutionary ideas to America.   


                                                             
4 Ibid, page 57. 
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Responsibility for letting the good immigrants in and keeping the bad ones out ultimately fell to 
the new Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) established during Abraham Lincoln’s 
presidency in 1864. At that time there existed a severe shortage of laborers throughout the 
northern U.S.  Lincoln wanted to build the worker pool by encouraging immigrants to come to 
America and start new lives.  Throughout the decades, the INS budget grew, as did its 
numbers.  From 1975 to 1990, its budget tripled and the number of INS employees doubled.  
In one ten year period, the INS budget went from $1.2 billion annually to $6.2 billion, and its 
workforce expanded from 17,000 to 37,000.  With all of this personnel and money, it was 
expected that the INS would insure that the right people were permitted to enter the country 
and the wrong ones would be kept out.  It failed in both missions, as it lacked the resources to 
do either correctly.  The rising number of ports of embarkation and debarkation, the increasing 
numbers of foreigners desiring to enter the U.S., the addition of more and more bureaucratic 
requirements made the INS mission all but impossible to accomplish.  


In 1994, the INS set an internal goal of processing all green card applications by foreigners 
already living in the United States and all applications for citizenship within four months.  It 
failed.  By the end of 1995, the average wait time increased to upwards of seventeen months.  
By 2000, the backlog of applications floating through the INS approached a record 4 million.  
At the time of the 9/11 attacks, around three-quarters of a million citizenship applications 
awaited processing at the INS. 


Throughout the 1980s and 1990, the majority of illegal immigrants caught in the U.S. were 
handled through what became known as the “catch and release” program.  When the Border 
Patrol apprehended an illegal, that person was usually assigned a court date and then 
released with the expectation that that person would in fact show up in court before a 
deportation judge.  It is not surprising in the least that, most of the time, the illegal person failed 
to show up in court.   


Alden views the INS’ greatest failing not with its inability to control visa violators or criminal 
illegals, but with its inability to halt the growing number of illegals entering America from 
Mexico and Central America.  The numbers of Mexicans coming into the U.S. for work 
remained very stable throughout the twentieth century, averaging around a quarter million plus 
each year. In 1965, the Congress passed an immigration law that terminated many of the 
Mexican guest worker programs.  The Mexicans came across the border in the same numbers 
to work, but after 1965 they entered as illegal immigrants.  In 1986 Congress passed the 
Immigration Reform and Control Act in an attempt to get a handle on the number of illegal 
migrants entering the country.  This act, passed during the Reagan administration, allowed 
one-time amnesty for almost 3 million illegal immigrants living in the United States for four 
years or more.  Where the bill failed was to place strict penalties on American companies for 
hiring illegals. The wording of the bill was watered down to accommodate business owners so 
that they could only be prosecuted if they knowingly hired an illegal immigrant.  Less than one-
third of the money authorized to enforce employer sanctions was ever spent.   


Other stumbling blocks to thwarting illegal entry also remained.  The Social Security card 
possessed no picture, was easily counterfeited, and remained the primary means of identifying 
someone as a legal citizen.  Illegal immigration was stopped from time-to-time along ere-
enforced stretches of the U.S. Mexican border, but only when specific operations were 
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conducted for limited periods. One recent example showing that border control operations, 
when executed properly, can be effective is the September 1993 operation conducted by the 
chief of Border Patrol in El Paso, Texas. “. . .Silvestre Reyes decided he was fed-up with 
playing cat and mouse with illegal immigrants, chasing them down after they had crossed the 
border into Texas.  Instead, he took 400 of his 650 agents and deployed them around the clock 
along the twenty-mile stretch of border where most of the crossings were occurring.  In July of 
that year, his agents apprehended nearly 1,200 illegal immigrants every day; by November, 
the number had fallen to 75.  Crime in El Paso began to fall and the local approval of the 
initiative was nearly 100 percent.”5  Once the Border Patrol returned to normal manning, the 
problem soon resurfaced. 


As late as September 6, 2001, Presidents Bush and Mexican President Fox and their teams 
negotiated a solution to the plight of the Mexican migrant workers and the U.S. government’s 
cost of hosting them.  The attacks of September 11th ended these meetings and negotiations. 


 


CHAPTER THREE:  THE COPS 


The attacks of 9/11 had all government officials convinced that subsequent attacks were 
imminent. Within a few days of the 9/11 attacks, the FBI deployed in excess of 4,000 agents.  
The INS reassigned about 1,000 employees to work with the FBI.  Paranoia ran high.  The 
evening of 9/11, Attorney General John Ashcroft assembled his senior leaders in the FBI’s 
Strategic Information Operations Center (SIOC).  Attendees included Jim Ziglar, the INS 
commissioner, FBI Director Robert Mueller, Ashcroft’s deputy Larry Thompson and Chief of 
Staff David Ayers. They discussed how they would thwart subsequent terror attacks. They 
quickly came to the conclusion that the tools they needed to accomplish this mission simply 
were not available.  They needed a very sophisticated intelligence collection, analysis and 
dissemination network capable of isolating potentially dangerous individuals in the U.S. from 
the 300 million people who lived and worked here. Ashcroft came up with the idea of arresting 
any and all terrorist suspects when they committed even the slightest infraction of U.S. law, 
and then holding them indefinitely until other charges were proven or until they were no longer 
a risk. The task of executing the attorney general’s mandate fell to the INS.   


Why the INS? In accordance with the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution, the 
FBI cannot arrest and detain American citizens or foreigners charged with criminal offenses 
without probable cause. Within a period of two days from the time of arrest, the FBI must bring 
the suspect into court, show cause for continued detention and provide the suspect legal 
representation.  With respect to violation of immigration laws, the requirements for federal 
authorities are less stringent.  Many of the rights that Americans hold dear, such as Miranda, 
protection from unreasonable searches and seizures, or even the right to a government-
appointed attorney are not mandated for non-citizens being solely charged with immigration 
violations.  Essentially, immigration law offenders are guilty until proven innocent.  


                                                             
5 Ibid, page 71. 
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Prior to 9/11, the INS did its best to charge anyone suspected of an immigration offense within 
twenty-four hours of initial detention.  In most cases, the accused would be released on bail 
and ordered to return for a court date at a later time.  But within a few weeks of the 9/11 
attacks, John Ashcroft issued an executive order that gave INS officials the authority to detain 
any and all suspects without charging them for a period of forty-eight hours, or in the event of 
an emergency, “an additional period of reasonable time.”6  This sentence in Ashcroft’s 
executive order opened a Pandora’s Box of lengthy detentions of foreigners without probable 
cause.  This Ashcroft order contradicted a standing Supreme Court ruling which held that 
everyone within the United States – whether a U.S. citizen or not or whether living in the U.S. 
legally or illegally – was protected by the Fifth Amendment which prohibits detention without 
due process. 


The INS Chief, Jim Ziglar, butted heads with Attorney General Ashcroft on a regular basis. In a 
meeting with Ashcroft and other heavy hitters, Ziglar spoke out against using immigration 
powers to arrest and detain Arabs and Muslims at will.  He told Ashcroft, “You’re talking about 
doing something that’s grossly unconstitutional when you start knocking on doors and picking 
up people without probable cause.  You know, we have something called the Constitution, and 
what you’re talking about is basically exercising a general warrant to knock on people’s doors 
without probable cause. And that’s what caused King George to get his butt kicked by the 
colonists.”7 


The ongoing argument within the Bush administration’s top officials was, given the declared 
war on terror, how aggressively should administrators use immigration laws as weapons in the 
new war. Many within the Bush administration concluded that if innocent people were 
adversely affected by the new and extremely aggressive enforcement, then so be it.  It was 
considered collateral damage but an acceptable price to pay for national security and pre-
emption of future terrorist attacks. 


The Justice Department under Ashcroft, in the first proposal to Congress of the USA Patriot 
Act, asked for a suspension of habeas corpus for any and all foreign nationals living within the 
United States whom the Justice Department desired to hold indefinitely for a terrorism 
investigation.  Luckily, and for the sake of the Constitution, both Democrats and Republicans 
rejected Ashcroft’s proposal. The compromise between the Ashcroft’s department and the 
passing of the USA Patriot Act ended up to be authority to detain terror suspects for up to 
seven days without any charges.  After seven days the law required immigration or criminal 
charges to be levied. Yet the Justice Department ignored the seven day timeline (as 
established by U.S. law) and detained Arabs and Muslims as if habeas corpus had been 
suspended. 


Post 9/11, the powers of the U.S. Justice Department were in reality totally unlimited, in 
violation of the United States Constitution. The INS detained thousands of people.  Many were 


                                                             
6 Ibid, page 82. 


7 Ibid, page 86. 
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imprisoned without probable cause, and with absolutely no evidence associating them with 
terrorist activities or in support of terror organizations.  


Ziglar tried many times to push back against Ashcroft’s inner circle. Ziglar was financially 
independent due to a successful corporate career.  He did not fear the administration, 
Ashcroft, or the Department of Justice.  Ashcroft put up with Ziglar’s criticism because firing 
him would have resulted in a huge embarrassment to the Bush administration. Ziglar stated 
that some of the cases of abuse by the Department of Justice were “pretty bloody appalling.”8  
Ziglar stated that, “They put people in detention and the FBI wouldn’t do anything for weeks, or 
even know that they were there.  And (the detainees) just sat there and stewed and were lost.  
Their families didn’t know where they were.  Hell, we didn’t know where they were.  That’s 
pretty ugly.  This is the United States of America.  This is not the Soviet Union.”9 


Amid all of this brouhaha, the disturbing statistics that the author presents questions all of the 
post-9/11 detentions and constitutional violations.  “Of the 762 people detained in the months 
after 9/11 on immigration violations, more than 200 would spend from 51 to 100 days in jail, 
while another 175 would spend up to 150 days in jail.  More than 125 would be held longer, 
some for a year or more. AND NOT A SINGLE ONE OF THE DETAINEES WAS EVER 
CHARGED WITH TERRORISM OR A TERROR-RELATED OFFENSE.”10 


 


CHAPTER FOUR:  THE TECHNOCRATS 


The biggest challenge for the newly established Department of Homeland Security centered on 
protecting America from another big terror attack while figuring out how to implement extensive 
security measures that would not be so stringent as to seriously erode the very liberties that 
the terrorists were targeting. Lives needed to be saved, but liberties also needed to be 
preserved.  


Robert Bonner headed the Customs Service after 9/11. Bonner lobbied for Congressional 
action that would enhance aviation security by requiring federal agents to conduct screenings 
at all airports, put more air marshals on flights, and redesign cockpit doors to protect against 
forced entry.  In November of 2001, Congress passed legislation requiring all of the above 
measures. Congress slipped an additional provision into this bill that called for all international 
airlines flying into the United States to provide both Customs and the INS with the names and 
identification of every passenger, as well as documentation showing how each ticket was 
purchased.  The manner in which Congress insured international cooperation was to threaten 
more than fifty international airlines that if they did not comply, U.S. officials would search each 
and every passenger entering the U.S. on their flights. Initially, some foreign airlines refused to 
comply.  Saudi Airlines and other Middle East carriers stood their ground.  Customs responded 


                                                             
8 Ibid, page 96. 


9 Ibid. 
10 Ibid, page 98. 
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with a full court press.  All passengers arriving on Saudi flights were put through secondary 
inspections and lengthy questioning before they were permitted to enter the United States.  
The delays were both staggering and aggravating to Saudi travelers. Some Saudi students 
experienced entry delays of up to eight hours before they were allowed to enter the country.  
After only a few days of these delays, Saudi Airlines and the other Middle East carriers were 
quick to notify U.S. Customs that they would immediately comply with the new 
Congressionally-mandated requirements. 


When the U.S. technocrats wanted to implement new, post-9/11 border control policies and 
procedures, they targeted Canada first, albeit less than successfully.  The trading relationship 
between America and Canada is the largest in the world.  Almost one quarter of all U.S. 
exports go north to Canada.  The U.S. could ill-afford to significantly disrupt trade between the 
two countries at the border checkpoints. The almost total shutdown of the Canadian - U.S. 
border crossings on 9/11 alarmed Canadian business leaders.  The U.S. began pressing 
Canada to fall more into line with American visa and refugee policies.  The Canadian Prime 
Minister Jean Chrétien pushed back.  Most Canadians remained wary of adopting American 
policies.  Chrétien did his best to respond to Washington’s demands without appearing to 
subjugate his countrymen to U.S. mandates.  Just days after 9/11, the Canadian prime 
minister announced publicly that Canada would make no changes to its immigration or border 
control measures.  “I don’t think Canadians are prepared to say that Washington can dictate 
our policies for who comes to Canada,” his foreign minister, John Manley, said just before 
Chrétien left for Washington to show his support for the United States.”11 With the pressure still 
on in Washington for more Canadian border control, the USA Patriot Act tripled the number of 
customs inspectors and border patrol agents to 5,000 and 900 respectively. 


Delays at the Canadian border checkpoints became excessively long.  The Canadian 
government slowly began to cave to U.S. demands for stricter border control.  Officials from 
both counties came to an agreement on how enhanced border control could be affected 
without relying solely upon agents spread out across the border.  The U.S. and Canada agreed 
to improve intelligence sharing, share new security technologies, and foster closer cooperation 
with private sector companies. 


In December, 2001, Attorney General Ashcroft met with his Canadian counterpart in Ottawa.  
An agreement was signed that provided for: 


 ■ A better exchange of information about ongoing terrorist investigations 


 ■ Closer cooperation among police, immigration and customs officials 


 ■ The sharing of information on visa denials 


 ■ A more stringent Canadian visa system and refugee status screening 


                                                             
11 Ibid, page 131. 
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The American-Canadian agreement stated that border control should be guided by five 
principles: 


 ■ Risk-based decision making in an effort to better utilize limited resources 


■ The separation of high risk and low risk traffic in order to use intelligence more 
effectively 


 ■ Intergovernmental cooperation to create common standards and procedures 


 ■ Optimum organization of intelligence information so that it could be provided to 
 customs and border officials in a timely enough manner so as to block the entry of 
 undesirables. 


 ■ Border control policies and procedures had to be continually re-evaluated in 
 accordance with the latest threat assessments. 


The grandest move by the Washington technocrats was the establishment of the Department 
of Homeland Security.  Debate raged for months among America’s top leaders on how the 
government should be organized or reorganized to best combat the new threat of terrorism to 
the homeland.  The INS chief, Ziglar, “warned of the unintended consequences of 
reorganization, cautioning that it would be a huge administrative burden and could force them 
to change the immigration court system.”12  Defense Secretary Rumsfeld had no desire to 
enter the debate.  Department of Transportation Secretary Norm Mineta, whose U.S. Coast 
Guard would be stripped from his agency in a huge reorganization, was against any large-
scale redistribution of agencies.  Secretary of State Colin Powell was wary of the gigantic 
legislative nightmares that accompanied any major, governmental reorganization plan.  One 
proposal called for the establishment of an organization similar to that of the German Interior 
Ministry.  Under this plan, the new organization would include the Secret Service, Customs, 
and Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (which would be taken from the Department of the 
Treasury) and the FBI and INS (Stripped from the Department of Justice).  This plan and the 
consternation within the Bush administration was leaked to the New York Times.  The ensuing 
negative publicity killed it. 


When all of the debate was over, the president decided to push for a Department of Homeland 
Security that would merge the INS, Customs, the Coast Guard, and all or parts of nineteen 
other government agencies.  The DHS would employ more than 170,000 people and represent 
the largest U.S. government reorganization since the end of World War II. 


 


CHAPTER FIVE:  THE SCAPEGOAT 


                                                             
12 Ibid, page 142. 
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A little more than a month after the 9/11 attacks, the Washington blame game was in full 
swing.  The Department of State’s Mary Ryan became the only government official to be fired 
as a result of the terror attacks.  Our author believes that she was a scapegoat, and spends an 
entire chapter telling her story. 


Mary Ryan was a devout Catholic and dedicated public servant.  In 2001 she was the assistant 
secretary of state for consular affairs.  As such, Ryan was in charge of almost two thousand 
employees in the consular corps whose duties it was to issue passports and visas to 
foreigners.  With more than 200 visa-issuing U.S. embassies and consulates worldwide, the 
primary job of Ryan’s workforce was to examine visa applications from the millions of 
foreigners each year who apply for entry into the United States for travel, visits, work, study, 
professional employment or business. 


Since most of the 9/11 hijackers entered the U.S. with approved visas, the attention for the 
failure to keep these killers out of the country fell upon Mary Ryan’s global staff of visa 
application reviewers and approvers.  While under investigation and through the period of her 
relief from duty, Ryan defended her state department employees and placed the blame for 
insufficient visa scrutiny on a lack or resources that created a virtual “mission impossible” for 
her staff on a global basis.  She pointed out in testimony that her department was the first 
within the government to build the nation’s first automated terror watch list during the 1990s. 
Ryan’s system was designed to combine intelligence information from the State Department, 
FBI, CIA, and NSA.   


The Senate Judiciary committee, under the leadership of California Democrat Dianne 
Feinstein, grilled Ryan relentlessly. When asked by Feinstein what, in her (Ryan’s) opinion 
went wrong in the issuing of valid visas to thirteen of the 9/11 terrorists who legally entered the 
U.S., Ryan held her ground, defending her people to the end. ““What went wrong was that we 
had no information on them from law enforcement or intelligence,” she said, taking direct aim 
at the FBI and the CIA, two of the most powerful agencies in the U.S. government outside of 
the Pentagon.”13  With this statement, Ryan put the final nail in her coffin.  The author points 
out that uncharacteristically, Secretary of State Colin Powell fed Ryan to the wolves and 
refused to defend her. 


In defense of U.S. consular officers and Ryan’s administration at State, the author presents his 
readers with evidence to show that it was virtually impossible for even the most conscientious 
Foreign Service officer to process all of the visa applications that came across his or her desk 
each day: 


 ■ All throughout the 1990s, the resources allocated to processing visa requests 
 remained woefully inadequate.  “. . . by 2001, just six hundred consular officers were 
 processing more than 10 million visa applications each year.  A consular officer in one 
 of the busiest posts might consider nearly five hundred applications each day.”14 


                                                             
13 Ibid, page 150. 


14 Ibid, page 148. 
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 ■ A consular employee who could not process more than fifty visa application an hour 
 was considered slow on the job.  With little more than sixty seconds to review and 
 adjudicate visa applications, oversights and mistakes are to be expected. 


 ■ Being a consular officer is one of the most high stress, unrewarding and demoralizing 
 jobs within the U.S. State Department.  Many resign within the first few years of service 
 because they cannot live with the low morale and unreasonable demands of their jobs. 


At the time of the September 11th attacks, Mary Ryan was the longest-serving official in the 
Department of State.  She was only the second woman in U.S. history to be awarded the 
status of career ambassador – an honor given to only the most outstanding Foreign Service 
officers.  Numerous associates and staffers referred to her as the most dedicated, selfless, and 
straight-talking government official they had ever known.  Colin Powell fired Ryan in July of 
2002.  Ryan’s dismissal generated an outcry of protests from embassies and consulates all 
over the world. 


During Ryan’s tenure – from 1993 to 2001- the number of visa applications reviewed by her 
consular officers grew from 7 million to more than 10 million each year.  The demand for U.S. 
passports – also processed by her consular staff – doubled to more than 7 million per year.  
Throughout this entire period, Ryan’s staff declined as a result of budget cutbacks that reduced 
the recruiting of new consular officers from more than 200 to less than 100 per year. 


Under Mary Ryan’s leadership, State built its computerized terror watch system called CLASS 
(Consular Lookout and Support System).  By the end of year 2000, the CLASS data base was 
filled with more than 8 million names, more than 2 million of which had been added in 2000 
alone.   


After leaving State, Ryan devoted her life to Catholic ministry and teaching.  She developed 
cancer and died in 2006.  So many State employees attended her funeral that one attendee 
commented, “If the terrorists had come, they could have wiped out half the diplomatic corps.”15 


 


CHAPTER SIX:  THE CONSEQUENCES 


The author tells us that on the morning of March 13, 2002, President George W. Bush did 
something that was out of character for him.  He picked up a newspaper and read one of the 
front page articles.  The article told of how six months after their deaths, the applications for 


                                                                                                                                                                                                    


 


 


 


 


15 Ibid, page 181. 







© Copyright 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


14 


student visas for 9/11 hijackers Mohammed Atta and Marwan al-Shehhi (who piloted planes 
into the World Trade Center) had finally been approved by the INS and had been mailed to the 
aviation school in Florida where both men received their pilot training. Both men entered the 
United States legally, having been granted temporary visas so that they could attend school 
while waiting for final adjudication. The president was enraged. He publicly chastised Attorney 
General John Ashcroft and told him to fix what was broken immediately.  Ahscroft placed the 
blame on the INS ands criticized it leader, Jim Ziglar.  Ziglar became angry that Ashcroft would 
not defend the INS, had harsh words with Ashcroft, and tendered his resignation as INS chief 
on the spot.  The resignation would have been too embarrassing for the Bush administration. It 
was only through White House staffer Josh Bolten’s intervention and persuasion that Ziglar 
withdrew his resignation and remained the INS chief.  (Ziglar finally resigned in August of 
2002, fearing that Ashcroft was planning to replace and publicly embarrass him.  He resigned 
a week after President Bush signed the Congressional legislation that created the Department 
of Homeland Security.) 


In the cases of Atta and al-Shehhi, the INS had failed miserably on all levels.  Actually, the two 
men’s student visa applications had been approved in the summer of 2001, before the 9/11 
attacks.  The visa processing for these two men was less than timely: ten months from the 
date that they submitted their applications and six months after they had completed their flight 
training.  Incredibly, both visa applications were mailed to Atta and al-Shehhi in July and 
August of 2001, but took an additional seven months to actually arrive at the Huffman flight 
school in Florida.  During those seven months, the visa approval letters, called I-20s, sat in the 
vault of a Kentucky contractor hired by the INS to distribute them. 


Despite the problems with the visa screening and approval system, Alden reminds us that 
much of this nation’s greatness has been built on America’s historic and successful efforts to 
recruit the world’s best and brightest to its shores.  He says we can ill-afford to make America 
an unattractive place to re-locate for the world’s most promising foreigners. 


The United States has more prominent colleges and universities than any other country in the 
world.  In 2000, almost 30 percent of the U.S. masters degrees and 40 percent of the U.S. 
doctorates awarded - in disciplines such as science and engineering – were given to foreign-
born students.  More than 50 percent of post-doctorate students in the United States are 
foreign-born.  More than one-third of all U.S. Nobel Prize winners have been foreign-born.  
Between the years of 1990 and 2001, that percentage increased to half.  In Silicon Valley, 
immigrant entrepreneurs have either established or co-founded more than half of all its the 
high-tech, start-up companies.  In fact, almost 40 percent of all U.S. high-tech start-up 
enterprises launched by venture capital were started by immigrants.  As of 2006, these 
immigrant-established private enterprises accounted for more than $500 billion in American 
market value.16 


Respected government officials such as Colin Powell and former CIA Director Robert Gates 
have stated that allowing international students into the United States is one of the most 


                                                             
16 Ibid, page 190. 
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positive things America can do to both positively influence people around the world and 
continue to build America’s intellectual strength and global advantages.  


Those who would restrict the number of foreigner students in America, post-9/11, point to the 
continued failings of the INS to keep track of which students are legitimate and which are not. 
By 2001 there were more than 74,000 institutions in America that accepted applications from 
foreign students.  These included Harvard University and Yale.  But the list also included 
beauty schools, golf and tennis schools, and even dog grooming schools.  The INS rarely 
visited these institutions to verify their legitimacy or even their very existence.  “The Pacific 
Travel Trade School in Los Angeles, for instance, closed in December 2000.  But fifty-one 
foreign students received visas to attend the school in 2001, and another twenty-two in 
2002.”17 


Many post 9/11 programs track foreign students to insure legitimacy when their visas are 
issued.  Many American colleges and universities refuse to cooperate with the INS.  Pressure 
increased on government officials at all levels to maintain zero defects in the issuing of visas.  
As a result, the visa process became more bureaucratic and burdensome beginning in 2002.  
Muslim, Russian, and Chinese students began to experience very long delays in their visa 
processing.  Some missed semesters entirely while awaiting adjudication. 


In August of 2003, the Department of State ordered all consular officers to conduct personal 
interviews with all visa applicants around the world.  Previous to this order, the requirement for 
an interview could be waived by the consular officer when he or she considered the risk low or 
the application routine.  In 2004, Congress made it a law that every visa applicant between the 
ages of fourteen and seventy-nine (with few exceptions) be interviewed as part of the visa 
application process. For many applying for student visas from countries such as Iran, Iraq and 
North Korea, applications could not be approved by the in-country consular officers, but had to 
be sent back to the United States for review by the FBI and stateside State Department 
officials. This visa security review program, known as Visas Mantis, delayed the approval 
process for many applicants, in some cases, by up to a year. 


Delays in processing valid visa applications have hurt prominent American companies. 
Companies desiring to hire the world’ best talent cannot get qualified foreigners into the United 
States in enough time to fill critical positions.  A case in point is that of Boeing.  China 
Southern, the largest domestic airline in China, had purchased Boeing jets since the mid-
1980s.  China applied for visas for a handful of its captains and first officers to come to Seattle 
to receive training on the new Boeing jets that were scheduled for delivery to China Southern. 
By mid-August 2002, when the planes were scheduled for delivery to Chinas, the visa 
applications had not yet been approved.  China refused to take delivery of the aircraft until their 
pilots received training. Government officials could not tell Boeing how long it would take to 
approve the visas.  Boeing was forced to build a separate training facility in China at great 
expense to the company.  Boeing stated in 2002 that the hassle involved with getting Chinese 
customers into the country was seriously affecting Boeings global competitiveness.  In 2004, 
for the first time since the mid-1980s, France’s Airbus sold more jets to China than did Boeing.  
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The same circumstances were encountered with Saudi Arabian and other Middle Eastern 
airlines. Boeing commanded the market share in the region but began losing to Airbus.  In 
2007, Saudi Arabian Airlines placed a $1.7 billion order with Airbus for the first time since 
1981. 


Our author provides numerous examples of foreign dignitaries, artists and business persons 
whose delayed visa approvals resulted in millions of dollars of lost contract and patron 
revenues for enterprises such as Motorola, the Mayo Clinic, the New York World Music 
Institute and colleges and universities across the country.  Alden tells us that America’s loss is 
rapidly becoming the world’s gain.  Foreigners are flocking to countries that are more 
welcoming to them, such as China, India, Canada, the United Kingdom, Australia, New 
Zealand and Ireland.  Companies such as Boeing and Lockheed Martin are moving new 
operations offshore where they can more easily recruit and obtain international talent. 


The National Foreign Trade Council (NFTC) commissioned a 2004 survey which conducted 
confidential interviews with U.S. companies.  The result showed that 60 percent of companies 
interviewed had experienced visa problems, resulting in an estimated loss in sales over a two-
year period of more than $30 billion due to postponed business deals, inability to bring new 
employees into the U.S., or the need to relocate work offshore. 


 


CHAPTER SEVEN:  THE TRIAGE 


With the establishment of the Department of Homeland Security our Department of State lost 
what Colin Powell referred to as “sensible control”18 over dignitaries and other law-abiding 
foreigners entering the country.  The DHS, primarily via its newly-established Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA), controlled all airport security - overriding any State concerns or 
desires. 


“By the time the Department of Homeland Security was up and running in March 2003, there 
was no question that the ‘cops’ were largely in control.  The new and expanded visa screening 
requirements had given the FBI an effective veto over many visa applications. The bureau was 
unable to do its security background checks in any timely fashion, resulting in long delays for 
many other applicants.”19 


The birth of the Department of Homeland Security was precluded by a long and painful labor, 
marked by turf battles, interagency rivalries, and competition among top government officials. 
The labor pains remained long after the birth. Examples of the turmoil and consternation 
surrounding the establishment of the DHS include the following: 


 ■ The amalgamation of the Customs Service and the INS into the Customs and Border 
 Protection Agency (CBP).  This merging of the Border Patrol with the inspection arms of 


                                                             
18 Ibid, page 221. 


19 Ibid, page 222. 
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 the INS and Customs, made it the second largest law enforcement agency in the 
 nation, second only to the FBI. (It eventually became the largest in the country, 
 overtaking the FBI in numbers. The FBI was not pleased.) 


 ■ Rob Bonner became the head of the newly-established CBP.  His headquarters was 
 physically separated from that of DHS.  As such, the CBP established its own security 
 clearance system, different from that of DHS.  A DHS official with a security badge 
 touting three stars – the highest of DHS clearances – could not gain entry into the 
 subordinate offices of the CBP headquarters.  


 ■ Tom Ridge, the new DHS Director, never quantified which DHS agency was in charge 
 of DHS policy.  It became a free-for-all. 


 ■ The DHS problems were even more alarming on the outside. The DHS was required 
 – thanks to Congressional and White House politics – to report to no less than eighty 
 separate congressional committees and subcommittees.  As a result, senor DHS 
 officials, instead of focusing their efforts on securing the homeland, spent the bulk of 
 their time preparing for and testifying before Congress more than 125 times during the 
 first six months of 2004. 


 ■ “Susan Neely, who was Ridge’s communications chief at both the White House and at 
 DHS, said that in many ways, Ridge had been more powerful before the department 
 was established. . . . Whenever you called a meeting at the White House, other 
 agencies came. Now we’re over at the department and agencies didn’t come; they 
 came up with all sorts of excuses.”20 


 ■ The White House micromanaged the DHS to the point of absurdity. It required 
 updates from Ridge’s staff on everything from border guard uniforms to the selection of 
 firearms to be used in the training academies. 


 ■ John Ashcroft, in a final act of defiance before the INS was pulled from the 
 Department of Justice and reallocated to the DHS, gave his FBI the unprecedented 
 authority to arrest foreigners on immigration violations.  This cemented a direct conflict 
 with the duties of the newly-established DHS. 


 ■ Previous to the stand-up of DHS, the terror data bases were maintained by the 
 Department of State, the INS, CIA and agencies other than DHS.  But the 
 Congressional legislation that created the DHS mandated that the DHS take 
 governmental responsibility for integrating intelligence on terror threats within the United 
 States.  This threw a big wrench into the existing intelligence modus operandi. To 
 further complicate things, President George W. Bush mandated the creation of a 
 Terrorist Threat Integration Center in 2003 and placed it under CIA and FBI control, 
 effectively cutting the intelligence arm away from the newly established DHS. 


                                                             
20 Ibid, page 227. 
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 ■ Tom Ridge wanted the new customs and border agency to be called Investigations 
 and Criminal Enforcement.  The FBI director, Robert Mueller, objected because the 
 word “investigation” cut into the FBI’s turf.  Mueller took the fight to the White House and 
 won.  He forced the DHS to name its new agency the Immigration and Customs 
 Enforcement. 


 ■ Though Tom Ridge was the head of the newly-formed DHS, his authority with respect 
 to changes he desired in U.S. border security was constantly undermined by other 
 agency heads and even the White House staff, who viewed Ridge’s public appeal and 
 popularity as a threat to that of President Bush. 


■ From the first day of its creation, the DHS was at odds with the Department of State. 
The State Department was laboring to reduce the backlog of visa applications.  It did not 
want any recommendations from the DHS.  Visas were traditionally State’s purview and 
that was the manner in which State wanted it to remain – DHS be damned.  The DHS 
endeavored to reduce the Department of State’s high rate of visa denials for business 
persons.  State successfully held its ground.  


One of the greatest challenges to the U.S. government post-9/11 was to decide how to best 
integrate all of the agencies’ data bases containing valuable information on terrorist 
organization, their members and activities. The government needed to find a way to 
consolidate all of the various agencies’ data bases. During President George W. Bush’s first 
term of office yet another government agency was established: the CIA-led National Counter-
Terrorism Center (NCTC).  The NCTC was where all of the terror-related data bases were to 
be consolidated.   


As various agencies contributed to the consolidated data base maintained by the NCTC, some 
problems arose.  Within the FBI, agents handled their own cases.  From the beginning there 
was no apparent oversight or control over how many names FBI agents entered into the NCTC 
terrorist data base.  As a result, the list grew larger and larger.  By 2008, the number of terror 
suspects entered into the data base ballooned from around 160,000 in 2004 to more than a 
quarter million in 2008.  Around 20,000 additional names were being assed to the data base 
monthly. The numbers quickly became unmanageable. 


Tom Ridge developed a plan called “US-VISIT.” The plan called for all foreign visitors to the 
United States to be fingerprinted. Several nations complained about the new requirements, 
Japan and Brazil among them.  The FBI wanted to take control of the program because it 
maintained the nation’s fingerprint data base.  Ridge insisted that if the FBI became the 
welcoming committee at airports, it would not appear very welcoming to foreigners.  Ridge won 
that fight and the program remained in DHS. 


There were some hurdles to overcome with US-VISIT.  The government was concerned about 
further damaging its already eroded image as a welcoming nation.  Even though the 
fingerprinting process utilized digital technology as opposed to the old ink and paper method, it 
was estimated that it would take upwards of six minutes for border agents to physically handle 
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and print all fingers on both hands. The FBI suggested the slap-ten method, where the traveler 
puts eight fingers onto the digital reader and then two thumbs at the same time.  It was finally 
decided that US-VISIT would adopt the more abbreviated and faster method used by the INS – 
two digital fingerprints and a photo. 


The Department of Homeland Security’s own Customs and Border Patrol (CBP) resented US-
VISIT because Ridge did not give the CBP management of the program.  Controlling entry to 
the U.S. had always been the CBP mission.  Ergo, US-VISIT constituted a threat to CBP’s core 
mission.  The CBP chief, Robert Bonner, fought the program every step of the way. 


The contract to get US-VISIT up and running by the end of 2003 was awarded to Accenture, a 
U.S. company that had recently moved its head office offshore to Bermuda for tax purposes. At 
a cost to the taxpayer of $10 billion over ten years, it was the first big DHS contract awarded. 
The deployment plan called for all U.S. international airports to be equipped to take photos and 
fingerprints of all foreigners requiring visas when they stepped off of the plane.  Those coming 
in from visa waiver countries would be exempt.  It was envisioned that US-VISIT would 
contribute to national security by: 


 ■ Providing yet another layer of security when combined with the information on other 
 government watch lists. 


 ■ Further preventing visa fraud because now the fingerprints taken at the airport could 
 be matched against the ones taken by the State Department overseas when the person 
 applied for the visa to insure that it was the same individual. 


 ■ Preventing passport fraud.  Once the fingerprints were entered into the system, they 
 could be permanently associated with each individual passport. If a passport was lost or 
 stolen, and then subsequently forged, the fingerprints would reveal the fraud. 


 ■ If an exit tracking system was implemented, and fingerprints also taken on the way 
 out of the country, then the FBI could determine which terror or criminal suspects 
 remained in the country and which had departed. 


US-VISIT was rolled-out at 115 airports in January 2004, the slowest travel month of the year.  
The system worked well.  On the average, travelers could be fingerprinted, photographed, and 
sent on their way in less than fifteen seconds. 


The US-VISIT program was the hallmark accomplishment of Ridge’s tenure as DHS secretary.  
By fall of 2004 the system was working extremely well, and was expanded to include visitors 
from countries such as Japan and the European nations where visas were not required.  In its 
first four years of operation, US-VISIT filed fingerprints and photos from approximately 90 
million travelers coming into the United States, resulting in more than 1,500 persons being 
denied entry into the U.S. for either criminal or terrorist reasons. 


 


 







© Copyright 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


20 


CHAPTER EIGHT:  THE FENCE 


By June 2004 controversy over the lack of control on the U.S.-Mexico border was peaking.  
Those who opposed illegal immigration were continually knocking heads with those who not 
only wanted open borders but amnesty for the estimated 11 to 12 million illegal aliens living in 
the United States.  A firestorm of debate and political positioning was ignited by an incident in 
Southern California when members of the Temecula Border Control began arresting illegal 
immigrants within the border, at bus stops, outside of churches and at hospitals. Congress 
immediately placed pressure upon DHS to put a stop to the internal arrests.  DHS complied 
and restricted the border patrol from making internal arrests.  The bureaucratic argument 
which followed maintained that it was the job of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 
to make arrests inside the U.S. border.   


Public outcry against the DHS decision prohibiting border agents from making internal arrests 
was overwhelming.  Led by media figures such as CNN’s Lou Dobbs, talk show hosts from 
coast-to-coast called for the DHS to clamp down even harder on illegal immigration.  The 
media asked direct and hard-hitting questions which senior DHS officials simply could not 
answer.  On a local California talk show –The John and Ken Show – DHS senior official Asa 
Hutchinson was asked, “How come after 9/11 we didn’t seal off the border with Mexico?  I’ve 
heard your boss, Tom Ridge, talking about the threat to America. With tens of thousands of 
people coming over the Mexican border each year, if not more, don’t you think al Qaeda could 
be among them?”21  Hutchinson admitted that that was a concern and that, “If we cannot 
protect our border from economic immigrants, we cannot protect our border from terrorists.”22 


The interview on The John and Ken Show exposed the most blatant and looming contradiction 
of the Bush administration after 9/11.  With all of the resources, money and government 
reorganization focused upon keeping our nation safe from another terror attack, George W. 
Bush had no desire to see a clamp-down of the Mexican border.  He especially did not want to 
lose political support from Hispanic supporters, which was certain to result from any 
government efforts to close the Mexican border or round-up illegal aliens already in the United 
States.  During Bush’s first term of office the issue of Mexican border control was largely 
ignored.  The White House’s 2002 “National Strategy for Homeland Security” did not even 
address how the two thousand mile stretch of border could or would be secured. 


Some efforts were made after 9/11 to establish the same arrangement with Mexico that the 
U.S. had with Canada; namely, a Smart Border Accord.  But whereas Canada was a willing 
and trusted partner, Mexico was not.  If U.S. officials had a security concern and passed it onto 
Canadian authorities, the U.S. officials were very confident that their Canadian counterparts 
would act.  That was not the case with Mexico. 


Under the leadership of its first secretary, Tom Ridge, the DHS all but avoided the issue to 
security along the Mexican border. In fact, security along the southern border actually 


                                                             
21 Ibid, page 257. 


22 Ibid. 
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diminished.  In the 1990s the number of border agents in California, Arizona and Texas 
increased was tripled to 9,000.  But after 9/11 and the passing of the USA Patriot Act, the 
number of border agents was only increased along the Canadian border, not the Mexican one. 


Almost immediately after 9/11, negotiations with Mexico on secure border initiatives came to a 
halt.  President Bush wanted Congress to pass the Development Relief and Education for 
Alien Minors (DREAM) Act as a first step towards granting legal citizenship to all illegal 
immigrants currently residing within the United States.  In January 2004, Bush unveiled his 
plan to pardon millions of illegal immigrants.  Further, his proposal called for a temporary 
worker program that would permit Mexicans to work in the United States while moving freely 
back and forth across the border. 


According to our author, it was not until Michael Chertoff took the DHS reins from Ridge in 
February 2005 that border issues began to be taken seriously by the DHS.  When Chertoff 
became secretary, he inherited a DHS that was severely dysfunctional and consumed by 
internal rivalries.  Still, he managed to make progress.  


Michael Chertoff began his government career in the 1980s working for New York Mayor Rudy 
Giuliani as the U.S. attorney for Manhattan. He became the U.S. attorney for the state of New 
Jersey in 1990. He served as a special council on the Whitewater investigations during the 
Clinton administration.  During the first Bush administration, Chertoff was John Ashcroft’s 
assistant attorney general for criminal investigation. All the while, Chertoff maintained a tough 
stance on illegal immigration.  He was a strong advocate for extremely aggressive use of anti-
immigration laws as a means of detaining and arresting terror suspects. 


Though US-VISIT under Ridge was successfully deployed in U.S. airports, its land border 
implementation under Chertoff’s administration fell short.  Though DHS met the 
Congressionally-mandated end of January 2005 to have US-VISIT up and running at the land 
border checkpoints, border agents were only taking fingerprints from less than 2 percent of all 
those crossing into the United states by land.  Only travelers requiring visas to cross into the 
U.S. by land – which excluded Canadians and Mexicans – were required to be fingerprinted. 


The exit portion of the plan proved even more difficult.  Unlike European countries that already 
had exit checkpoints in place, U.S. airports were not set up to record fingerprints of those who 
exited the U.S.  Originally, it was thought that the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) 
could do the checkout procedures when they screened international passengers for dangerous 
objects.  The TSA did not want that additional role and responsibility.  As of the 2008 printing 
of this book, DHS is looking at tasking the airlines with recording the fingerprints of departing 
foreigners when they check in for their flights. 


In 2005, a bill co-sponsored by Senators McCain and Kennedy sought to create a guest 
worker program and citizenship for illegal immigrants that were more liberal than George 
Bush’s previous recommendations.  It offered amnesty to all illegal immigrants currently living 
in the United States.  The bill caused uproar in Congress and was battered down by 
proponents of anti-terror initiatives and secure borders. To counter the McCain-Kennedy bill, 
House Republicans introduced their own legislation, in December 2005, that would result in the 
most stringent immigration crackdowns in American history.  This bill “. . .made illegal entry 
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into the United States a felony, so that border crossers risked not just being turned back but 
potentially imprisoned for up to a year.  It required mandatory detention of all non-Mexican 
illegal immigrants until they could be deported.  It made it a felony to offer any sort of 
assistance to an illegal immigrant living in the United States.  Finally, and most notoriously, it 
called for construction of 700 miles of double-layered fencing along the nearly 2,000-mile 
southern border.”23  From 2005 through 2007 the bill was heavily debated, and both sides of 
the Congressional isles remained deadlocked.  Chertoff personally approved of the fencing 
initiative.   


Since mid-2004, Bonner’s Customs and Border Protection worked to implement a high-tech 
program called ASI – America’s Shield Initiative.  The idea was to use the latest and greatest 
surveillance technology to gain control of the southern border.  The arsenal of tools included 
drones and remote sensors among other expensive surveillance toys.  A previous plan to 
secure both the northern and southern borders had been implemented in 1997 and had failed 
miserably.  The CBP said that they had learned from the mistakes that were made in ’97 when 
deploying ASI.  The ASI program initially called for spending $2.5 billion over five years to 
deploy pilotless aircraft and motion sensors along the Mexican border.  But in an eight-month 
test conducted along an Arizona-Mexican stretch of border, the ASI technology only assisted 
Border Patrol agents in the apprehension of a little more than 1,000 illegal immigrants, which 
constituted only half of one percent of the total number captured in that area during the same 
eight-month time frame.  The program was scrapped after a GAO report condemned ASI as a 
failure. 


With so much money spent on programs that did not live up to expectations, Secretary 
Chertoff initiated yet another border control program in November 2005 dubbed the Secure 
Border Initiative (SBI).  Similar to past programs that had failed, what made SBI different was 
that it was bigger, more expensive, and involved a bigger role for private sector companies.  
Technology was again a key player.  Boeing was awarded the contract to establish virtual 
fences along the border consisting of cameras and radar units mounted on towers.  The 
system was supposed to detect persons crossing the border.  The more desolate areas were 
to be monitored by the same Predator drones used by the CIA in Afghanistan and Iraq. With 
SBI and other measures, the DHS promised that it would be able to gain operational control of 
the U.S.-Mexican border by 2013 at a total cost to the taxpayers of $8 billion. 


Congress was divided over the president’s immigration reform proposals and Chertoff’s pieces 
of it.  The only thing the House and Senate seemed to agree upon was their construction of a 
fence along the southern border.  A week before the November 2006 Congressional elections, 
Bush signed the bill authorizing construction of the fence.  The bill called for 700 miles of 
pedestrian and vehicle fencing across a stretch of Mexican border. 


The Senate made a last ditch effort to pass an immigration reform bill in 2007.  Even though 
Democrats had gained Senate seats and taken control of the House in the 2006 elections, 
bitter debate and division continued to rage in Congress.  McCain offered his immigration 
proposals which nearly caused him the Republican nomination for president.  Having been 
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chastised by the House and Senate for his pro-illegal immigrant stance, he soon reversed his 
stance promising, if elected president, that he would tighten border control.  At the same time, 
and with Congress deadlocked, Chertoff decided that DHS would seize the initiative on its own 
and get the job done.  He promised that by the end of 2008, DHS would employ an additional 
9,000 agents along the border – twice the amount on duty when he took office.  He also stated 
that 370 miles of the 700 miles of border fence would be completed during that same time 
period. The DHS secretary vowed to times by four the number of Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement teams charged with hunting down illegal immigrants within the United States.  But 
with these new goals to clamp down on illegal immigration, the DHS resources and emphasis 
slowly shifted away from counter-terror initiatives. 


With all of the time, resources, manpower and money devoted to all of the post-9/11 border 
security initiatives, an independent study conducted in 2007 showed that DHS had yielded 
very little counter-terror results.  “ . . TRAC, a university group that does detailed research 
based on government documents uncovered, through Freedom of Information Act requests, 
that the growing enforcement efforts has been almost totally unrelated to terrorism. In the first 
three years of the department’s existence, which is the latest data available, DHS filed 
immigration charges against more than 814,000 people; in only a dozen of those cases did 
DHS make a claim or terrorism or support for terrorism.”24 


Though the counter-terror success of the DHS programs remains questionable, there is no 
question that illegal immigrants are being given a run for their money.  On any given day in 
2008 more than 30,000 individuals are being held in jails across the nation on charges of 
illegal immigration or minor crimes. 


In 2004 the Congress implemented some of the recommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
and passed an intelligence reform bill that included provisions for requiring a passport or other 
secure identification documents for travel to and from Canada, Mexico, and the Caribbean 
Islands.  The mandate, known as the Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative (WHTI) will be 
implemented in full by 2009. 


Visa processing wait times are still a problem for law abiding foreigners seeking entry into the 
United States.  “In 2007, fifty-three of the State Department’s foreign consulates and 
embassies were still reporting wait times of thirty days or more to get a visa interview, though 
the delays continue to be reduced.”25 By 2006, more than one million foreigners legally in the 
U.S. were still waiting for State to adjudicate their requests for permanent residency.  A 
subsequent 2007 study revealed that probably one half of these were considering leaving the 
U.S. and re-locating in China or India, were visa application and residency requests could be 
adjudicated in a much more timely manner. 


So damaged is the world view of the U.S. as a welcoming country that in January 2008, the 
Sunday Times of London told its readers that if they desired a relaxing, stress-free vacation 
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avoid the United States, as they were bound to receive a chilly reception. In 2007, China 
superceded the U.S. as the world third-most visited nation.  Spain and France remained 
number one and two respectively. A 2008 survey conducted by the Council on State 
Governments verified that promoting foreign investment within the United States was 
becoming a serious problem, as three out of four surveyed stated that they ran into problems 
securing visas for foreign visitors.  A Commerce Department paper published in 2007 titled 
Visa and Foreign Direct Investment willingness to invest ion the U.S. was reduced because 
foreign investors had difficulty getting into the country.  


In 2007 Microsoft was not able to acquire visas for more than one-third of its foreign-recruited 
workforce hired to take jobs on American soil.  Chairman Bill Gates testified before Congress 
that, “many U.S. firms, including Microsoft, have been forced to locate staff in countries that 
welcome skilled foreign workers to do work that could have otherwise been done in the United 
States, if it were not for our counterproductive immigration policies.”26 


In March of 2008, the DHS revealed that its multi-billion dollar Secure Border Initiative had 
been a complete failure. Boeing’s technology failed from day one. The high-tech equipment 
installed by Boeing did not transmit information and data among border control stations as 
designed.  Cameras mounted atop towers did not show clear images at distances of 5 
kilometers – half the distance at which Boeing had promised to deliver clear and usable 
images.  The failure of yet another DHS project caused the agency to stop further, 
technological initiatives to secure our southern border with Mexico. So singularly alarming 
were the DHS border security failures that the chairman of the House Homeland Security 
Committee called top DHS officials onto the carpet and told them that if DHS could not secure 
America’s borders, Congress would look elsewhere for an organization that was capable of 
doing so. 


Author Edward Alden states that seven years after the 9/11 attacks it is markedly more difficult 
for a terrorist to gain entry into the United States.  Unfortunately for America, it is also harder 
for talented foreigners wishing to relocate to immigrate here.  “. . . in the name of protecting the 
country against another terrorist attack, we will continue to weaken the foundations of 
America’s economic advantage, damage it diplomacy, and ultimately harm its national 
security.”27 Alden tells his readers that in its post 9/11, get tough approach, the United States 
has learned enough to be able to make positive adjustments in its laws and policies that could 
reinstitute our nation’s long-standing tradition of openness and welcoming borders without 
compromising security.  He tells us that we should, as a nation, be able to draw three definitive 
conclusions from the experiments and experiences of the last seven years: 


 ■ As a nation, we must all comprehend that immigration enforcement and 
 counterterrorism are two different things.  For the U.S. to tackle each effectively, it must 
 realize that each need to be targeted separately. 
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 ■ The consequences of trying to eliminate all of the risks associated with another terror 
 attack are worse than simply learning how to live with the risks themselves. 


 ■ America must be just as committed to ensuring that good people are encouraged to 
 come to the United States as it is committed to keeping the bad people out.  


Alden says that if we as a government and a people refuse to learn from our past mistakes 
then we cannot and will not progress positively and effectively as this war on terror proliferates. 
Some of the noteworthy failures that must not be repeated include: 


 ■ In the months following the 9/11 attacks, more than 750 persons were detained by 
 U.S. authorities on suspicion of terrorist or terror support activities.  Though nearly all 
 arrested had committed some sort of immigration violation, not a single one of those 
 arrested and detained were ever charged with a terror-related crime. 


 ■ There exists little evidence proving that any of the government profiling initiatives 
 aimed at Arabs and Muslims have ever successfully identified or excluded terrorists 
 from our borders.  In fact, the post 9/11 twenty-one day hold on all visas for men from 
 Muslim nations, put in place in November 2001, did not produce any useful counter-
 terror information or result in even one visa denial. 


 ■ Operation Condor, which mandated detailed FBI and CIA background checks for 
 Muslim male applicants never successfully resulted in the apprehension of even one 
 terrorist, even though more than 130,000 visa applications had run the lengthy and 
 costly FBI/CIA gauntlet.  


 ■ The US-VISIT program initiated by Tom Ridge’s DHS screened some 76 million 
 visitors within a three year period. Though it helped border and customs officials to 
 question or take into custody 1,800 people who committed immigration or criminal 
 violations, it failed to yielded even one terrorist. 


The 9/11 commission concluded that “Al Qaeda operatives appear to be aware of U.S. 
immigration laws and regulations, and to have structured their travel and entries into the United 
States with those constraints in mind. . . “28 Alden hints that with the long and well-publicized 
bureaucratic processes involved in new immigration laws, programs and procedures, the bad 
guys have plenty of time to study, absorb, and work around any U.S. initiatives. 


Alden maintains that America must match its money, resources and efforts to keep the bad 
guys out with equal efforts to help good, talented people get into the United States.  He points 
out that border and interior immigration enforcement costs DHS more than $10 billion each 
year. Yet the budget to process visa and citizenship requests from law-abiding foreigners has 
an annual budget of only around $2 billion.  He concludes by telling us that as America strives 
to close it doors to undesirables, visas for highly-skilled foreign workers have been capped at a 
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level that is so low that America’s quota is routinely filled by U.S. officials only a few days each 
year. 
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JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC EDITORIAL COMMENTS: 


Andrew Krepinevich’s book, 7 Deadly Scenarios, is based upon current and emerging 
world affairs, multi-national foreign policies, international relations and the objectives of 
transnational terrorist organizations.  Krepinevich capitalizes on his superior mastery of 
current affairs, global economic and military capabilities, international strategic 
objectives and nation-state strengths and weaknesses to show his readers what events 
are likely to unfold upon the world stage within the next two to ten years.  


Krepinevich wrote this book as a wake-up call to those tasked with developing U.S. 
national and military strategies and foreign policy. He maintains that many of our current 
strategies do not look realistically or effectively to the future. Utilizing unclassified, open-
source intelligence sources, his command of contemporary military history, and his 
assessment of global political trends, Krepinevich created seven, currently “factitious” 
scenarios that the U.S. could very well be confronted with in the next decade.  These 
scenarios present worst-case situations for the U.S., any one of which, in coming to 
fruition, could very well challenge the health, super power status, and security of the 
United States of America. 


The seven scenarios Krepinevich created for our awakening, awareness, and war 
games include: 


 • An Islamist takeover of Pakistan 


 • Terror-initiated, nuclear detonations in U.S. cities 


 • An outbreak of pandemic Influenza 


 • A near nuclear confrontation between Iran and Israel 


• Chinese threat to invade Taiwan, with warning to the U.S. not to intervene 


•Terrorists attacks against international shipping, that cripple the global economy 


• A lost war for America in Iraq 


 


INTRODUCTION: A GLIMPSE OF THE FUTURE 


Andrew Krepenovich says that the U.S. military historically does a poor job of predicting 
how future threats and wars will unfold. Singularly outstanding individuals possessing 
the wisdom and foresight to correctly predict future military developments and events 
are present in every military generation, but their predictions – often way ahead of 
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conventional thought - all-too-often fall upon deaf ears. He cites some convincing 
examples: 


■ In February, 1932, a war game commenced in which a Navy admiral 
commanding two new aircraft carriers launched planes on a Sunday that dropped 
simulated bombs (flour sacs) on Navy ships anchored in port. The opposing side 
– the Army - protested the devastating results of this simulated attack on Hickam 
Field and the ships anchored at Pearl Harbor.  The strength of their argument 
was that the simulated attack was unfairly conducted on a Sunday.  The umpires 
sided with the Army. No mention of Admiral Yarnell’s successful attack against 
the military assets in Hawaii was ever included in the official report of the 
exercise results.  Ten years later, the Japanese Imperial Fleet successfully 
conducted basically the same attack against U.S. forces at Pearl Harbor and 
Hickam Field. 


■ In 2002, the military conducted a very expensive exercise called Millennium 
Change 02.  The scenario for this exercise was set in 2007, then five years in the 
future. The exercise scenario involved military action against a part of Iran that 
broke away from the parent government. A retired Marine Corps Lieutenant 
General was asked to play the opposing force or “Red Team” commander. 
Acknowledging that his Iranian forces were inferior to the U.S. forces massed 
against him, the general came up with ways to outthink and outmaneuver the 
superior American forces.  He used messengers instead of radio 
communications to send orders and missives.  He sent a large number of small 
boats to mingle among the U.S. warships entering the Persian Gulf.  With a few 
aircraft in support, the general’s flotilla of small boats attacked the American fleet.  
Launching huge salvos of cruise missiles, the anti-missile detection capabilities 
of the Aegis cruiser radar systems became overwhelmed and combat ineffective.  
The result of the Red Force ingenuity was that severe damage was inflicted upon 
the U.S. fleet, with sixteen warships damaged or sunk in the narrows of the 
Persian Gulf waters.  Joint Forces Command stopped the exercise, resurrected 
the Blue Fleet, and constrained the Red Forces commander so that further 
embarrassment to U.S. forces in the exercise could not occur. 


Krepinevich tells us that “the key to minimizing the risk of being surprised and of 
suffering catastrophic failure is not to ignore the risks in the hopes of muddling through 
but rather to take uncertainty into account to identify areas of potential risk, and to 
employ planning tools, like scenarios, to narrow the range of uncertainty where 
possible.”4 


The crafting of successful strategy is a battle between adversaries, the success of 
which depends upon which side has the correct insight into the future and can exploit 
that vision to its advantage.  United States political and military leaders demonstrated 
their lack of vision in thinking that Operation Iraqi Freedom would be won through the 
                                                             


4 Ibid, page 12. 
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traditional employment of overwhelming and technically superior forces as was the case 
in Desert Storm.  The irregular war which developed and remains in progress there 
caught the United States off guard and unprepared. 


Andrew Krepinevich worries that the U.S. military planners still do not make realistic 
assessments of future threats to American combat forces.  He says we must be quicker 
to absorb and act upon the lessons of recent conflicts.  For example, in the 2006 
Second Lebanon War, Hezbollah forces launched more than 4,000 rockets against the 
Israelis.  Though these rockets were not precision guided, it is just a matter of time 
before that capability is available to terror organizations.  What does the U.S. military 
have in its defensive arsenal to defend against salvos of precision-guided surface-to-
surface and cruise missiles?  At present, nothing.  


 


CHAPTER 1:  THE COLLAPSE OF PAKISTAN 


This scenario unfolds in the year 2013. Islamist factions are threatening the survival of 
Pakistan’s democratic government from within.  Near-war tensions between Pakistan 
and India increase dramatically due to an uncontrollable surge in Islamist suicide 
attacks in the disputed region of Kashmir. With the support of the United States, 
Pakistan’s president plans to address the United Nations (UN) General Assembly, and 
ask that international peacekeeping troops be deployed to support the government of 
Pakistan and keep the peace between Pakistan and India. Before the Pakistani 
president can address the UN, he is assassinated by renegade Pakistani military units 
sympathetic to the Islamist factions working to convert Pakistan into an Islamic 
Republic.  The Pakistani Islamists blame the assassination on India and America, 
India’s staunch ally.  Anti-American and Indian protestors flock to the streets of 
Pakistan. Concern over the whereabouts and control of Pakistan’s arsenal of nuclear 
weapons becomes a growing fear among nations of the free world. At least one nuclear 
weapons site is under the control of Islamists. A few air bases capable of launching 
planes with nuclear weapons are also controlled by Islamist factions. One of the Islamist 
leaders has announced that twelve nuclear weapons have been removed from storage 
and dispersed among Islamist commanders so that Islamist army units can maintain a 
nuclear capability. 


Fueled by the Pakistani Islamist leaders, the Pakistani public demands that its civilian 
government and military leaders resign immediately. The American president and the 
other permanent UN Security Council member states –Russia, China, France, and 
Great Britain – scramble to come up with an international intervention plan in the event 
that diplomacy fails to settle the crisis. 


The Pakistani military, enriched in recent decades by as much as 30 percent of the 
country’s budget, tries to wield its power.  Following the Pakistani president’s 
assassination, the acting president of Pakistan, the senior commander of the military 
forces, directs the army to restore order throughout Pakistan. But many of the army’s 
commanding officers are Islamists who refuse to act upon their general’s orders. 
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(Krepinevich notes that when President Musharraf reversed course and threw his support 
behind American efforts post-9/11, Pakistan’s Islamist political parties began to gain strength.  
Two parties in particular, Jamaat-e-Islami and Jamait-ul-Ulema-e-Islam (JUI) worked to win over 
Army generals who would support the establishment of an Islamic republic in Pakistan.  Jamaat-
e-Islami took credit for infiltrating Pakistan’s elite intelligence service – the ISI – and winning 
over many key ISI leaders to the cause of Islamism. Krepinevich points out that the United 
States shares the blame for the ISI’s and Pakistani military’s slide towards radical Islam.  
Alarmed and worried that Pakistan was developing nuclear weapons, the U.S. broke off its 
training and advisory programs with the Pakistani military in 1990.  As a result, relationships 
between American officers and their Pakistani counterparts faded away, opening the door for 
Islamists to work their influence. While President Musharraf outwardly supported America’s 
post-9/11 war on terror, by the mid-2000s he was caving in to Islamist protests throughout 
Pakistan, permitting the Islamists to participate in civil disobedience in defiance of Pakistan’s 
laws.) 


As Krepinevich’s Pakistani scenario unfolds, Islamist-led violence in that country 
increases: 


■ In summer of 2010, Pakistani Christians fall victim to Islamist attacks on their 
schools, churches and hospitals. 


■ Jews are also terrorized and most have fled the country by fall of 2010. 


■ With the vast majority of Pakistani Muslims being Sunnis, the Islamists also 
take out their wrath against Pakistan’s Shia sects.  The Sunni Jihadists see the 
Shia as infidels. Using tactics similar to those employed by insurgents in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, the Pakistani Jihadists detonate improvised explosive 
devices (IEDs) at Shia gatherings, shopping districts and mosques, killing 
hundreds at a time. 


■ The Islamists carry out political assassinations on a wide scale, targeting 
Pakistani senior government and military officials who oppose the Jihadist 
movement.  The radicals also target non-Muslim professionals such as lawyers 
and doctors. 


■ In November 2010, a suicide truck bombing at the Avari Hotel in Lahore (a 
favorite lodging place for international businessmen) kills many influential people 
who bring needed trade and services to Pakistan.  After this bombing, foreign 
investment in Pakistan dries up. This money stoppage, combined with a mass 
exodus of Shia Muslims from Pakistan – all of whom took their money with them 
– places Pakistan in severe financial difficulty. 


■ Several Pakistani army units defect from the government and pledge 
allegiance to the Islamist leaders. Fear increases that many of Pakistan’s nuclear 
weapons now belong to rogue army units that know how to employ them. 


The American president calls upon the international community to work together to 
stabilize Pakistan and secure the country’s nuclear arsenal.  Ironically, the only two 
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nations capable of responding to the call are the ones that invoke the rage of the 
Islamists – the United States and India. 


India, fearing that the Pakistani Jihadists will attack India’s nuclear sites, suspends all 
bus and train transportation between the two nations and places its military on high 
alert. India’s prime minister addresses the world via a speech broadcast globally.  In his 
address, the prime minister reminds all nations – especially the United States and 
Russia – that a nuclear attack against India by the Pakistani Islamists would constitute 
an attack against all, and that India’s response would be ruinous.  World leaders realize 
that an Islamic, Pakistani republic, untouchable by virtue of its threatening nuclear 
arsenal, would become a breeding ground for the global, Jihadist movement.  There 
could be no certainty that a Pakistani Islamic republic would not sell some of its nuclear 
weapons or technology to rogue states or terror organizations.  The threat to global 
peace and stability could be huge. 


The UN Security Council members want to act, but any resolution is blocked by China, 
which states that Pakistan’s problem is internal and that international intervention is not 
justified.  It is suspected that China is vetoing any UN action based upon its close 
trading relations with Iran, and its support of the nuclear developments in North Korea, 
Iran, and Pakistan. 


Citizens throughout the United States and Europe demonstrate, calling for their 
governments to negotiate with the Pakistani Islamists before it is too late.  Arab and 
Chinese peace promoters join the call to strike a bargain with the Jihadists. 


The two main security issues which must be resolved are: (1) how does the free world 
locate and secure the loose nukes without causing the Islamists to employ them and  
(2) how can Pakistan, with a population more than five times that of Iraq, possibly be 
stabilized and secured? A U.S. general who served as commander of forces in Iraq, 
points out during congressional testimony that the forces needed to intervene in 
Pakistan simply do not exist. “Consider, Mr. Chairman, that at the height of the “Surge” 
of U.S. forces in Iraq we had roughly 20 brigades working to bring order to a country of 
around 27 million.  The population of Pakistan is seven times as large, which would 
mean a surge of 160 brigades . . . The entire United States Army, including the 
reserves, has but 76 brigade combat teams.”5  The general also points out that with 
current global commitments, a maximum of only 12 combat brigades can be mobilized 
for duty in Pakistan, leaving the U.S. without any strategic troop reserves. 


The looming dilemma is one of capabilities.  Even if the Pakistani loose nukes can be 
located, how can they be disabled and secured?  The nukes are most probably stored 
in underground chambers, protected from air attacks and penetration from such 
weapons as the “bunker Busters” and “smart bombs.”  The U.S. possesses low-yield, 
nuclear earth-penetrating weapons, but U.S. first use of nuclear weapons against a 
Muslim state is not an option.  It is possible that U.S. Special Forces could locate and 
                                                             


5 Ibid, page 55. 
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secure some of the Pakistani nukes, but then how would the forces and the nuclear 
weapons be extracted?  Also, the Jihadists are most likely moving the nukes regularly to 
avoid detection and targeting. 


Suggestions are made to seal Pakistan’s borders so that the nukes cannot be removed 
from that country.  The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs points out that securing Pakistan’s 
borders is impossible for many reasons, to include that fact that Iran cannot be counted 
upon to do its part. 


The strain of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq has all but crippled the United States 
financially and militarily.  Military experts calculate that in order to intervene in Pakistan 
the U.S. would need a military force three to four times its current strength, and an 
additional $200 to $400 billion per year to secure and stabilize Pakistan.  America is still 
recovering from the recession of 2008-2011. The resources are simply not available. 


As Krepinevich’s scenario comes to a close, the world is watching and waiting. The 
Pakistani Jihadists hold all of the good cards. Will India strike Pakistan in a preemptive 
manner?  Will the U.S. do the same? Will Pakistan initiate a nuclear exchange?  If so, 
that will be the response of the other global, nuclear nation states? 


JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC EDITORIAL COMMENTS: 


Andrew Krepinevich’s Pakistani scenario becomes frighteningly real in light of Taliban actions in 
Pakistan during April of 2009.  Taliban forces – only 60 miles from the Pakistani capital – have 
taken control of both urban and rural areas, re-instated Sharia law, and are calling for the 
establishment of an Islamic Republic in Pakistan.  Events are beginning to unfold in Pakistan 
precisely as Krepinevich predicts in this book. 


 


CHAPTER 2:  WAR COMES TO AMERICA 


In this scenario, Krepinevich plays out America’s most lingering nightmare: nuclear 
detonations within the continental United States, perpetrated by Islamist terrorists.  For 
decades, experts have predicted that the global spread of nuclear technology, coupled 
with the increased availability of nuclear, combustible materials, would eventually result 
in a nuclear attack upon the United States in the form of a “suitcase nuke.” 


Andrew Krepinevich begins this second scenario with a bit of history.  One of the 
leading scientists in the development of America’s first nuclear weapons deployed 
against Japan during World War II was Robert Oppenheimer, known as the “Father of 
the Atomic Bomb.” Shortly after the end of World War II, Oppenheimer told Congress 
that a few men could easily destroy New York City with a small nuclear device 
smuggled into the United States in a shielded crate.  Oppenheimer said that when 
properly shielded, such a weapon would be difficult if not impossible to detect.6 
                                                             


6 Ibid, page 63. 
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Over the past twenty years a number of government study groups have concluded that 
the possibility of terror organization acquiring weapons of mass destruction poses a 
clear and present danger to the security of the United States. The United States 
government acknowledges that the threat is real.  It has deployed thousands of 
radiation detectors at border crossings and ports.  It maintains Nuclear Emergency 
Support Teams (NESTs) whose jobs are to locate and disarm nuclear weapons 
deployed within the United States’ borders. 


San Antonio, Texas, is home to many U.S. military bases and facilities as well as a 
myriad of defense contracting companies.  On the morning of March 6, 2011, during 
morning rush hour, a blinding flash of light blinds the city’s downtown area.  Buildings in 
the immediate vicinity of the blast are vaporized.  Others collapse under the force of the 
nuclear detonation. A traffic helicopter films the explosion from the air at a distance of 
about ten miles.  A mushroom cloud is all too apparent.  The president is hurried to his 
airborne command post.  Congress is relocated to its “alternate location.”  NEST teams 
are deployed throughout the nation’s capital and military forces fan out across major 
American cities. The Defense Department orders all military units into a DEFCON 
(Defense Condition) 2 status – just one level short of all-out war.  The North American 
Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) reviews its data to see if it somehow missed 
the launch of a ballistic nuclear missile. The Department of Homeland Security raises 
the national alert level to red.  In San Antonio, first responders must remain outside of 
the hot zone due to high levels of radiation and a lack of protective gear.  Citizens are 
advised to remain indoors.  Pictures of persons already suffering from the devastating 
effects of radiation poisoning are splashed across the TV screens, causing fear and 
panic. 


That evening the president of the United States addresses the nation from an 
unspecified location.  He tells Americans that there is no evidence that the nuclear 
device was delivered from an airborne or missile platform.  It is believed that the bomb 
was prepositioned and then detonated.  The president asks that people not panic.  He 
promises to uncover those behind the attack. 


As weeks pass, the toll from the explosion becomes quantifiable. Almost 30,000 people 
were killed instantly or died in subsequent weeks from radiation.  Some 60,000 others 
have sought medical attention as a result of blast-incurred injuries. Americans are 
angered and want revenge.  But no group has yet come forward to claim credit. 


The difficult job of ascertaining who is responsible defaults to the intelligence 
community. The process is a lengthy one.  First, analysts have to find some of the 
enriched uranium or plutonium that did not experience fission in the detonation.  Then 
they have to try to piece together the type of device that was used.  Next, they must 
attempt to discover atoms of materials near the core of the weapon which can lead to 
identification of the bomb components utilized.  In essence, the investigation team must 
perform nuclear forensics.  


It is eventually determined that the device was Russian made.  Neither the president of 
the United States or any other American leaders believe that the Russians perpetrated 
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the attack.  Keeping the information secret, the U.S. communicates what it knows to the 
Russian president.   


On March 28, the FBI stops a truck containing a dirty bomb outside of Seattle, 
Washington.  This bomb cannot create a nuclear detonation but can spread radioactive 
materials packed around a conventional munitions package.  Interrogations of the 
terrorists in the truck reveal that they are members of an Islamist organization with ties 
to al Qaeda.  No other information is gained from the terrorists. The president, desiring 
to avoid mass panic, orders that the information not be released.  Somehow, there are 
no leaks and the information remains known to just a select few. 


The Russian president informs his U.S. counterpart that Russian authorities identified 
(via torture) Russian mafia and Russian military members who worked in concert to sell 
nine Soviet-made atomic demolition munitions (ADMs) on the black market. The ADMs 
are believed to have yields of 1 to 15 kilotons (the equivalent of 1,000 to 15,000 tons of 
TNT; the bomb used at Hiroshima had a yield of 13,000 tons of TNT).7  Russian 
accountability, post-Soviet Union – or lack thereof – has been a concern since the 
breakup of the Soviet Union. Despite spending billions of American dollars to help 
locate, control and disarm old Soviet nuclear devices, some have fallen into the hands 
of Islamists. The American public still knows nothing of the facts surrounding the San 
Antonio blast. 


On April 16, 2011, in the heart of downtown Chicago on a beautiful spring day, a second 
nuclear device is detonated.  More powerful than the one that ripped through San 
Antonio, this nuke vaporizes the Sears Tower and other Chicago landmarks in a matter 
of seconds.  Security cameras all over the city captured the event, and soon the footage 
is spread across the Internet and global media outlets.  This blast produces 32,000 
deaths and more than 80,000 severe casualties.   


Within days, nuclear forensics confirms that the device in Chicago was similar to the 
one used in San Antonio.  Again, the bomb was Russian-made.  The Chicago bomb is 
estimated to have had a yield of eleven kilotons – five more than the San Antonio bomb.  
According to the Russian president’s calculations, seven more bombs remain in the 
hands of Islamists. 


The evening of the Chicago attack, the president addresses the nation and tells citizens 
that Islamists, possessing Russian-made nuclear devices, are the suspects in the San 
Antonio and Chicago bombings. The president does not tell the public that other nuclear 
devices may still be on the loose. 


The U.S. announces that it is ready to strike all known terror locations in the world as a 
matter of self defense.  Blogs, talk radio shows and cable news programs call for the 
expulsion of Muslims from the United States.  Americans want the U.S. to retaliate 
against Arab Muslim cities. Hate crimes increase in Muslim American neighborhoods.  
                                                             


7 Ibid, page 74. 
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On April 17, an Islamist organization with ties to al Qaeda claims responsibilities for 
both attacks.  It publicly declares that it is now a nuclear power capable of carrying out 
further nuclear detonations within the United States if its demands are not met.  These 
demands include: 


■ The withdrawal of U.S. troops from all Islamic countries and Persian Gulf 
states. 


 ■ The ending of the U.S. alliance with and support of Israel. 


■ The submission of all U.S. television shows, movies, printed word and Internet 
sites to Islamist imams for content review and approval. 


Shortly after the first Islamist group claims credit for the nuclear detonation, another 
eight come forward making similar claims. The American public becomes enraged at 
the government’s inability to identify those responsible.  The president and Joint Chiefs 
agree that the United States lacks the military manpower and capability to do much of 
anything globally, especially since the majority of available military resources are 
assisting with relief in San Antonio and Chicago.  Congress supports the president, but 
some legislators are calling for the administration to enter into talks with the Islamists. 


On April 28, NORAD intercepts a small plane headed towards San Diego.  Ignoring 
warnings to leave U.S. airspace, NORAD fighters shoot down the plane.  Though there 
was a nuclear device onboard, NEST personnel manage to locate and disarm it.  But a 
second suicide pilot, flying very low to the ground, manages to avoid detection and 
interception.  He successfully detonates his nuclear device as his plane nears the 
ground in the heart of downtown San Diego.  The weapon malfunctions and only yields 
a fraction of its designed capability.  Even so, thousands die immediately and some 
20,000 others experience serious injuries.   


A short time after this attack, police stop a truck in the Maryland suburbs traveling at a 
very high rate of speed. The truck’s occupants are of Middle East ethnicity. When the 
back of the truck is opened, police stop two other men from arming a Soviet-made 
ADM.  At this point in the scenario, four ADMs remain at large. 


The American public views its administration as unable to deal with the threat.  Mass 
panic and evacuation from American cities occurs.   


The Russian president informs his American counterpart that Russian authorities have 
seized two ADMs from Chechen Islamists.  Two ADMs remain unaccounted for. The 
U.S. president addresses the nation and tells citizens that two additional ADMs remain 
in the hands of terrorists. Fear and panic hit an all-time high.  Fearing civil unrest and 
riots, many state governors deploy National Guard troops to patrol urban areas.  Army 
troops beef up the Mexican and Canadian borders and the U.S. Navy assists the Coast 
Guard with securing shorelines and ports. 
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Some in Congress call for the president’s impeachment for withholding vital information 
from the American public.  Many call for strikes against Iran and Syria, two nations that 
harbor terrorist organizations.   


On May 4, as the president decides what course of action, if any, America can or will 
take, Boston becomes the third U.S. city to suffer from a nuclear blast.  Placed in the 
basement of one of Boston’s mosques, the explosion results in another 12,000 
immediate deaths and more than 40,000 injuries.  Four days later, as the U.S. Coast 
Guard inspects a cargo ship approaching U.S. territorial waters, another nuclear device 
detonates, obliterating the cargo ship and Coast Guard cutter.  The Director of National 
Intelligence informs the president that this is the last of the suspected loose ADMs. 


Months pass.  A few days before Thanksgiving Day, the CIA informs the president that 
an Islamist organization with extremely detailed information about the nuclear devices 
detonated in San Antonio, Chicago, San Diego, Boston and at sea, claims that several 
more nuclear devices are now in the U.S. and, unless Islamist demands are met, these 
will also be detonated. The United States appears to be trapped in a no-win situation. 


 


CHAPTER 3:  PANDEMIC 


JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC EDITOR’S NOTES: 


For more than a decade, the World Health Organization (WHO) and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) have been warning about the inevitable spread of an H5N1Avian 
pandemic, commonly known as “Bird Flu.” Medical experts testify that it is not a question of “if,” 
but a question of “when” the H5N1 pandemic will infect the Earth.  Computer models and 
simulations to date place worst case bird flu casualties within the United States alone as high as 
90 million infected and 1.9 million dead. At this writing, a possible H1N1 pandemic – swine flu 
originating in Mexico – has infected persons in Mexico, five American states, and three 
European nations. On 27 April 2009, the World Health Organization elevated its six-phases of 
global pandemic warning from level three to level four: localized human-to-human transmission 
of the disease. The next level, level five, states that human-to-human transmission has been 
extended to epidemic proportions.  Level six – the last and highest level – confirms that the 
spread of the disease has reached serious levels, infecting tens of millions of persons 
worldwide.  


Andrew Krepinevich paints a scenario within which the streets of many American cities 
are deserted. Ghost towns are popping up all over the United States as millions of 
people evacuate their home towns, frightened that if they remain in populated areas, 
they too will become infected with the H5N1 bird flu.  Gasoline is in short supply. Many 
people are moving on foot.  


The warning signs of an impending, global infection fist reared its ugly head in 2003, 
when the bird flu initially appeared in domestic poultry.  It then spread throughout Asia.  
Tens of millions of birds died or were put down because of the influenza infection.                     
“. . . hundreds of millions (of birds) were culled to protect humans after thirty-four 
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confirmed cases of H5N1 influenza in Thailand and Vietnam resulted in twenty-three 
deaths. The news made the papers, but barely.”8 


In Krepinevich’s all-too-real scenario, American schools are closed, playgrounds are 
deserted, sports events have ceased to occur, daycare centers and preschools are shut 
down, travel is restricted, and mothers who work outside the home have had to quit their 
jobs to care for their children.  Large gatherings of people have been prohibited for 
health reasons, to include movie theaters, picnics, conventions and sports events.  
Religious gatherings are still being conducted due to “freedom of religion,” but a battle is 
raging between those who desire to worship in large gatherings and those who 
advocate, for health reasons, a ban on such activities. 


The pandemic is seriously affecting both the U.S. and global economies and 
populations: 


■ The real estate market is crumbling, as the massive U.S. death toll is 
decreasing the demand for housing at an alarming rate. 


■ The ability to maintain sustainable levels of international trade has collapsed.  
There are not enough anti-viral drugs and vaccinations to protect thousands of 
dockworkers and port officials responsible for movng goods in and out of ports. 


■ Hospital staffs are overworked and constantly exposed to and thus infected 
with the influenza, forming what has become known as the “thin white line.”9 


■ Health care facilities are overloaded and are forced to stop accepting new 
influenza victims.  As a result, tens of thousands of people are suffering and 
dying in their homes, unable to acquire health care or the necessary drugs to 
survive. 


■ Fear, desperation and panic are compounded by television images of inner city 
streets and alleyways littered with the dead bodies of indigent, H5N1 victims. 


■ Americans’ trust in their government’s ability to deal with the pandemic wanes 
quickly.  An “every man for himself” attitude takes hold. 


■ Mexicans are flowing across the southern U.S. borders.  Mexican health 
officials are unable to deal with the pandemic and Mexico’s citizens believe that 
their best chance of survival is in the United States.  Even though they enter 
America illegally, they are guaranteed health care and welfare benefits.  Due to 
the high number of U.S. law enforcement officials infected with the influenza, the 
borders are wide opened to massive, illegal penetration into the United States. 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 92. 


9 Ibid, page 97. 
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The government’s counter-pandemic efforts have been less than stellar.  An effective 
vaccine could not be developed until the specific strain of human-to-human infection 
could be identified and isolated.  Seventy-five million does of the H5N1 vaccine went 
into production. These doses were only enough to protect a quarter of the U.S. 
population. The U.S. health care system has all but collapsed due to the large number 
of health care professionals unable to be vaccinated in time to prevent infection.  


When all is said and done, nearly 90% of the global population did not receive the H5N1 
vaccine in time to prevent illness. 


Mexican illegal immigrants crossing into the U.S. reach more than 1,000 per day.  The 
states of California, Arizona, Texas and New Mexico mobilize what National Guard 
forces are available to augment U.S. Border Patrol authorities.  Self-appointed militia 
units spring up overnight, determined to stop the flow of illegal aliens into the United 
States from Mexico. The situation becomes so grave that the National Guard units are 
federalized and commanded by the U.S. government.  But several governors, needing 
their own National Guard troops to maintain order in lieu of the pandemic panic in their 
states, refuse to permit the federal government to take command of their state troops.  


Further adding to the mayhem, FEMA in conjunction with the Department of Defense, 
establishes a relief task force made up of six active duty Army brigades to maintain law 
and order as needed.  But the bottom line is that U.S. active duty forces are insufficient 
in number to secure the 2,000 mile border with Mexico.  As this scenario comes to a 
close, the question to be answered by the President and his advisors is whether or not 
the use of deadly force will be authorized to stop the massive flow of Mexicans 
streaming north across the U.S. borders.  


 


CHAPTER 4:  ARMAGEDDON: THE ASSAULT ON ISRAEL 


“The First Intifada (1987-1990) and the Second Intifada (2000-2011) pitted Palestinian 
nationals against Israelis.  Palestinian tactics ranged from mass protests and general 
strikes, which dominated the First Intifada, to armed attacks on security forces, suicide 
bombings, and the  firing of Qassam rockets into Israeli residential areas.”10   


By 2006, Hezbollah had stockpiled thousands of rockets, thus becoming a military 
power within the nation state of Lebanon.  August of 2006 marked a distinct change in 
the nature of warfare between the Muslims and the Jews.  During a month and a half of 
fighting, Hezbollah launched more than 4,000 rockets into Israel.  At least 900 of these 
hit or landed dangerously close to buildings, industrial complexes, and other key 
infrastructure facilities in Israel.  At an average of more than 100 rockets per day, the 
intensity of Hezbollah’s assault far exceeded anything previously experienced or 
expected by the Israelis.  Israeli losses during the thirty-four day conflict were 
                                                             


10 Ibid, page 129. 
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substantial.  Forty-eight Israeli tanks were hit by Hezbollah munitions and forty were 
seriously damaged. Hezbollah’s successful pushback of Israeli forces, a clear victory, 
restored pride to the Arab world. 


This scenario takes place in 2011. Iranian financial and military support has allowed 
Hezbollah to become a state within a state in Lebanon and for Hamas to displace and 
replace the Palestinian Authority in Gaza and the West Bank.  Iran has become a born 
again, Persian Empire whose influence dominates and extends throughout Iraq, 
Lebanon, Syria, and the Palestinian territories.  American debacles in both Afghanistan 
and Iraq have caused it to lose much influence in the region, and Iran has picked up the 
slack. 


In September 2011, seismic recorders identify an event occurring in the eastern deserts 
of Iran. In defiance of all European and U.S. intelligence estimates and predictions, Iran 
detonates its first nuclear device.  The weapon has a similar yield to the one dropped on 
Japan during World War II.  Though the world reacts with harsh criticism and rebuke for 
the nuclear test, no real actions are taken by the United Nations or the European Union.  
With Russia and China supporting Iran in the UN Security Council, not even minor 
sanctions can be brought to bear.  Western nations still vie to purchase Iranian oil at 
more than $100 per barrel.  The United States, with than 50% of its military forces in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, and is virtually powerless to use military means against Iran. 


Israeli authorities are gravely concerned over the demonstrated Iranian, nuclear 
capability. They see Iran becoming more powerful with its proxies in Lebanon, the West 
Bank, and Gaza. 


It is thought that Iran acquired the technology and plutonium necessary for its nuclear 
weapons development from North Korea (though no substantial proof exists).  The U.S. 
tests airborne samples after the blast and makes the connection. The Iranians accuse 
the U.S. of once again spreading lies aimed at suppressing the Muslim and Persian 
world from making technological advances.  The United States proposes trade 
embargos, but receives no support from EU nations, to include Great Britain. Even 
Americans do not support a trade embargo with Iran, because without Iranian oil, the 
price will jump to as much as $200 per barrel on the global market. 


China and Russia can ill afford to alienate Iran.  The Iranian government provides China 
with natural gas needed to satisfy China’s increasing energy consumption.  Russia and 
Iran possess half of the world’s supply of natural gas and are teaming to control the 
world market for that commodity.  As far as China and Russia are concerned, Iran’s 
possession of nuclear weapons will put a stop to U.S. hegemony in the region once and 
for all. 


Iran’s rise as a super power lasts only a few years before its influence begins to wane 
sharply. Iran, predominantly Shia Muslim, is being countered by several Sunni Muslim 
nations states working feverishly to obtain the own nuclear capabilities. Egypt and 
Turkey are developing their own nuclear programs with aid from France and Russia.  
Saudi Arabia is attempting to purchase nuclear weapons from Pakistan.  The Iranian 
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leadership, preoccupied with becoming a nuclear power, failed to maintain its oil and 
gas production infrastructure.  Iranian oil production is down and Saudi production is on 
the rise.  With less oil and gas revenues coming in, Iran is feeling the pinch. 


Also adding to Iran’s problems is a growing unemployment rate throughout the country. 
More than 25% of all Iranians are living below the poverty line and the Iranian 
government cannot afford subsidies for its citizens.  Anti-government rallies and 
demonstrations draw 500,000 people at a time. 


Both Hamas and Hezbollah are also experiencing problems as Iran declines.  Largely 
financed by Iran during the nuclear boom years, Hamas made promises to the 
Palestinians (and Hezbollah to the Lebanese) to provide better social services, higher 
paying jobs, better infrastructures, etc.  Neither organization has been able to fulfill its 
promises. The people have become disillusioned and bitter.  In Gaza and the West 
Bank, unemployment exceeds thirty percent.  With almost half of the Palestinian 
population under the age of twenty-one, the discontent serves as a recipe for disaster.  
Hamas and Hezbollah blame the Israelis for the plight of Arabs in the region and the 
social disparities. 


By January 2013, a well-planned and executed, anti-Israeli information campaign is 
underway with the support of the region’s two main broadcast media, Al Jazeera and al-
Arabia.  Government officials in Beirut, Ramallah, Tehran, and Damascus organize anti-
Israeli demonstration to temporarily refocus the discontent of their peoples away from 
their leadership and towards a common enemy of them all – Israel. 


In August of 2013, Iran’s Ayatollah issues a strong statement denouncing the United 
States and Israel as the leading causes of unrest and instability in the Middle East.  
Fueled by the Ayatollah’s harsh rhetoric, Palestinians and Lebanese increase their 
attacks against Israelis, mainly in the forms of suicide bombings, car bombs and rocket 
attacks.   


Between 2011 and 2013, Hezbollah greatly increased its war stocks thanks to the 
financial backing of Iran. “Estimates are that Hezbollah has more than 10,000 long-
range rockets and in excess of 40,000 short-range rockets in southern Lebanon. 
Hezbollah is also reported to have a few hundred unmanned aerial vehicles and a 
similar number of anti-ship cruise missiles.”11  Hamas is said to have up to 8,000 short-
range missiles positioned in Gaza and the West Bank. 


In December 2013, an Israeli war ship sinks when it hits sophisticated mines off of 
Israel’s Mediterranean coastline.  The mines are the work of Iranian-trained, Hezbollah 
operatives.  Iranian leaders accuse the U.S. and Israel of planting the mines as a 
pretext to war.  Iran threatens to blockade the Straits of Hormuz if the U.S. and Israel 
continue to cause problems in the region. 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 144. 
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In January 2014, Hezbollah forces ambush an Israeli convoy with IEDs in northern 
Israel.  Pressure is placed upon Israel’s prime minister by his people to do something in 
retaliation for the deaths and injuries resulting from the Hezbollah attack.  Acting with 
sound intelligence and great skill, the Israelis manage to abduct Hezbollah’s second in 
command.  During the operation, Israeli Special Forces kill more than twenty members 
of Hezbollah and several Iranian Quds Force soldiers. Documents captured during the 
operation show that Syria, Lebanon and the Palestine combined forces to whittle down 
Israel and maintain global media support for their efforts. 


By March of 2014, government-sponsored anti-American/Israeli demonstrations are on 
the rise.  In Iran, Lebanon, Gaza, the West Bank and Syria, people demand that Israel 
be dealt with once and for all.  In early April 2014, rockets are fired from the West Bank 
into Jerusalem, striking the sacred mosque Al-Masjid El-Aqsa.  Once again, the U.S. 
and Israel are blamed for the strikes by the Arab governments and media.  Even though 
U.S. intelligence reports, based upon satellite launch data, prove that the rockets were 
launched from the West Bank, the U.S. has no credibility in the Arab world after 
disseminating false intelligence reports to justify the Second Gulf War in 2003. 


As the rocket attacks increase in frequency and intensity, Israel and the U.S. scramble 
to deploy all of the latest intercept assets available. But the sheer volume of missiles 
launched at any one time make interceptions impossible.  Salvos of sixty rockets 
damage the Israeli ports at Haifa, Hadera and Ashod in June 2014. That same month, 
Israeli ships are hit and seriously damaged by Chinese-made, Iranian-supplied 
Silkworm cruise missiles.  


In July 2014, Israel calls its reservists to active duty. The Israeli war cabinet meets daily 
and rumors abound that an all out war is just around the corner.  Several Israeli war 
options are considered.  One plans calls for the Israeli Defense Forces to occupy Gaza, 
the West Bank and much of Lebanon.  Another suggests bombing of key infrastructures 
in Lebanon, Syria, and the Palestinian Territories. Yet another option calls for Israeli 
attacks against the true source of its problems: Iran. Missile strikes against Iran’s key 
ports and infrastructure would further damage its flailing economy. This option would 
constitute the first-ever attack by a nuclear power upon another. Iran threatens nuclear 
retaliation if Israel crosses any sovereign, Arab or Persian borders.  


The U.S. engages in shuttle diplomacy, sending its top officials to Tehran regularly for 
discussions aimed at defusing tensions.  These efforts prove to be useless. The 
growing crisis cannot be defused by the United States or the United Nations. America is 
hesitant to commit what ground forces are available to the region for fear of being drawn 
into an armed conflict with Iran, Syria, Hezbollah and Hamas.  Any naval forces 
deployed to the Persian Gulf would be subjected to mines, cruise missile attacks, and 
suicide bomber boats.  


The Sunni Arab states such as Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, and Kuwait have no desire 
to see Iranian, Shia influence spread throughout the region.  With few missile defenses 
of their own, none of these Sunni nations want to incur the wrath or Iran, so they are 
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content to sit on the sidelines and watch it all unfold.  Any war that damages Israel, the 
U.S., and Iran is fine with them. 


The U.S. remains in a quandary. Its options in the region are few if any.  As the scenario 
ends, the world waits and watches to see if once again the world will be dragged into 
what could be a very bloody war, with Israel and Iran possibly exchanging nuclear 
weapons. 


 


CHAPTER 5:  “CHINA’S ASSASSIN’S MACE” 


As this scenario opens, the fleets of both the United States and Japan are allied against 
China in what Washington is calling a “counter-quarantine” of Chinese ports in 
retaliation for China’s blockade of Taiwan.   


Chinese leaders are endeavoring to maintain a growing and open economy in order to 
survive within their closed and highly regimented society. They see China as being 
strengthened through unity; specifically, through a reunification of mainland China with 
the breakaway island state of Taiwan. 


For decades China allowed the United States to run up enormous trade deficits. It did 
so to promote U.S. consumption of Chinese-made goods.  The lower costs of Chinese-
manufactured goods, coupled with low interest rates resulting from China’s willingness 
to purchase much of the U.S. debt, was a good arrangement for China – until the higher 
energy prices and U.S. economic recession of 2008 reduced consumer demands for 
Chinese goods.   


The global, economic recession grows worse by the year 2016. The United States 
Congress considers imposing trade sanctions against China in an effort to force the 
Chinese leadership to revalue its currency against the dollar.  China retaliates, saying 
that if Congress imposes trade restrictions, China will dump it huge holdings of U.S. 
Treasury notes, thus forcing a collapse of the U.S. dollar, and driving the United States 
into a deep recession. 


China is hurting economically, demographically and environmentally. Its population is 
old.  China’s forty-year-old, one child policy, valuing males over females, has come 
back to haunt it. By 2016 a severe reduction in working-age citizens and a sharp rise in 
retirees needing health care and other benefits are straining the Chinese state.  By 
2020, there will be 30 million more Chinese males than females; lots of men with no 
women to marry thus greatly reducing the number of future Chinese workers for the 
state. Pollution is rampant, with acid rain falling regularly over one-third of the Chinese 
land mass.  Fresh water supplies are dwindling. With 20 percent of the world’s people, 
China owns only 7 percent of the globe’s fresh water.12  
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Andrew Krepinevich explains how China’s economic afflictions and thought processes 
led in 2020 to what is probably the most dangerous confrontation between super 
powers since the Cuban Missile Crisis of the 1960s: 


■ Chinese leaders fear that economic stagnation is threatening its status as a 
global leader. 


■ Chinese leaders perceive that China’s vulnerabilities are being exploited by the 
United States and other nations. 


■ Having respected America’s ability to coordinate large military operations and 
precision strikes during both of the Gulf Wars, China invested much time and 
resources towards improving its military capabilities and amending its warfighting 
strategy. The Chinese military believes that it is sufficiently prepared to confront 
the United States. 


■ Impressed with the United States’ satellite capabilities while at the same time 
aware of America’s total reliance upon them to conduct modern warfare, the 
Chinese developed formidable anti-satellite capabilities. The ability to negate 
U.S. satellites provides China with much negotiating power. 


■ The Assassin’s Mace is the term used to describe the Chinese strategy of 
waging war with the United States.  “Among the capabilities associated with 
Assassin’s Mace are advanced air defenses, information warfare, ballistic and 
cruise missiles, advanced fighter aircraft, attack submarines, and counter space 
capabilities.  Chinese writers also mention the use of limited nuclear strikes 
(perhaps electromagnetic pulse warheads) as a means of achieving information 
advantage.”13 


■ In fighting the Long War against Islamism, the United States failed to notice 
Chinese major advances in cyber warfare capabilities, submarine design and 
deployment, ground force modernization, ballistic and cruise missile stock piling, 
and the People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA’s) advanced, anti-access/area denial 
(A2/AD) weaponry.  China’s leaders figure that if they threaten the destruction of 
America’s forward bases from which the U.S. must stage its aircraft– such as 
those in Okinawa – the U.S. will back down from a confrontation. 


■ The Chinese navy possesses sufficient, silent diesel submarines to be able to 
form a picket capable of ambushing U.S. ships.  The Chinese nuclear subs with 
greater range and stealth are capable of disrupting U.S. naval operations on the 
high seas. 


■ The Chinese are counting on their proven anti-satellite or ASAT capabilities to 
serve as a bargaining chip with the U.S. and a means of taking out military 
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communications, surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities should hostilities 
commence. 


■ For more than three decades, the Chinese have been honing their offensive 
cyberspace weapons, tactics and procedures.  It is common knowledge that in 
the 1990s China’s cyber warrior penetrated Pentagon computer systems.  In 
2015, U.S. national laboratories suffered from successful Chinese cyber attacks. 
Much classified information was compromised. 


Beginning in spring of 2017, increasing economic woes produce massive anti-
government protests in the streets of Beijing.  China’s president blames China’s 
economic problems on the United States and Japan, stating that the two have teamed 
up to increase energy prices, impose unfair trade practices, and encourage Taiwan to 
reduce its investments with the Chinese mainland. 


The Chinese government decides to resolve the issue of Taiwan’s independence once 
and for all. In May and June of 2017, the Chinese authorities release intelligence 
documents supposedly showing Taiwan’s plan to quickly move towards independence, 
as well as a Taiwanese plan to develop nuclear weapons.  China increases its cyber 
probes and attacks on U.S. government and defense computer systems.  In May, China 
launches an ASAT and successfully destroys one of its own, aging satellites, thus 
proving its capability to launch against American satellites. 


Chinese submarines begin to deploy.  The PLA moves its anti-aircraft batteries forward 
to their coastal deployment positions.  Elements of China’s ballistic missile and nuclear 
forces begin to move. China’s politicians and military leaders hold regular meetings from 
bomb-proof command posts deep within the Chinese mainland.  All indications are that 
China is preparing to go to war over Taiwan. 


China’s president announces that in order to preserve Chinese honor, sovereignty and 
security, it intends to prevent Taiwan from declaring its independence.  The Chinese 
navy is instructed to sink any ship – commercial or war ship – that enters Taiwan’s 
territorial waters.  Chinese missile batteries are instructed to target and be ready to 
launch against Taiwan’s only two ports capable of handling large trade vessels and oil 
tankers.  The PLA Air Force is directed to prepare to negate any U.S. satellite, on order, 
that violates Chinese air space. 


Taiwan refuses to cave to China’s demands or intimidation.  It breaks out emergency 
supplies of food and water in response to China’s blockade of its sea lanes and ports.  
The UN Security Council is powerless to do anything, because Russia is siding with 
China and both have veto power over any proposed resolutions.  On June 28, 2017, the 
U.S., and Japan announce plans to institute a counter-blockade of China with the 
objectives of blocking the shipping of critical imports such as oil into China’s key ports. 


The Chinese react to the threat of blockade by greatly increasing cyber probes against 
U.S. automated systems and even successfully attacking and taking down the New 
York Stock Exchange computer systems for several days.  China now prepares to 
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interrupt the flow of oil to the United States.  A leak to the press reveals that the U.S. 
Chief of Naval Operations told the National Security Council that sending U.S. warships 
into the Taiwan Strait amounted to suicide given the Chinese defenses.  The admiral 
also stated that the U.S. Navy has insufficient submarine resources to counter al of the 
Chinese picket lines and operations in the high seas.  The United States knows that its 
bases on the islands of Guam and Okinawa are in range of Chinese ballistic and cruise 
missiles. 


Given China’s ASAT, submarine and missile capabilities, the Joint Chiefs of Staff decide 
that there is little the U.S. can do to save Taiwan short of initiating a nuclear exchange.  
As the scenario ends, the U.S. and Japan share two options:  wage war or capitulate. 


 


CHAPTER 6:  JUST NOT-ON-TIME: THE WAR ON THE GLOBAL ECONOMY 


This sixth Krepinevich scenario involves attacks on the global economic infrastructure 
that interrupt shipping and disrupt worldwide supply and demand.  Large numbers of 
young and unemployed men from areas such as Mexico, Africa, the Middle East and 
South Asia are participating in an anti-globalization movement to protest the inequities 
between the “haves” and the “have nots” throughout the world.  These rebellious youths 
have joined forces with transnational terrorist organizations and organized crime to 
disrupt the all-too-delicate balance of international trade made possible through the 
shipping of goods and supplies. 


Krepinevich points out that the expression “time is money” is especially applicable to the 
container shipping industry.  “Large, expensive ships must be constantly on the move to 
justify their expense and to satisfy their customers that have become accustomed to 
receiving their goods not only cheaply but on time.  Every minute a ship sits dockside 
waiting to be loaded or off-loaded costs well over $100,000 or close to $200,000 per 
day.  Moreover, each day that the seaborne goods spend at sea raises their price by 
nearly 1 percent.”14  As this scenario unfolds in 2011, there are approximately 5,000 
container ships servicing the world’s sea ports. More than half of these ships load and 
offload their cargo at fewer than twenty “super ports” around the world. 


The instability in the Middle East resulting from the Second Gulf War, coupled with 
Iran’s drive to go nuclear, have added a risk premium to the transport of oil and natural 
gas. Demand for energy continues to increase in China, India and throughout Asia at 
large.  Almost three quarters of the world’s oil reserves are held by Muslim nation 
states.  Oil and natural gas demands are to a large extent the Achilles heels of both the 
United States and the European Union. 


Radical Islamists have been attempting to disrupt the global economy for more than a 
decade.  One way to accomplish this objective is to disrupt the flow of energy to those 
                                                             


14 Ibid, page 215. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


21 


countries that need it the most.  Al Qaeda, assisted by other militant groups, has 
effectively disrupted global shipping through a series of well-coordinated attacks on the 
high seas.   


The current crisis of 2011 begins in October when Nigerian rebels seize all of that 
nation’s onshore oil production facilities.  These same rebels blow up a major Royal 
Dutch Shell pipeline and conduct an attack against one of Shell’s offshore oil rigs.  This 
rebel group is estimated to be the size of a small army with up to 50,000 members.  The 
Nigerian government is weak and unable to stop the rebel attacks.  It is feared that 
Nigeria’s daily production of 2 million barrels per day may come to a sudden halt if the 
situation with the rebels is not remedied soon. 


In November the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps conduct non-combatant evacuations 
from Nigeria of all American personnel and their families.  When Nigeria’s oil industry 
collapses, other radical groups begin attacking oil production facilities in Mexico and 
Indonesia.  Several offshore platforms in the Gulf of Mexico are seriously damaged and 
have to be shut down for repairs.  


Indonesian, Muslim radicals mine the world’s most critical shipping narrows – the Strait 
of Malacca, through which more than a quarter of the world’s sea-carried trade vessels 
pass each year. A giant oil supertanker, under a Panamanian flag and owned by the 
Nippon Oil Corporation, strikes several mines and is crippled in the water.  Shortly after 
hitting the mines, rebels attack the huge ship via water craft.   Suicide boats and anti-
ship cruise missiles rupture the massive vessel’s hull and sink it, effectively blocking 
much of the channel to ship traffic.  With the Malaccan Strait blocked, ships are forced 
to take alternate routes through the Indonesian archipelago, thus extending shipping 
times and delivery dates.  An Indonesian radical Islamist group claims responsibility for 
the attack. 


The U.S. and Singaporean Navies, assisted by Chinese war ships, move into the 
Indonesian shipping lanes to provide assistance and protection.  The United Kingdom 
covers the Dover Strait as well as the Strait of Gibraltar.  The French Navy takes 
responsibility for the Horn of Africa.  India, Italy and the Netherlands team to protect the 
Straits of Hormuz along with the U.S. Fifth Fleet already on station there. 


Several new attacks take place once the world fleets are on station, but very little 
damage is done to the ships which were attacked. Just when the flotillas appear to be 
succeeding, al Qaeda successfully inflicts massive damage upon the Saudi Arabian, 
Persian Gulf port of Ras Tanura using suicide boats, aerial incendiary bombs and truck 
bombs.  Ras Tanura operations – shipping 4 million barrels of oil each day – come to a 
halt.  Next, Saudi Arabia’a largest oil producing complex at Abqaiq is attacked by 
Islamists employing suicide truck bombs, kamikaze air strikes and several hundred 
mortar rounds and rockets fired from floating platforms in the Persian Gulf.  The shut 
down of the Saudi facilities, combined with the attacks in Nigeria, force the price of oil to 
skyrocket from $130 per barrel to more than $250. 
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In addition to attacks on ports and ships at sea, the Muslim radicals commence cyber 
attacks against the information infrastructures of free societies.  America is hit especially 
hard, when thousands of distributed denial of service attacks (DDOS) throw its 
electronic infrastructure into a tizzy. Muslim cyber forces create “botnets” made up of as 
many as half a million high jacked computers.  These bots keep the cyber attacks 
coming. The United States networks no sooner recover from one attack when they 
experience yet another.  


Modern trade and business efficiency requires that the majority of big business 
inventories remain in transit aboard ships, trains and trucks and not in warehouses. 
Items needed are delivered just in time to accommodate their buyers.  But this process 
is extremely delicate, requiring uninterrupted transit schedules.  The terrorists continue 
to upset this balance, creating shortages of goods and supplies on American shelves. 


In November 2011, U.S. intelligence reports that a radiological weapon is aboard a 
container ship bound for the eastern United States.  It is not known precisely which ship 
carries the device. The U.S. president, realizing that he cannot stop ships from entering 
U.S. ports without crippling his nation, orders that only ships that are not part of the 
Container Security Initiative (CSI) be inspected before they dock.  The administration 
gambles and looses.  On December 3, a dirty bomb in a container offloaded from a ship 
which departed from a CSI port, detonates when the container is opened. Radioactive 
materials are hurled over a two-square mile radius, effective shutting down America’s 
sixth largest seaport – Norfolk, Virginia. 


The United States does not possess the manpower or resources to board and search 
every container on every vessel at sea before they sail into an American port. There is 
also no way to offload containers at sea.  America, along with the other great powers of 
the world, is crippled by Muslims terrorists taking advantage of a global economic 
system of trade that, in reality, has grown too big to protect. 


 


CHAPTER 7:  WHO LOST IRAQ? 


In September of 2012, the president of the United States, in order to reverse his poor 
ratings in public opinion polls, decides to withdraw the remaining 80,000 U.S. troops 
from Iraq.  Hawks in Congress and within his own administration warn that such a 
drastic move could result in not only the destabilization of Iraq but the entire region. 


When the president assumed office in 2008, he promised to withdraw all American 
troops from Iraq before the end of his first term of office.  In his first three years in office, 
he reduced the troop level from 200,000 to 80,000. “During that time the administration 
worked to bring about a “Grand Bargain” among Iraq’s three main factions: the Kurds 
concentrated in the country’s north; the Shia Arabs, who reside mainly in the south and 
comprise over half the country’s population; and the Sunni Arabs, who represent barely 
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20 percent of Iraqis but had ruled the country for generations prior to the Second Gulf 
War.”15 


The Kurds, Sunnis and Shias have fought for centuries. They do not trust one another.  
They never have.  The “Grand Bargain” sought by the United States is only possible if 
enforced by an external and occupying power such as the United States. 


America is still experiencing rough times.  Unemployment, a stagnant economy and 
inflation, coupled with billions upon billions of dollars going into Iraq and the oil coffers of 
the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries, are all taking their toll on American 
quality of life.  The Iraqi government continues to enjoy huge profits from its oil exports.  
Americans are asking why they are still spending $100 billion each year on Iraq, a 
nation that sits on some of the largest oil reserves in the world. The Iraqi government 
steadfastly refuses to provide the United States with any financial compensation for its 
security and stability efforts there. 


Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki coerced the Kurds and Sunnis in 2005 to participate 
in the emerging Iraqi political process by granting them significant local sovereignty and 
a share of oil revenues.  In doing so, Maliki allowed the Kurds and Sunnis to not only 
retain their own armed security forces but their own territorial militias to guard against 
the government and/or the Americans going back on their promises.  


As U.S. troops begin preparations to depart Iraq in 2012, the Shia power struggles re-
emerge.  Sadr’s Mahdi Army is back in the fight, aided by Iranian intelligence agents 
and Quds Forces.  So many Iranians have infiltrated the Mahdi Army that even the 
Americans are not certain who controls it – Sadr or the Iranian Quds (Revolutionary 
Guard) military. 


In May of 2013, Iraq’s Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani is gunned down in his office in 
Najaf.  Though evidence points the blame at the Iranian Quds forces within the Mahdi 
Army for the assassination of Iraq’s number one Shia leader, Shia Muslims immediately 
blame the Sunnis for their Grand Ayatollah’s death.  Sectarian violence in Iraq rises 
quickly to an all time high. 


Not only do the Sunni and Shia begin again to fight each other for territorial dominance, 
but an internal struggle for control develops among the Shia leaders.  


Shortly after the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003, Sunni tribes allied with al Qaeda in Iraq 
(AQI) to conduct a guerilla war against the U.S. and its coalition forces.  By late 2006 it 
was becoming apparent to the Sunni leadership that (1) the Sunni Arab states were not 
coming to their rescue and (2) AQI was more interested in dominating the Sunnis tribes 
than in supporting them against the Shias.  In 2007, Sunni tribes became increasingly 
isolated and weakened by their alliance with AQI. They did the previously unthinkable 
and joined forces with the Americans to fight al Qaeda, thus reducing the AQI threat to 
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the Sunni tribes.  With the vast amounts of money paid to them by the Americans for 
their alliance, the Sunni tribes purchased better weapons and stockpiles of ammunition, 
biding their time until the U.S. was out of the picture altogether. 


By 2012, all of America’s coalition partners have long since pulled out of Iraq.  The 
president’s withdrawal plan calls for a UN peacekeeping force of 8,000 troops to remain 
in Baghdad, with U.S. units ready to reinforce if necessary from bases in Qatar and 
Kuwait. A peacekeeping force comprised of non-American troops is approved by the 
United Nations.  Only about 2,000 U.S. advisors and trainers will remain in Iraq after the 
final drawdown.  


In January 2013, the United States begins withdrawing 80,000 troops from Iraq over a 
ten month period. The logistics of accomplishing this task proves nightmarish. By 
October 2013, U.S. troop strength falls to below 20,000, working its way down to the 
12,000 mandated by the U.S. president. On October 13, a convoy of 200 U.S. vehicles 
heading home crosses a bridge over the Euphrates near Najaf.  With the convoy spread 
out across the bridge, Shia militiamen open fire with small arms and anti-tank guided 
munitions.  A fire fight ensures which lasts well into the night.  Reinforcements of 500 
additional U.S. troops arrive by helicopter a few miles away and fight their way in to 
rescue their fellow Americans.  When it is all over, more than fifty U.S. troops are dead 
and 300 more wounded in action.  The Shia Mahdi Army filmed much of the carnage.  
The Arab media refers to the incident as “America’s Highway of Death,” with reference 
to the Iraqi highway of death leading out of Kuwait during the First Gulf War. 


When Americans learn that Iraqi military forces refused to come to the aid of the 
ambushed American convoy, they become incensed and demand an immediate and 
total withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Iraq. As the U.S. troops convoy out, the streets 
are lined with jeering Iraqis.  The Arab media labels the deployment roads as “Highways 
of Shame.”  The Shia broadcast their message across Arab lands that the Americans 
have been defeated and the Arabs are finally victorious. 


As America departs Iraq, the battles among the Kurds, Sunnis and Shias intensify.  The 
government in Baghdad, viewed by many Iraqi Sunnis as a surrogate for Muqtada al-
Sadr and his Mahdi Army, becomes a target for clashes with Sunni tribes in the capital 
city and western Iraq.  The Sunnis are also warring with the Kurds in the north.  On 
January 16, 2014, the disputes between the Iraqi Sunni and Shia transform into a full-
scale battle.  Brigade-size Sunni and Shia forces clash in Fallujah and Ramadi. Sunni 
Arab volunteers come into Iraq from throughout the Arab world to fight alongside their 
Sunni brothers. 


The Turkish government, unencumbered by the presence of U.S. troops, declares that it 
will no longer tolerate the killing of Turks by Iraqi, Kurdish terrorists.  The Turkish 
government sends almost 100,000 Turkish troops across the Iraqi border to neutralize 
the Iraqi Kurds.  The Turks quickly take the areas around Mosul and oil rich Kirkuk.  The 
fleeing Kurds sabotage the oil fields and leave them ablaze. In doing so, a million 
barrels of oil per day are removed from the global market.  The price of oil jumps from 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


25 


$150 to more than $200 per barrel.  The Iranians and their Shia Iraqi allies make more 
money from oil revenues. 


To countermand the Shia Persian oil threat, the Saudis up their production and drive the 
price per barrel back down to $150, thus denying the Iranians a sustained, windfall 
profit.  


Following the total withdrawal of Americans from Iraq, the Iranian government declares 
itself to be the new, nuclear protectorate of Iraq.   


In December of 2014, Muqtada al-Sadr invites Iranian forces into southern Iraq to help 
to protect oil fields in both Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The Iranians bring their ballistic 
missiles into Iraq and point them at Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The main Saudi oil fields 
and U.S. bases in the region are within target range of Iranian ballistic missiles and 
possibly, nuclear warheads. 


In the midst of the Perisan Gulf crisis with its international debates and negotiations, the 
Chinese make a bold and well-calculated move.  The Chinese government offers a deal 
to both Iraq and Iran.  It proposes to deploy Chinese peace keeping forces to the region.  
China commits to deploying 70,000 ground troops and naval forces, with a guarantee 
from Pakistan to supply an additional 20,000 plus troops to provide a Muslim presence 
and deterrence in defense of the Saudi oil fields and production facilities.  
Simultaneously, Russia offers to send more than 5,000 advisors and $ 4 billion in arms 
to support the Shia regime in Baghdad to hold its power against the rebellious Sunnis.  
China now replaces the U.S. as the influential power in the Gulf region.  China wins the 
appreciation and gratitude of the Middle East nations for offering a solution for peace 
and stability in the region.  America takes a back seat for the first time in more than six 
decades. 


 


CONCLUSION 


Andrew Krepinevich reminds us that he is not attempting to predict the future with his 
scenarios in this book.  It is not possible to know how events will unfold throughout the 
world at any given point in time.  Krepinevich believes that the value in his scenarios lies 
in helping political and military planners to realistically weigh world events and options 
when determining foreign policies and directing military actions. “Like the scenarios 
crafted by Pentagon planners, the scenarios presented here are the product of an 
examination of key geopolitical, military-technical, demographic, social, economic and 
environmental trends.”16 


Krepinevich’s seven scenarios bring to light possible, major challenges to U.S. security 
which, if ignored, could be perilous to our nation.  He is concerned with what he 


                                                             


16 Ibid, page 286. 
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perceives to be a growing inability of the U.S. military to “project power in defense of the 
country’s vital interests in several scenarios, including “China’s ‘Assassins Mace,’” 
“Armageddon: The Assault on Israel,” “Who Lost Iraq,” and “The Collapse of 
Pakistan.”17 


One key element of successful, strategic planning apparently missed in recent years by 
U.S. leaders is the necessity to always develop new and timely insights into where 
asymmetric advantages crop up as the global geopolitical environment morphs.  


Andrew Krepinevich says that our inability to formulate viable national strategy results 
from several nagging realities: 


■ U.S. continues to define its strategies in terms of objectives.  Stating objectives 
does not constitute strategy.  For example, the Clinton administration’s 2000 
National Security Strategy was made not up of any definable strategy but rather 
of desirable outcomes such as (1) encouraging the reorientation of other states; 
(2) democratization; (3) open markets; (4) free trade; and (5) the prevention of 
conflict.18  The specific strategy of how to achieve these outcomes was never 
defined. 


■ The disparate levels of competence among top government officials do not 
lend well to the overall development of realistic and achievable national 
strategies. 


■ The Department of Defense’s traditional approach to planning and budgeting 
encourages military planners to take unrealistic looks at what can reasonably be 
procured and employed in the next war. 


■ The U.S. government continually underestimates the resources necessary to 
achieve its national, strategic objectives.  A classic example is the Bush 
administration’s grossly inaccurate estimate of what would be required to create 
a stable and democratic Iraq in terms of money, resources, casualties and lives. 


Krepinevich offers recommendations for improving the strategic planning process and 
developing more viable political-military options: 


■ Cut down the amount of bureaucracy and interdepartmental reviews currently 
necessary to review and approve proposed national strategies.  Follow  
President Eisenhower’s model:  Have the president personally chair National 
Security Council meetings, discussions and strategy formulation sessions. Limit 
the number of participants to less than a dozen. 


                                                             


17 Ibid, page 289. 


18 Ibid, page 291. 
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■ Acknowledge those military minds that think outside of the box and who offer 
new and drastically opposing options to future conflicts.  Do not shun those who 
are not within the mainstream of military thought.  Listen to what they have to say 
and seriously consider their views. 


■ When military exercises are conducted, let them play out to finish, even if the 
results are less than favorable.  Learn from defeats in exercises and adjust 
military plans and operations accordingly. 


Andrew Krepinevich wrote this book to serve as a wake-up call for our political and 
military leaders.  Hopefully, they will gain insight from his writings. 
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Thomas E. Ricks won a Pulitzer Prize for his prequel masterpiece book Fiasco: The American Military 
Adventure in Iraq, published in 2006.  Brilliantly documenting the War in Iraq “play by play,” Ricks 


continues to enjoy unprecedented access to America’s leading politicians, commanding generals and 
everyday warriors.  Ricks is The Washington Post’s senior Pentagon correspondent.  He has covered the 


American military since 2000.  He was a member of two Pulitzer Prize-winning writing teams and has 
reported on our American military adventures in Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Kuwait, Turkey, 


Afghanistan and Iraq. 


This book details the evolution of President Bush’s troop “surge” in Iraq.  It highlights the challenges that 
General Patraeus and Central Command faced endeavoring to make the surge work.  It poses questions 


and doubts as to the eventual success of the current American military efforts in Iraq.  Ricks feels that 
General Patraeus is the right man for the job, but wonders if Patraeus and his correct approach to 


defeating the counterinsurgency in Iraq is simply too little too late. Thomas Ricks believes that the War in 
Iraq will last another five to ten years, and “the events for which the Iraq war will be remembered probably 


have not yet happened.”1 


 


                                                             


1 Ricks, Thomas E. The Gamble: General David Patraeus and the American Military Adventure in Iraq, 2006-2008. 
New York, New York: The Penguin Press, 2009, page 325. 
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PART 1:  THE OLD WAR ENDS 


Chapter 1:  Things Fall Apart (Fall 2005) 


The situation changed for the worst in Iraq on November 19, 2005.  In the town of Haditha, about 
one hundred and fifty miles from Baghdad, a squad of Marines falls victim to a massive explosion 
underneath their vehicle.  The deadly and effective employment of roadside bombs had begun.  


When the bomb exploded, one Marine was cut in two, his torso thrown out of the vehicle but his 
legs remaining inside. Two others in the squad were wounded. An Opel sedan approached the 
scene and the Marines signaled it to stop.  The car did so and several men got out, inquiring as to 
what had happened.  Some placed their hands in the air to show that they had no weapons.  One 
of the Marine sergeants opened fire on the car’s occupants.  Some of the Marines in the squad 
“snapped.”  They began kicking in doors of the nearby Iraq family houses and shooting at random.  
In one house seven family members including a five year-old and three-year old were gunned 
down.  Ten hours after the roadside bomb killed Marine Corporal Miguel Terrazas, a Marine 
radioman called for a truck to pick up 24 bodies.  Eight of the dead were insurgents.  The rest 
were civilians. 


The Marine Corps conducted an investigation.  Charges were dismissed against six of the 
Marines and a seventh was acquitted.  One still faces charges.  Ricks says that the tragedy in 
Haditha illustrated the thoughtless and ill-advised approach utilized by American forces in invading 
and occupying Iraq between 2003 and 2006.  The only thing that mattered was protecting one’s 
self at all costs, often at the expense of the local indigenous population.  By not initially living 
among and protecting the Iraqi neighborhoods from infiltration by Al Qaeda and insurgents, 
American forces allowed the rebels to terrorize and subsequently coerce Iraqi civilians into 
cooperating with them.  The leaders of the American occupation forces those first three years 
failed to remember the lessons learned from other successful fights against insurgencies:  don’t 
focus on attacking the enemy, concentrate on protecting and winning over the people. 


Army Major General Eldon Bargewell was ordered to investigate the killings at Haditha. Bargewell, 
a bloodied veteran of the Vietnam War, was appalled at what he uncovered.  Major General 
Bargewell wrote in his report that in their (the Marine’s) view, “Iraqi civilian lives are not as 
important as U.S. lives; their deaths are just the cost of doing business.”2  In Rick’s view, what the 
American commanders did not understand – or refused to accept – was the fact that in order to 
subdue a growing insurgency, the Iraqi population should have been viewed as the prize 
deserving of U.S. military protection instead of the military’s playing field. 


Thomas Ricks tells us that the United States came dangerously close to losing the war in Iraq in 
2005.  Senior officials in the Bush administration did not realize or refused to admit that the U.S. 
was heading for defeat until late in 2006. In the final hours and despite objections from most of the 
relevant military leaders, President Bush was persuaded to adopt a new approach in Iraq – one 
that centered on protecting Iraqis.  The new approach – the “surge” – was implemented in 2007 by 


                                                             


2 Ibid, page 7. 
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General David Patraeus, as he became the fourth American general officer to take command of 
U.S. Forces in Iraq. 


Ricks notes that twelve months after the incident in Haditha, the end of 2005 to late 2006, the only 
three people who appeared content with the way the war was progressing was President Bush, 
Vice President Chaney, and Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld.  Even Senator John McCain, the war 
hawk of the Congress, sensed that the effort in Iraq was sliding south. 


Ricks says that until General Patreaus took the reigns of command in Iraq, the unwritten rule for 
U.S. combat commanders was to keep casualties low at all cost and ride out their tours.  
Commanders who took few risks and kept casualties low were assured of ending their tour with 
the Bronze Star with a combat “V” device.   In 2006, retired General Keen, advisor to the Joint 
Chiefs and Bush administration, visited Iraq and found the attitude among both military and state 
department leaders as one of hopelessness and ineffectiveness.  General George Casey, Jr. was 
in command in Iraq prior to General Patraeus.  Ricks questions the assignment of command in 
Iraq to General Casey who, despite his seniority, had no combat experience prior to his 
assignment there.  Casey, though on active duty during many armed conflicts, never served in 
Panama, the Gulf War, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo or Iraq prior to his assignment as 
commander of forces in Iraq.   


Though the quality and effectiveness of General Casey’s leadership in Iraq left much to be 
desired, he was a great improvement from his predecessor, Lieutenant General Rick Sanchez.  At 
least Casey, unlike Sanchez, understood that kicking in doors and holding male heads of 
households at gunpoint produced second and third-order, negative effects that in the long-term 
could result in America’s defeat.  Humiliating family members, destroying personal property 
unnecessarily and conducting actions that alienated the local population against the American 
military forces meant greater support for the insurgency. 


Towards the end of 2005, all of the basic assumptions embraced by the Bush administration when 
it entered the war had proved wrong.  The war had not been easy, had not been swift, was 
measurably more expensive than ever estimated, and was not viewed by the Iraqis as a war of 
liberation as envisioned.  


Thomas Ricks maintains that General David Patraeus was the one senior person in the 
Department of Defense determined to redirect counterinsurgency efforts in Iraq.  In late 2005, 
Patraeus was assigned to Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, where he wrote new Army doctrine on how 
to conduct a counter-insurgency campaign.  


Men who worked with General Patraeus say that he does not fit the normal mold of an Army 
general officer.  He holds a doctorate degree, and is a PT (physical fitness) fanatic.  He maintains 
a good relationship with both the public media and prominent politicians. He is competitive to a 
fault in most everything he does.  He is not necessarily a great team builder. Things are done his 
way, and that’s that.  One officer who has known David Patraeus for more than ten years told 
Thomas Ricks that although Patraeus was the best general officer in the U.S. Army, Patraeus was 
not half as good as he (Patraeus) thought he was. 
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Analysts at the Army War College report that Patraeus had a very successful tour in Iraq as 
commander of the 101st Airborne Division.  While in command of the 101st in the early days of the 
war, then-Major General Patraeus gave his subordinate commanders three rules by which to live 
and conduct operations.  He cautioned them to remember that a successful effort in Iraq was a 
race against time.  He urged them to give the local Iraqis with whom they dealt a stake in the new 
and emerging Iraq.  And finally, Patraeus told his commanders to never do anything that created 
more enemies than a planned operation would destroy. 


 


Chapter 2:  How to Fight This War (Fall 2005 – Fall 2006) 


In February of 2006, David Patraeus held a meeting at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, with more than 
100 irregular warfare experts to discuss producing a new counterinsurgency manual for the Army 
and Marine Corps.  One of those attending Patraeus’ meeting was a man named Kalev Sepp who 
had recently completed a study for the commanding general in Iraq, General Casey.  General 
Casey wanted to know how well commanders in Iraq were catching on to counterinsurgency 
theory.  Sepp’s study results were not encouraging. Of General Casey’s subordinate senior 
commanders, “20 percent of them got it, 60 percent were struggling, and 20 percent were trying to 
fight a conventional war.”3  The bottom line was that more than half of the U.S. war effort was 
ineffective and a large part of it was actually doing more harm to the U.S. efforts than good. 


When Patraeus arrived at Leavenworth, he directed his officer in charge of Leavenworth’s premier 
magazine, Military Review, to transform the publication from a sleeper to a genuine thought and 
controversy provoker. The magazine’s editor, Colonel Bill Darley, converted the magazine into a 
bi-monthly “must read.”  Colonel Darley permitted young officers, discouraged and angry at the 
way their generals were conducting the fight, to publish their opinions.  Darley even published an 
article written by British Brigadier General Nigel Aylwin-Foster in which Foster accused the U.S. 
military leaders in Iraq as being culturally ignorant, self-righteous, overly optimistic, and plagued 
with micromanagement. 


David Patraeus and his staff set out to drastically alter the manner in which the Army and Marine 
Corps thought about and fought counterinsurgency wars.  What Patraeus proposed amounted to 
an intellectual, emotional and cultural shift in the way the two services conducted warfare.  
Published at the end of 2006 - less than a year after Patreaus’ February 2006 meeting with the 
experts - the new counterinsurgency manual was, in effect, an indictment of the conduct of the 
war in Iraq since the March 2003 invasion. The new manual amounted to a David Patraeus “if I 
am ever given command in Iraq, this is how I would fight the war” platform. It borrowed material 
very liberally from work comprised by Australian Army Lieutenant Colonel David Kilcullen.  An 
infantryman with a Ph.D., Kilcullen came to Patraeus’ attention when Patraeus read an article he 
had written entitled, “ Twenty-eight Articles: Fundamentals of Company-Level Counterinsurgency.” 
Some of the highlights of the manual’s “how to” directives included:   


                                                             


3 Ibid, pages 24-25. 
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● Killing the enemy in a counterinsurgency is the easy part.  The hard part is actually finding 
the enemy. 


● An individual’s rank is not as important as his talent.  Not every officer understands or is 
competent in counterinsurgency operations.  Sort out those who understand how to combat 
insurgents from those who do not or cannot.   


● The most fundamental rule in fighting a counterinsurgency (and this really stabbed at U.S. 
commanders to date in Iraq) is to be among the indigenous people.  Rather than conducting 
patrols and raid from far-away bases, live in the neighborhoods where the soldiers can get to 
know and gain the trust and respect of the local population.  


● Unless he gets in the way, don’t seek a fight with the enemy. Don’t permit the desire to 
capture and kill the enemy force units into the enemy’s traps and kill zones. 


The manual published under Patraeus’ watch highlighted the following points: 


● Before a raid is launched, think of the near-term and long-term consequences, and then 
proceed with a course of action that will generate the least degree of follow-on effects. 


● Don’t reside in big, secured bases away from the population.  The population is at risk and in 
danger -  the supporting military must share both with the people they are attempting to win 
over in the long run. 


● Don’t permit the enemy to cause overreaction or revenge operations.  This plays into their 
hands and further alienates us from those whom we are attempting to protect and gain 
support. 


● Treat Iraqis with respect. 


● Do not abuse prisoners. 


● Do not take family members of suspected insurgents hostage. It is unethical and illegal. 


● Do not attempt to make Iraqi forces mirror the U.S. military.  Permit them to mirror their 
enemy. 


● Reconstruction does not have to be expensive and lengthy.  It just has to produce a positive 
and lasting effect that improves the lives of the local population. 


● Be alert for signs of divisions within insurgent organizations and be willing to sit down and 
talk with opponents. 


● Always attempt to gain and sustain U.S. public support for the military’s war efforts. 


● Establish security for local Iraqis and their families. Without security for the indigenous 
population, a victory against the insurgents is not possible. 
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While the Iraqi elections of 2005 were touted by Bush and Cheney as proof that the government of 
Iraq was stabilizing and that the conflict was winding down, nothing could have been further from 
the truth on the ground.  Iraqi Sunni Muslims boycotted the election.  Thus, Iraqi Shiites won many 
government positions in Sunni areas. It was in these Sunni, Shiite-dominated areas that 
resistance to the Iraqi government and support of violence in Iraq grew quickly.  Despite the fact 
that the caldron of discontent and revenge was about to boil over, military commanders in Iraq 
allowed themselves to become overly optimistic at election time and began drawing up plans for 
major troop withdrawals. 


The year 2006 marked the point at which the American military gains in Iraq were brought to a 
chilling halt, with the Bush administration finally conceding that America was on a path to defeat.  
Ricks says that it took almost all of 2006 for the reality of the U.S. failures in Iraq to sink in among 
military and political leaders.  Ricks writes that the key event in 2006 that awakened U.S. leaders 
to the fact that civil war among Iraqis was imminent was the February 2006 Sunni bombing of one 
of the Shia Muslims’ most valued shrines – the Golden Dome Mosque in Samarra.  Hundreds of 
Iraqis were killed in sectarian fighting during the weeks after the bombing. 


Iraqi-on-Iraqi violence escalated to unprecedented heights.  Kidnappings, murders, rapes, 
robberies, intimidation and extrusion were rampant, and yet they remained under the U.S. 
military’s radar.  In the first few months of 2006, there were very few U.S. troops patrolling the 
streets of Baghdad. The U.S. had turned the security of the capital city over to the Iraqi forces who 
were not able to handle the mission. The Americans refused to bring order to the capital city and 
the Iraqi forces were incapable of doing so due to their inadequate training, lack of necessary 
equipment, supplies and weapons, and the insurgent infiltration within their ranks.  Baghdad 
became a battleground for sectarian groups. 


During 2006, the insurgents mounted a full court press against U.S. forces.  Around 1,000 
roadside bombs were being every week.  Huge numbers of Iraqis were being slaughtered in 
sectarian violence during those same periods.  Many Iraqis who turned to the dark side did so not 
out of religious conviction but simply because of a need to support their families.  Al Qaeda 
entered the neighborhoods with a lot of cash. For many Iraqis, the Al Qaeda payroll was their only 
way of sustaining their families.  The big question in May of 2006 which appeared to be ignored by 
U.S. leaders was if a well-trained and equipped American force could not control the sectarian 
violence and insurgent roadside bombings, how could an infiltrated and distrusted Iraqi police 
force and army be expected to do so? 


As the war in Iraq dragged on, more and more retired general officers began to publicly take issue 
with the Bush administration in general and Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, in particular.  One 
Pentagon official told Ricks that oftentimes Bush would sit with National Security Advisor, 
Condolezza Rice, and Donald Rumsfeld as they debated and argued matters.  Bush would stand 
up, tell them both to get the job done, and then leave the room.  Once the president departed, 
Rumsfeld and Rice would go at it, with Rumsfeld refusing to accommodate Rice on matters of 
state and reconstruction in Iraq.  Several general officers went public with their distaste for 
Rumsfeld and the manner in which the war was being perpetrated: 


● Retired Major General Paul Eaton who had been the first man in charge of overseeing the 
training of Iraqi forces, wrote an article for the New York Times that made the Army’s case 
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against the Rumsfeld reign. Eaton claimed that additional troops were needed to establish 
security and stability in Iraq, and that the active duty generals around Rumsfeld were too 
yielding and compliant.  Eaton accused the secretary himself of being incompetent at all levels 
of war – tactically, operationally and strategically.  Eaton’s expose begged the question, if 
President Bush was truly heeding the advice of his generals as he so often publicly stated, 
then why was the president ignoring calls from his generals for the secretary of defense to be 
removed? 


● Retired Major General John Batiste, formerly the senior military advisor to Deputy Defense 
Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, commanded the 1st Infantry Division in Iraq in 2004-2005.  Batiste 
was offered a promotion to Lieutenant General but declined his third star saying that he no 
longer desired to serve under Donald Rumsfeld.  Batiste called for Rumsfeld to be replaced. 


● Retired Major General Charles Swannack, who commanded the elite 82nd Airborne Division 
in Iraq, squarely placed the blame for the Abu Ghraib prison scandal at Rumsfeld’s feet, telling 
the press that it was the Sec Def’s pressure on commanders to extract information from 
detainees that led to the abuses. 


 ● Former commander of USCENTCOM, retired Marine four-star General Anthony Zinni and 
retired Major General John Riggs joined the ranks of the dissenting generals. Riggs accused 
the Bush administration of being fools who seriously underestimated what it would take to fight 
and win the war in Iraq. 


Throughout all of the criticism from prominent general officers, Bush remained supportive of his 
Sec Def.  Rumsfeld’s response was to side-step the criticism and mock his critics.  


The months between the middle of 2006 to mid-2007 marked the most violent and bloody period 
since American troops invaded Iraq in March of 2003.  More than 1,000 American soldiers were 
killed.  Iraqi civilian deaths – more than 3,000 - made the number of Americans killed pale in 
comparison. Shiite militias carried out well-planned, armed campaigns and drove Sunnis out of 
much of Baghdad.  The Sunnis dominated the areas west of the Tigris River and the Shiites, the 
areas to the river’s east.  Almost every Sunni mosque in Baghdad was attacked by Shiite 
militiamen, supported by the commander of the local Iraqi police force.  Ricks tells us that the very 
core of the Iraqi state was corrupt.  Both the Iraqi army and National Police were heavily infiltrated 
by Shiite militia. Shiite kidnappings of Sunni family members were so prominent in 2006 that more 
than 2 million Iraqis left their homeland seeking refuge in neighboring countries. 


Desperate to put an ends to the violence, the American military and its Iraqi allied forces mounted 
operation “Together Forward” in the summer of 2006.  The mission was to restore security and 
stability to Iraq’s capital city.  Upwards of 42,000 Iraqi police and military, supported by more than 
7,000 U.S. forces erected checkpoints, established and enforced curfews, placed restrictions on 
civilians carrying weapons and greatly increased foot patrols in Baghdad.  Unfortunately, the 
offensive never got off of the ground.  General Casey stated that the unreliability and questionable 
loyalty of the Iraqi forces were to blame for the operation’s failure. Casey stated that the Iraqi 
government seemed incapable of providing the infrastructure support and humanitarian 
assistance needed to ensure the success of “Together Forward.” 
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General Casey initiated operation “Together Forward II” in August of 2006.  It, too, failed to stop 
the big bombings. One of the reasons why these missions failed was that, once the Iraqi 
neighborhoods were cleared of the insurgents, there were not enough troops remaining behind to 
hold the territory.  Additionally, the Bush White House concluded that Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-
Maliki and his governing administration were impeding success. Maliki would not permit U.S. 
actions to be taken against the Shiite militias.   


In his 2008 interview with President Bush as a possible replacement for Defense Secretary 
Donald Rumsfeld, Robert Gates stated that he favored a troop surge in Iraq.  Then commanding 
General Casey and other leading commanders opposed any troop increase for three reasons.  
First, a surge would give the Iraqi government the impression that the Americans would stay and 
solve all of their problems.  Second, Casey and others believed that a troop increase would lessen 
American leverage over the Iraqi government.  Finally, it was argued that once the additional 
troops stabilized an area, destabilization would eventually occur when those troops departed. 


One military commander who was not afraid to buck the status quo was Colonel H. R. McMaster, 
whose 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment dealt with the medieval town of Tall Afar in 2004.  This city 
of a quarter of a million inhabitants had been manipulated and intimidated by the terrorists.  
Colonel McMasters, a Ph.D. historian who understands counterinsurgency warfare, placed his 
troops in and throughout Tall Afar, establishing more than 25 outposts within the city.  McMasters 
told his soldiers to treat the Iraqis with respect and dignity.  He mandated that all detainees be 
treated humanely and with respect.  Colonel McMasters personally met with Sheikhs and tribal 
leaders, apologized for American mistakes, and assured them that they would be protected and 
cared for under his watch.  Colonel McMasters got it right.  He understood how to fight and win 
against the insurgents. Unfortunately, both General Casey, commanding officer in Iraq, and his 
boss, General John Abizaid, believed that an American presence in the cities was a nuisance. The 
generals at the top simply did not understand the war they were fighting. 


Towards the end of 2006, some of the American commanders on the ground were beginning to 
change their tactics.  When they recruited Iraqi police, they recruited men who would remain in 
their own neighborhoods to protect their own families and friends.  Sunni police would be 
responsible for law and order in their own Sunni neighborhoods.  Shiite police would assume the 
same responsibilities for their towns.  They all had a vested interest in getting it right.  When 
American forces were used to clear a town, they were now posted in that town, thus establishing a 
permanent presence that, over time, cultivated trust and friendship with the local Iraqis. 
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Chapter 3:  Keane Takes Command (Fall 2006) 


Just one day after President George W. Bush was re-elected to a second term in office, he 
announced that Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld was being replaced. President Bush 
realized that there was a growing and ever abundant amount of evidence that Rumsfeld was not 
competent to lead the Department of Defense. Quick to chew out subordinate general officers, 
Rumsfeld never adequately addressed major problems in Afghanistan or Iraq. He refused to make 
the needed adjustments in personnel, policy, strategy and command structures during his tenure 
as Sec Def.  With the Democrats firmly in control of the Congress, key committees such as 
Appropriations, Armed Services, Foreign Affairs, and Intelligence were no longer chaired by 
staunch Republican supporters of the Bush administration.  The President and his new Sec Def 
were forced to make changes in the way the war in Iraq was conducted. 


In late 2006, retired, four-star General Jack Keane, in a move unprecedented in American military 
history, became the de facto chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  He stepped in during the 
tenure of active-duty Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Peter Pace, to reorient the U.S. war-
fighting strategy and bring together the collective best thinkers of the White House and the 
Department of Defense.  Marine General Pace was complacent and non-confrontational and 
proved unable to effectively deal with the war in Iraq.  The influential Keane stepped in on his own, 
advising general officers in Iraq and proposing a “surge” strategy. Never before was a retired 
general officer in a position of influence and authority where he was dominating and dictating 
policy and, in effect, bypassing the entire active duty, military chain of command in reshaping the 
U.S. war strategy.  


In 2005, Keane and Henry Kissinger had both served on the Defense Policy Board.  They got to 
know each other well.  Kissinger, preparing to visit President Bush, asked Keane what our military 
strategy was to defeat the insurgency in Iraq.  Keane told Kissinger that such a strategy simply did 
not exist.  Keane’s primary concern was that as the situation worsened for U.S. forces between 
2004 and 2006, the American military was still not doing anything to protect the Iraqi people.  It 
was focused on transitioning responsibility for the security and stability of the Iraqi population to 
Iraqi forces.  Meantime, innocent Iraqis were suffering and paying a high price.  Keane knew that 
the U.S. was re-enforcing failure. 


“On day, in the summer, Keane got a call from Admiral William “Fox” Fallon, the commander of 
USPACOM (United States Pacific Command).  As Keane remembers it, Fallon began by saying, 
‘Jack, I just came out of Iraq. Could you help me understand what the fuck is going on? . . .Casey 
is up to his ears in quicksand and doesn’t even know it.  This thing is going down around him.’”4 


As time progressed, Keane realized that the CENTCOM commander, General Abizaid, was 
burned out and ready to retire.  Lieutenant General Rick Sanchez, whom Abizaid assigned to 
command forces in Iraq, was viewed by many inside the Army’s ranks as one of the more 
incompetent generals on active duty.  Keane realized that the inept Sanchez, coupled with 
Sanchez’s hostile relationship with U.S. occupation chief, Ambassador Paul Bremer III, belied an 
additional recipe for disaster in Iraq.   


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 82. 
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In September, 2006, Keane made his case to Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld.  Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, General Peter Pace, also showed up to the meeting.  Keane told the SecDef that 
America was losing in Iraq because it refused to follow time-proven methods of defeating 
insurgencies.  American forces needed to get out of their bases and start living among and 
protecting the people.  In living with and protecting the Iraqi population, the insurgents would 
become isolated and ineffective in the long run. 


A few days after the meeting, General Pace asked Keane to come see him.  Pace asked Keane 
what grade he (Keane) would give Pace as Joint Chiefs Chairman.  Keane told Pace he would 
give him an “F.”  For a retired general officer to be so blunt with an active duty Joint Chiefs 
Chairman was rare.  Basically, Keane asked the Chairman why he knew less about what was 
going on in Iraq than Keane, a retired general did.  Keane told Pace to replace Abizaid as 
CENTCOM commander with Admiral Fallon and to get rid of General Casey and give General 
Patraeus the job as commander in Iraq. General Pace convened a council of colonels – veterans 
who had commanded brigade-size units in combat - to review Keane’s recommendations 


Ricks points out the dysfunctional nature of the relationships among the leading Army 
commanders in 2006.  Keane, Odierno and Patraeus agreed that more troops were needed in 
Iraq.    All three shared concerns about the way the war was being conducted.   Generals Abizaid 
and Casey, on then other hand, rejected the notion of a troop surge. Abizaid, during an Armed 
Services Committee hearing in November 2006 told Senators McCain and Graham that all of the 
generals agreed with him (Abizaid) that troop levels needed to stay where they were.  Either 
Abizaid was not aware of the dissention within the general officer ranks or chose to ignore it. 


The author tells us about one weekend that changed the course of the war.  Some of the more 
prominent hawks in Washington, D.C. –including Fred Kagan, Richard Perle and William Kristol – 
gathered at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) in D.C. for a three day exercise to determine 
whether or not is was possible to develop an alternative way of conducting the war.  Among those 
invited to participate in this three day think tank exercise was General Keane.  Also invited were 
military officers who had served under Colonel H.R. McMaster in the 3rd Armored Cavalry 
Regiment in Iraq.  They had been part of the maverick yet extremely successful 2005 campaign in 
Tall Afar and had proven that more troops, if employed effectively among the Iraqi people, could 
defeat an insurgency movement.  The challenge for this group of deep thinkers was to figure out 
how American troops could be redeployed in Iraq so that the population would be protected, which 
had been Keane’s passion.  Two AEI members, Donnelly and Armstrong, sat down that Saturday 
afternoon to determine how many surge troops would be needed to accomplish the mission in 
Baghdad and other large Iraqi cities. The two men decided that seven additional combat brigades 
would be needed.  Five would come from the Army and an additional two, from the Marines.  The 
men even figured out which brigades were available based upon scheduled troop rotations and 
existing force structure.  General Keane was amazed by the knowledge and analysis within the 
AEI working group. 


On December 11, 2006 a meeting was convened at the White House.  General Keane, Karl Rove, 
National Security Advisor Steve Hadley and others joined President Bush and Professor Eliot 
Cohen for a frank analysis and discussion of the progress, or lack thereof, in the war.  Cohen had 
advised the president once before at Camp David, but had held back, not speaking as freely and 
bluntly as he though he should have.  This time, Cohen pulled no punches. “Mister President, I’m 
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going to be very blunt,” he began. “I don’t mean to cause offense, but this is wartime, and I feel I 
owe it to you.”5  Cohen pushed for a change in leadership.  He told the president that a new team 
and a new strategy were needed if the U.S. was to prevail in Iraq.  He told President Bush that his 
current generals –Casey and Abizaid and others – were all good guys but simply were not the 
right men for the jobs they currently held.  He urged the president to start holding his generals 
accountable for their failures.  He advised Bush that not all general officers are up to the task of 
leading in wartime.  He reminded the president that not one general officer had been relieved of 
command for ineffectiveness throughout the entire war.  Cohen said that the current, routine 
promotion system for generals was a disaster. Senior officers were being promoted and assigned 
based upon having moved up through the system and paid their dues as opposed being promoted 
and assigned commands based upon unique talents, capabilities, and experience.  Bush asked 
Cohen who should be placed in command in Iraq.  Cohen told the president that Patraeus was his 
man.  Keane seconded the suggestion. 


Two days later, Bush went to the Pentagon to meet with the council of colonels.  The Air Force 
and Navy representatives were against any surge in Iraq.  Colonel McMaster representing the 
Army was for the surge, as was the Marine Corps’ Colonel Greenwood.  Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General Peter Pace, was passive and non-committal.  The council of colonels 
were not blunt with the president, but concluded that the United States invaded Iraq on a series of 
extremely flawed assumptions that were “sold” to the president. Bush and his chief advisors 
wrongly assumed that the war would be one of liberation in which the Iraqis would quickly take 
charge of their own destiny.  It was assumed that Iraq would stay relatively orderly after Saddam 
was deposed, with a fully functioning police force.  It was assumed that Iraqi oil revenues would 
more than pay for the war effort.  All of these assumptions proved to be inaccurate. 


The council concluded that until some key questions were answered, America could have no 
defined strategy for the war, only aspirations.  Is Iraq under the control of Iran?  Can the Iraqi 
government survive? Will there be a Sunni/Shiite civil war?  Has the United States passed the 
point of no return in Iraq?  Does any nation truly believe that the U.S. will stick it out in Iraq until 
victory is achieved?  What defines victory in Iraq? 


The resistance to any surge was still running high among key active duty generals and admirals. 
Retired General Keane’s unprecedented access to and influence over the president of the United 
States was resented by senior active duty military officers from all of the services.   


Bush decided to replace Casey as commanding general in Iraq but gave him a “soft landing” so as 
not to pin the blame him for a war gone bad.  Casey was removed from his command in Iraq but 
given the Army’s top position as Chief of Staff.  Ricks notes that this was the same “punishment” 
meted out to General Westmoreland after his disastrous tour of duty as commanding general in 
Vietnam in 1968. 


The fact that a retired general and an Washington, D.C. civilian think tank came up with a strategy 
to win in Iraq, and not the American military establishment, was a clear indictment of top military 
leaders. 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 98. 
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Chapter 4:  A Strategy is Born (Winter 2006-07) 


Retired General Jack Keane, Lieutenant General Ray Odierno, and the new commanding general 
in Iraq, David Patraeus, set out to implement the new surge and a strategy to win back Iraq.  
Opposition from the military in Iraq and its leadership in Washington remained strong. 


Ricks credits Lieutenant General Raymond Odierno with bucking his entire chain of command to 
push the U.S. military in Iraq in a radical new direction. During his first tour of duty as a Major 
General in command of the 4th Infantry Division in the Sunni Triangle in 2003-04, Odierno and his 
commanders earned the reputation of being heavy handed - kicking in doors and arresting tens of 
thousands of middle-aged men.  Odierno’s harsh methods in dealing with the Iraqi civilians played 
right into the hands of Al Qaeda and the insurgents. The commanding general in Iraq, Lieutenant 
General Rick Sanchez, proved to be a disengaged, hands-off commander who did not mentor or 
reign in the aggressive Major General Odierno.  But by 2006, Odierno had realized his mistakes of 
the past.  He grew to understand the nuances of counterinsurgency warfare between his first and 
current tours in Iraq.   


In December, 2006, Lieutenant General Odierno found himself back in Iraq and in charge of 
overseeing the day-to-day war effort for then-commanding General Casey.  Odierno and his staff 
– over the objections of General Casey and members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff – concluded that 
the Iraqi population (first and foremost) – had to be secured.  This meant moving troops back into 
the cities, especially back into Baghdad. Odierno said that he needed an additional eight combat 
brigades. He knew, however, that no more than five would be available. 


In order for the surge to go forward, changes in the command structure had to be made.  On the 
day that the Iraq Study Group released its damning report, December 6, 2006, Robert Gates was 
confirmed by the Senate as the new Secretary of Defense.  Gates was sworn in on December 18 -
the day Bush finally admitted that the United States was not winning in Iraq.   


After settling in, Sec Def Gates asked David Patraeus if he concurred with the assessment that 
America was losing the war in Iraq.  Patraeus told Gates that he believed such an assessment to 
be correct.  Gates took Peter Pace and Patraeus to Iraq for a meeting with Generals Abizaid, 
Casey and Odierno.  Odierno, the newest and youngest of the three, was still butting heads with 
both Abizaid and Casey over the surge.  During his visit, and with Generals Pace and Patraeus 
present, Gates interviewed soldiers, asking them if more troops were needed.  The several 
soldiers with whom he spoke told the Secretary that more troops were definitely needed if America 
was to be able to move forward and progress.  A few days after returning to the states from Iraq, 
Gates informed Odierno that he would get all five brigades for his surge.  In all, Odierno was to 
receive five Army brigades and two Marine battalions, totaling 20,000 additional combat troops 
and another 8,000 support troops. 


Gates shook up the military establishment.  He fired the Secretary of the Army and the Army 
Surgeon General over the poor treatment of recuperating soldiers at the Walter Reed Medical 
Center.  In June 2007, he replaced Peter Pace as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs.  In March of 2008 
Gates fired the CETCOM commander, Admiral Fallon, who was General Abizaid’s successor.  
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Three months later, Gates relieved the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and the Secretary of the Air 
Force for inappropriate handling of nuclear weapons. 


Ray Odierno established key, non-negotiable principals for his surge planners: 


● Figure out a way to secure U.S. lines of communication.  Cut the roads, paths and rivers off 
from the car bombers. 


● Once an area is taken by U.S. forces, it was to be held.  He told his commanders not to give 
up terrain and not to bite off more than they could chew.  He told them not to conduct an 
operation unless their presence was sustainable. 


● In order to protect the population, forces needed to go after not just Al Qaeda, but the Shiite 
militias that were intimidating the Sunni neighborhoods. 


● In order for Iraqis to feel secure and provide intelligence to combat the insurgents, they 
needed 24/7 access to U.S. forces.  Forces must live in the neighborhoods within their area of 
responsibility (AOR). 


The surge lasted eighteen months.  The last of the additional five brigades returned home in 
summer of 2008.  The surge strategy, which many in power did not realize or at least would not 
acknowledge publicly, was a long-term one.  First, the population needed to be secured and the 
trust of U.S. forces re-established.  Then the Iraqi political system needed time to evolve and 
stabilize.  A reliable police force and military had to be built. All of this would take many more 
years if victory was to be achieved. 


 


PART 2:  A NEW WAR BEGINS 


Chapter 5:  If You’re So Smart . . . (Spring 2007) 


In January 2007, David Patraeus learned that he would be offered command of forces in Iraq.  
Gates got Patraeus on the phone and told him that he wanted to make sure that Patraeus was 
willing to take on the challenge.  Patraeus said that he first wanted to talk with the Secretary and 
give his thoughts on what a commander taking this position should do. 


Patraeus told Gates that the first priority under a Patraeus command would be to secure the Iraqi 
people.  Turning the country over to Iraqi forces would have to take a back seat to securing the 
population.  Patraeus also felt that it was critical that he always have a direct line to Gates in order 
to maintain clarity and mission focus.  Essentially, Patraeus told the Sec Def that if he could fight 
the war his way, he would take the job.  A few days later, General Patraeus’ appointment as  
commander in Iraq was announced by the White House. 
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Patraeus in said to his staff one day, “There are three enormous tasks that strategic leaders have 
to get right.  The first is to get the big ideas right.  The second is to communicate the big ideas 
throughout the organization. The third is to ensure proper execution of the big ideas.”6 


Generals Patraeus and Odierno had been peers during their first tours in Iraq, with Major General 
Odierno commanding the 4th Infantry Division and Major General Patraeus, the 101st Airborne.  
They had been silent allies, getting the job done despite the incompetence of their commanding 
general, Rick Sanchez, and the micromanagement of the civilian overseer of the Coalition 
Provisional Authority, Ambassador Paul Bremer III. 


Though they had their differences at times, Patraeus and Odierno made a good team as the 
implementers of the surge in Iraq. They changed many things for the better.  They pushed U.S. 
forces off of their distant bases and back into the cities to live among and secure the population.  
They encouraged commanders to meet with the media and be open with it.  Patraeus 
understoodd that more than 50% of winning this war was winning the information war. 


When taking command in Iraq, General Patraeus surrounded himself with good people, many of 
whom were critical of the Bush administration and the conduct of the war.  His two most important 
advisors were Colonel Bill Rapp and Colonel Pete Mansoor.  Colonel Rapp headed General 
Patraeus’ Commander’s Initiatives Group.  This was an internal think tank established to push the 
envelope and ask the hard questions such as why not cut a deal with our enemies?  Colonel 
Mansoor became Patraeus’ executive officer in Iraq, ensuring that his orders were being carried 
out promptly and effectively. 


Ryan Crocker replaced Zalmay Khalilzad as U.S. ambassador to Iraq.  Crocker and Patraeus 
established and maintained a close relationship and worked hand-in-hand to ensure that the U.S. 
military and political agendas dovetailed.  They reversed the dysfunctional relationship that existed 
between Lieutenant General Rick Sanchez and Ambassador Paul Bremer during the earlier years 
of the occupation of Iraq.  Both Crocker and Patraeus agreed that invading Iraq had not been a 
smart move. 


Patraeus included three prominent foreigners in his staff of key advisors.  One was David 
Kilcullen, an Australian counterinsurgency expert and critic of the way the American military had 
conducted the war to date.  Kilcullen wrote (and Patraeus agreed) that the top ten rules for 
defeating an insurgency were being violated by the Americans daily.  Kilcullen advocated securing 
the Iraqis where they slept, never leaving home without an Iraqi, looking beyond the improvised 
explosive devices and going after the terror network that emplaced them, giving the Iraqi people 
justice and honor, and patrolling the neighborhoods on foot. 


A second advisor was Sadi Othman, a pacifist Arab and New Yorker.  The third was the influential 
Brit, Emma Sky, who was fiercely anti-war and an expert on Middle Eastern history, politics and 
current affairs.  All three opposed the invasion of Iraq and the manner in which the U.S. had 
conducted the war effort. 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 129. 
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Emma Sky could not believe it when Ray Odierno asked her to shadow him and provide him with  
a sanity check as the surge progressed.  She was the closest thing to complete opposite that 
Odierno could find.  She agreed to work for Odierno under the condition that if she observed him 
condoning a human rights violation that she would report him to the International Criminal Court in 
the Hague.  Odierno agreed. (It was not until much later that Sky learned that the U.S. is not a 
signatory to the statute creating the court.) Odierno often referred to Emma Sky not as his advisor 
but as his insurgent. 


 


Chapter 6:  Gambling on a “Shitty Hand” (Spring and Summer 2007) 


Having inherited a bad situation in Iraq, even Patraeus himself thought it might be too late to turn 
the effort around.  Kilcullen stated that it was a good team with the right strategy, but possibly too 
late in the game. But part of a commanding general’s job is to remain optimistic and to infuse that 
optimism into subordinate commanders.  Patraeus accomplished that from the start. He took over 
a command characterized by feelings of futility and energized it with a sense of hope. 


General Patraeus’ strategic advisor, Major General Fastabend, told Patraeus that it was time to 
take some heavy risks.  Fastabend recommended six major departures from the standard 
operating procedures of the past several years: 


● Deal with the extremists by working with them.  Perhaps it was time to cut deals with tribal 
leaders.  After four years of killing them, there was little if any progress to show for it.  So why 
not deal with the devils? 


● Lean on Iraqi leader Maliki hard and don’t permit him to shut down American deals with 
former insurgents. 


● Extend a hand to radical Shiite cleric Moqtada al-Sadr and try to come to an agreement that 
will put an end to the Shiite militia attacks against the Sunnis. 


● Emphasize reconciliation between Sunnis and Shiites at the local levels as opposed to the 
top of Iraqi government, where it was not yet working. 


● Slow down the push to turn everything over to the Iraqis.  This push emphasized by Casey to 
turn everything over to the Iraqis as soon as possible was a rush to failure. 


Major General Fastabend told Patraeus that from 2003 through 2006, American commanders 
sought strategic gains but were unwilling to take the tactical risks necessary to achieve those 
gains.  Fastabend said it was time to put up or shut up.  It was time to take risks.  If American 
commanders did not pay attention to and understand such rudimentary Iraqi things as tribes, 
blood feuds, and fights over water and women and money, then they would never fully understand 
the war that they were in.  And the only way to understand all of this was to live among the people, 
and establish trusting relationships with them. 
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After four years of failure in Iraq, military leaders under the leadership of General Patraeus were 
finally waking up to something that they should have realized from the start of the war: Success in 
Iraq was not going to be gained by technological superiority, but by human interaction on the 
ground. 


Moving American forces back into the cities proved to be very bloody.  The initial weeks of the 
surge saw 180 attacks against U.S. forces each day.  Commanders were instructed to split the 
insurgency, which consisted of two main groups:  The local mujahadin, who were truly concerned 
about protecting their neighborhoods from the Shiite militia death squads, and Al Qaeda in Iraq 
(AQI).  When an explosion killed innocent Iraqi civilians, the Americans would ask the locals why 
they allowed Al Qaeda to kill their loved ones.  When Americans were injured and killed, 
commanders exercised restraint and did not seek revenge among the Iraqis they were charged to 
protect.  


Commanders became wiser and told their soldiers that when conversing with Iraqi’s, they should 
sit down, take off their helmets and sun glasses, accept whatever they were offered to drink, and 
be respectful.  Houses that were empty due to ethnic cleansing were padlocked by U.S. forces so 
that insurgents could not use them.  Our forces were trying out new tactics. 


The war began its fifth year in March, 2007.  At that time there was little evidence to prove that the 
surge was working.  U.S. casualties mounted.  Insurgents introduced an improved and much more 
deadly type of IED – the explosively formed penetrator (EFP).  Some of these armor-piercing 
bombs were only the size of a coffee can.  They could be emplaced quickly and effectively. 


In May 2007, more than 6,000 significant acts of violence in Iraq were recorded – the most since 
November 2004.  The U.S. combat death toll climbed to more than 357 between the months of 
March and June 2007.  The additional casualties amounted to the risk taking that was vital when 
troops moved out of their secure bases and into the cities.  But as U.S. casualties increased, Iraqi 
civilian deaths markedly decreased.  When the military moved back into the cities, they became 
the targets instead of the Iraqi citizens.  


An effort was made to kill the counterinsurgency recruiting within the prison camps.  The first step 
was to learn more about each prisoner and separate the hard core insurgents from those who had 
a chance of being rehabilitated.  Prior to some changes, prisoners were separated by sect and not 
by ideologies.  The second step was to introduce basic literacy courses to the prisoners.  Civic 
courses became mandatory.  More than 100 Muslim clerics were hired to teach moderate Islam.  
Courses in geography, history, science and math were also offered. 


 


Chapter 7:  Signs of Life in Baghdad (Summer 2007) 


American combat losses began to drop drastically by July 2007. There were five major reasons for 
the change: 
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● Living among the people was beginning to pay off. The seventy-five American 
outposts around Baghdad were having a positive effect on the city’s security and 
stability.   


● By the time the U.S. forces began entering and occupying the city, the Shiite purging 
of Sunni neighborhoods was completed.  Shiites lived in formerly Sunni neighborhoods 
and the Shiite militias patrolled and kept the peace in their own neighborhoods. 


● Later in the year 2007, a cease fire was negotiated between U.S. forces and the 
militiamen of Moqtada al-Sadr, the anti-American Shiite cleric. 


● Under Patraeus, and for the first time since the invasion, there was unity of effort in 
Iraq.  Everyone was singing off of the same sheet of music. 


● The fifth and still most controversial reason why American casualties declined 
amounted to General Patraeus’ biggest gamble in Iraq. He went behind the back of the 
Iraqi government and cut deals with our former enemies, putting them on the U.S. 
payroll and establishing, in essence, security contracts in which money was paid for an 
end to violence against U.S. forces.  Oddly enough, Patraeus never sought permission 
of the U.S. government to do this.  He felt it was within his authority and simply made 
the decision to pursue the course of action himself.  At its peak in 2008, the U.S. military 
was paying more than 100,000 insurgents $30 million per month not to attack U.S. 
forces.  The majority of the insurgents on the payroll were Sunni militiamen, who did not 
support the Iraqi government but supported the security and stability that the Americans 
were trying to bring to their neighborhoods. 


Many were wary of paying money to insurgents that killed U.S. troops from 2003 through 2007.  
The purchased cease fires afforded no official amnesty for past crimes, but implied it.  Nor were 
there any surrenders accompanying the monthly payments, because the bad guys still got to keep 
their weapons.  In some cases, part of the cease fire bargains involved providing better weapons 
to the former insurgents.  When Iraqi officials learned what was going on, they accused the U.S. of 
creating a Sunni army, and that the American payoffs could result in war lording and even civil 
war.  The Patraeus counterargument was that in buying them off, the U.S. was offering the Sunnis 
an alternative to dealing with Al Qaeda.   


Many low level fighters had joined the insurgency for the money, as it was the only manner in 
which these honorable men could earn a living, feed their families and save face.  Al Qaeda could 
not compete with what the U.S. was paying.  In some cases, upwards of $300 each month was 
paid to thousands of local security guards.  Instead of the money being eaten away on munitions 
and equipment expended in fire fights, it was buying the peace and providing more time for 
intelligence gathering. “All told, the Americans arrived at local cease fires with 779 local militias, 
some as small as 10 men in a neighborhood, some as large as 800 armed fighters. . .”7 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 215. 
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After years of driving its enemies to ally against it, the U.S. was splitting its enemies apart.  As the 
effort progressed, the U.S. discovered that the Iraqi insurgency had three levels. The Al Qaeda 
hard core leaders were at the top.  Next were criminals that simply exploited the current situation 
to make money.  This group could be won over by being permitted to man checkpoints for money 
if they obeyed Iraqi and U.S. forces.  The third group could be bought off for as little as $ 10 a day 
plus some reconstruction contracts for the sheikhs.   


It is debatable whether or not Patraeus and Odierno overstepped their authority when establishing 
their “buyout” policy. Ricks feels that there is evidence that they did, but that all is forgivable given 
the void of guidance that existed at the White House. 


 


Chapter 8:  The Domestic Opposition Collapses (Summer and Fall 2007) 


In March 2007, Admiral William Fallon took command of US Central Command.  Though one of 
the most senior officers in the U.S. military, he was not familiar with the Middle East region or 
ground warfare.  In 2007, Fallon had been an admiral for thirteen years.  Fallon received his first 
star in 1994 when Patraeus was a lieutenant colonel. Now they both wore four stars.  Fallon, as 
USCENTCOM commander, was technically Patraeus’ boss. 


Thomas Ricks believes that General Dave Patraeus “probably had a more direct relationship with 
his president than any field commander in an American war had enjoyed since the Civil War, 
when Lincoln could summon a general to Washington or aboard the River Queen to steam down 
the Potomac and up the James Rivers and meet with Grant and Sherman at City Point, Virginia.”8 


Admiral Fallon proved to be a thorn in Patraeus’ side.  He held up troop requests for Iraq such as 
ones for a company of engineers or medical specialists dealing with traumas to the brain. “We 
were putting in requests and getting [expletive deleted] continuously,” recalled Major General 
Fastabend.9  


Fallon, in efforts to undercut Patraeus, sent Rear Admiral James Winnefeld, Jr. to Iraq as his 
emissary.  He was for all intents and purposes Admiral Fallon’s spy in country.  In a clear violation 
of military courtesy, Admiral Winnefeld did not announce his arrival or presence in Iraq.  General 
Odierno did not know that Winnefeld was wandering around in the AOR until three weeks after 
Winnefeld had been in country. 


Winnefeld was in Iraq to collect evidence to support the CENTCON commander’s view that the 
Americans should pull back and let the Iraqi forces handle everything. Fallon wanted to pull U.S. 
troops out of the cities and place them on the Syrian and Iranian borders.  To the senior officers 
serving under Patraeus in Iraq, Admiral Winnefeld wanted to trash everything they had worked for 
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including the troop increase, the implementation of effective counterinsurgency tactics, and 
protection of the population. 


Admiral Fallon failed to grasp and/or resented that fact that General Patraeus, though technically 
Fallon’s subordinate, held all of the cards. As long as Patraeus, Odierno and Ambassador Crocker 
banded together, they wielded more power than Fallon and the Joint Chiefs of Staff combined. 
General Patraeus’ testimony before Congress in 2007, coupled with growing success in Iraq, 
eroded Admiral Fallon’s influence and power. 


Americans watched General Patraeus’ testimony on television.  The U.S. public was wary but 
agreed to give the new commanding general a shot at victory.  America developed a “hands-off” 
attitude.  They trusted General Patraeus to do the job, but didn’t really want all the details.  In the 
first two quarters of 2007, the war in Iraq was the top running story in the media.  By September, 
2007, news coverage of the war was taking up only a quarter of the daily television news.  In mid-
2008, when Patraeus testified before Congress, the war consumed a negligible 3 percent of media 
time on television. 


 


PART 3:  WAR WITHOUT END 


Chapter 9:  The Twilight Zone (Winter 2007-08) 


Winter 2007-08 found the U.S. effort in Iraq in a twilight zone; neither peace nor victory had yet 
been achieved.  One of the primary objectives of the surge was to halt the violence long enough to 
give the new Iraqi government breathing room to solidify.  But that had not come to fruition.  The 
Iraqi leadership, under the Maliki government, remained highly dysfunctional and unable to come 
to terms on the big issues.  As General Patraeus’ executive officer, Colonel Rapp put it, “We 
thought that once they weren’t being shot at, they could start being statesmanlike.  It turns out we 
have a bunch of guys who survived the Saddam years by being secretive and exclusive, instead 
of being open and inclusive.”10 


One of the Army’s Stryker brigade soldiers whom Thomas Ricks interviewed, Specialist Horton,  
said that the insurgents being paid to cease hostilities against Americans were growing to be a 
much more capable and lethal force.  They stole cars and intimidated anyone whom they accused 
of being linked to Al Qaeda.  Specialist Horton characterized the paid-off insurgents as a 21st 
century Gestapo sanctioned and funded by the U.S. Army. 


In February 2008, Solomon Moore, one of the few reporters to enter Basra, the largest southern 
Shiite city, observed that Basra was a deeply troubled city in which doctors, teachers, politicians 
and sheikhs were being kidnapped and murdered, mostly by gunmen in police cars.  A senior Iraqi 
police officer reported that Shiite militiamen had stolen 250 police cars and thousands of pistols. 
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In the winter of 2007-08, the American mercenary contractor force was coming under closer 
scrutiny. Loosely controlled and working within an undefined legal status, 30,000 American private 
security contractors guarded American diplomats and other contractors in Iraq.  This band of 
mercenaries, which trucked supplies, cooked food, provided technical support and guarded 
military convoys made up the second largest group of coalition forces aside from the U.S. military.   


Iraqis loathe the security contractors in Iraq.  They drive down the wrong lanes of traffic, fire at will, 
and are not subject to any laws while operating in Iraq.    Contractor personnel such as those 
working for Blackwater, were above the law and virtually untouchable.  They had and took 
advantage of their free reign in Iraq. 


Concerns about the lawlessness of American, civilian mercenaries in Iraq came to a head in 
September 2007, when Blackwater security personnel, guarding a convoy of vehicles, shot and 
killed 17 Iraqis. Five of the Blackwater guards involved in the incident faced criminal charges, and 
were indicted in December 2008 by a federal grand jury on charges of assault and manslaughter. 


“In retrospect, the winter of 2007-08 appears to be a time of missed opportunity, when Iraqi 
leaders should have made great strides politically but didn’t.  It was the point at which the surge 
began to fracture: it was succeeding militarily but failing politically.”11 


 


Chapter 10:  Big Wasta (Spring 2008) 


The commander of USCENTCOM, Admiral Fallon, knew it was time to retire when Secretary of 
Defense Gates stopped taking his phone calls. After only a year in the job, Fallon was pushed out 
and General Patraeus was moved in as the commander of United States Central Command.  
Odierno was awarded his fourth star and selected to replace Patraeus as commander of forces in 
Iraq.   


By June of 2008, the Maliki government in Iraq was taking charge and demonstrating its power.  It 
committed forces to quell violence in Basra.  It gained control of three, key Iraqi cities:  Basra, 
Mosul and Baghdad.  The Iraqi government began feeling its oats.  In summer of 2008, it started 
to distance itself from the Americans, divorcing itself from the Bush administration and allying with 
Senator Obama, who pledged during his presidential campaign to remove U.S. forces from Iraq 
within a few years of his election to the presidency. 


Before he moved from Iraq to take command of US Central Command in Florida, General 
Patraeus told his strategic planners to begin working on plans to transition from a mission of 
securing the population to one of sustaining security. In 2008, commanders in Iraq faced a force 
shrinkage problem.  The five brigades that executed the surge were rotating home. The U.S. 
mission in Iraq remained the same – security and stability – but now there would be fewer troops 
to carry out the mission. 
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Chapter 11:  After the Surge (Summer 2008) 


The surge ended in the middle of 2008 when the five additional combat brigades returned to the 
United States.  Even though Iraqi Sunni and Shiite factions remained violently divided, violence 
against American soldiers fell to the lowest level of the entire war.  More than 35,000 displaced 
Iraqi families returned from exile to Baghdad.  There was no doubt that the United States military, 
under General Patraeus’ leadership, had regained the initiative in Iraq. 


Thomas Ricks believes that the surge in Iraq, though effective in several ways, must still be 
graded as an incomplete. Though the surge succeeded tactically, it fell short strategically.  The 
level of violence in Iraq decreased, yet the Iraqi government made little if any progress in moving 
ahead.  Marine Colonel Tom Greenwood, a member of the critical council of colonels, said that the 
surge had essentially papered over the problems of Iraq without solving them.12 Colonel 
Greenwood went on to state that, “I still think that the Maliki government is riddled with 
sectarianism and is dysfunctional . . . and that we have a de facto partition between the Kurds, 
Shia and Sunni, that Iraq is little more than an Iranian proxy, that we have destabilized the region 
worse than Saddam Hussein ever did, that the downward trend in U.S. casualties will be short-
lived.”13 


Some White House officials, to include General Barry McCaffrey who visited Iraq in 2008, agree 
that the war in Iraq that is waiting in the shadows is the one that will erupt between the Arabs and 
the Kurds, as opposed to one between the Sunni and Shiite Muslims. 


Though the surge accomplished short-term security objectives, it may have generated long-term 
ramifications that will not surface until well into President Obama’s first administration. Fear still 
lingers that the U.S., alliance with and financial support of tribes, militias, and other forces will 
eventually lead to a divided and dysfunctional Iraqi state. 


Many years of fighting have seriously degraded the force. The U.S. military has become frayed by 
multiple combat tours in Afghanistan and Iraq. Soldiers are burned out from multiple and back-to-
back combat tours of duty.  Combat veterans display alarming rates of posttraumatic stress 
disorder.  Suicides and divorces are on the rise.  Both commissioned and noncommissioned 
officers are leaving service in huge numbers.  Around 50,000 soldiers are currently taking 
prescribed, narcotic pain relievers. The Army has had to drop its recruiting standards to meet its 
active duty numbers. Only 70 to 80 percent of new recruits have high school diplomas, well below 
the 90 percent plus the Army enjoyed in the 1990s.  The Army has also been accepting recruits 
with criminal records.  Five hundred and eleven convicted felons entered the Army in 2007. Also in 
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that year more than 27,000 conduct waivers were issued to by the Army and Marines in order to 
enlist new recruits.  


Despite big bonuses to stay, large numbers of seasoned young officers have left the Army since 
2006. Many of these are West Point graduates. Once they serve their obligatory five years, they 
are bailing.  Ricks spoke with Captain Liz McNally, another of General Patraeus’ aides. He asked 
her what types of captains were getting out of the service.  She told him almost all of them, to 
include her and the majority of her friends from West Point.  They want normal lives.   


The nature of the war in Iraq and how the war has been conducted are also causing many to 
leave.  A lieutenant colonel and key planner of the surge told Ricks that in the early years of the 
war, seasoned, junior combat officers were working for senior officers who had never done what 
they had to do and did not understand the situation on the ground.  The senior officers to whom 
these younger ones reported often did not comprehend how ill prepared the Army was for the war 
in Iraq.  Junior officers were subjected to tough reviews for their decisions and actions, yet 
generals never suffered any consequences for their mistakes or poor judgments.  As Lieutenant 
Colonel Paul Yingling put it in a widely noticed essay, “a private who loses a rifle suffers far 
greater consequences than a general who loses a war.”14 


 


Chapter 12:  Obama’s War (Fall 2008) 


Thomas Ricks feels that the war in Iraq has taught Barack Obama several lessons, foremost of 
which is to be cautious with the use of unilateral force.  As long as the Iraqis themselves continue 
to make political and social progress, Obama is willing to maintain an American presence in their 
country. 


As the surge showed signs of success, military planners began debating the size and composition 
of the post-occupation force. They determined that a long-term American presence in Iraq would 
have four major pieces: 


● A reinforced mechanized infantry division with 15,000 to 20,000 soldiers.  Its missions would 
be to secure the Iraqi government, and assist Iraqi forces and U.S. advisors when they got into 
fire fights that were more than they could handle. 


● A training and advisory force of around 10,000 troops to train and work with Iraqi military and 
police units. 


● A small but extremely capable Special Operations unit whose mission will be to fight the 
Sunni insurgent group, Al Qaeda in Iraq. 


● A headquarters and logistic support units of an additional 10,000 troops and civilian 
contractors to command and supply American forces in Iraq. 
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Ricks believes that Obama and his generals will come to an agreement on what constitutes a 
sustainable presence in Iraq, and, regardless of what the force ends up looking like, it will most 
certainly be there for many years to come.  


There are other concerns –unknowns early on in the Obama administration –that could potentially 
affect the size of the U.S. military presence in Iraq and the outcome of the war.  High ranking, 
former Baath regime officials still carry a lot of influence and power in Iraq.  If they feel rebuffed by 
the electoral process, they have the means and will to fight for what they believe they deserve. 


The Sons of Iraq also pose a potential problem to security and stability in Iraq.  Numbering more 
than 100,000, current plans call for only around 20% of them to transition into Iraqi security forces, 
with the remainder getting private sector or government jobs.  But the jobs do not exist.  The 
concern is that tens of thousands of armed men - former insurgents – will feel rejected by the Iraqi 
government both politically and economically.   


A major destabilizing dynamic in Iraq could be the reduced size of the American presence there. 
As American forces are withdrawn to pre-surge levels, they are removed from the more stable, 
low risk towns and areas of big cities such as Baghdad.  The troubled spots have not yet been 
evacuated by American forces.  As General Ray Odierno, now commander of forces in Iraq put it, 
“We’ve taken on the easy places.  The next ones get tougher because they become the mixed 
regions and the areas where it is more difficult. So I would say we have kind of taken the low- 
hanging fruit here in terms of where we have withdrawn our forces.  Every decision now gets a bit 
more difficult.”15   


The outcome in Iraq depends largely upon undeterminable events which may or may or may not 
come to fruition as the war moves into its sixth year. The relationship among Obama and his two 
key generals, Patraeus and Odierno will no doubt be affected by what occurs in Iraq and how the 
three view necessary force structures and withdrawal time tables.  Thomas Ricks believes that 
Obama’s first year of war in Iraq will be much tougher than George Bush’s last one. 


 


Epilogue:  The Long War 


Thomas Ricks concludes that the United States is stuck between a rock and a hard place in Iraq.  
Our ability to win there is doubtful, yet America cannot abandon what it started.  Even though 
security improved in 2008, Ricks finds himself “consistently saddened by the war, not just by its 
obvious costs to Iraqis and Americans, but also by the incompetence and profligacy with which the 
Bush administration conducted much of it.”16 


The war in Iraq may very well become America’s longest war, surpassing both the American 
Revolution and the Vietnam War.  The American military mission in Iraq will no doubt continue to 
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generate U.S. casualties, unlike the post-war occupations in Korea, Germany and Japan.  The 
extended war will also drain U.S. coffers, stress the military to the breaking point, and erode U.S. 
credibility in the Middle East and elsewhere. 


Ricks worries that our political and military leaders still do not fully comprehend the mess they 
have created in Iraq. He doubts whether they are prepared for what still may unfold there. There is 
still much remaining to be paid in blood and treasure before this war can end.  The American 
public remains in the dark.  It believes the war is steadily winding down to a close.  Nothing could 
be further from the truth.  As General Patraeus’ executive officer, Colonel Pete Mansoor put it, 
“This is not a campaign that can be won in one or two years. The United States has got to be 
willing to underwrite this effort for many, many years to come. I can’t put it in any brighter colors 
than that.”17 


One of the lessons of war in the twentieth century is that there has never been a successful 
counterinsurgency that achieved victory in less than ten years.  And those ten year periods did not 
involve a decade of continuous combat, as will likely be the scenario in Iraq. General Patraeus 
has stated more than once that the U.S. effort in Iraq will last at least twenty years, with around 
50,000 troops stationed there for the long run. 


Many believe that as America draws down its forces, violence in Iraq will climb substantially.  
Some experts predict that what Patraeus and his commanders have created among Iraqi, Sunni 
factions will eventually unravel.  As Central Command continues to “buy-off” various Sunni militias 
and factions, it provides these currently dormant insurgents with money and power.  Buying-off 
our enemies results in a situation that looks like peace, but really is not.  In addition, history shows 
us that at some point in time, one or more of the factions will violate the terms of the cease fire, as 
power sharing has always been a precursor to the resurgence of violence. “We’ve made a lot of 
deals with shady guys,” said Colonel Mike Galloucis, the Military Police commander in Baghdad in 
2007, at the end of his tour. “It’s working.  But the key is, is it sustainable?”18 


One of the most notorious of these shady guys with whom Patraeus’ commanders struck a deal is 
the anti-American, rebel Shiite cleric Moqtada al-Sadr. The United States has continually 
underestimated al-Sadr from the beginning of the war through present day.  The longer al-Sadr 
remains alive, the more power he will accumulate, as his competitors for Shiite loyalty and armed 
allegiance - Hakim and Ayatollah Sistani – are both old and in poor health. 


Iran remains a constant concern and threat to stability and security in Iraq.  With Shiites in power 
in Iraq, Iran remains one of their few, non-Sunni allies in the world.   


The longer America remains in Iraq, the better it is for Iran. First, Iraq continues to drain American 
lives, treasure, and global credibility.  Second, as long as U.S. troops are in neighboring Iraq, the 
Iranians can easily retaliate against America if it deems that action necessary.  
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There are serious problems within the Iraqi security forces.  Many U.S. advisors to the Iraqis 
report that their Iraqi counterparts openly state that they are waiting for the Americans to leave 
Iraq so that they can resort back to their old military ways of population suppression. Some of the 
older Iraqi officers tell Americans that they want to return to the old days under Saddam and will 
do so once the Americans leave.  Major William Arnold advised an Iraqi mechanized brigade in 
2007.  He stated that, “We felt those guys would listen to us just because they were using us as a 
checkbook.”  Another U.S. advisor to Iraqi general officers, Major Matt Whitney, is convinced that 
once U.S. forces are out of their way, the Iraqi generals will revert to the brutal methods employed 
during the reign of Saddam Hussein.  Whitney told Ricks: 


“Saddam Hussein taught them how to do that (suppress urban populations)                                      
and we’ve just reinforced that lesson for four years.  Sad, huh? . . .These guys think they’re the 
shit and they can do it.  They’re ready to kill people – a lot of people –in order to get stability in 
Iraq. They just don’t have enough weapons as far as they are concerned. . . If you think you can 
leave them in charge and not wind up with a real kinetic solution that would kill a lot of people, 
you’re wrong.”19 


These younger officers who train and advise Iraqi forces appear to disagree with General 
Odierno’s assessment.  In Rick’s last interview with Odierno for this book, the general told Ricks 
that the Iraqi commanders have improved and that they will not automatically revert back to their 
own ways if the Americans leave.  Time will tell. 


Regardless of how the war in Iraq finally ends, Ricks and others believe that in 2009 the United 
States has reached its halfway point in the war effort, and that there will most likely be another six 
years of combat .  Many experts do not believe the American public will permit its forces to remain 
in combat in Iraq for another six years.  If Americans will not sustain a long-term occupation and 
war, it is likely that when all is said and done, the United States’ actions will have left the Middle 
East with a very unstable and insecure Iraq and the Iraqi people with a lot of suffering and death. 


How will the war in Iraq conclude?  No one can tell at this point in time. The jury is still out. “In 
other words, the events for which the Iraq war will be remembered probably have not yet 
happened.”20 
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Hezbollah:  An Introduction to the Organization 
 
Hezbollah is a Lebanese, Shi’a (synonymous with “Shiite” or “Shi’ite”) Muslim, 
freedom fighting organization and political party based in southern Lebanon. 
Hezbollah means “Party of God.”  Several Lebanese freedom fighter groups 
loosely make up what can be called a Lebanese Islamic Resistance Movement.  
Among them all, Hezbollah is indisputably the leader.  Hezbollah is to Lebanon 
what the Sunni terror group, Hamas, is to the Palestinians.  Most Americans first 
came to know of Hezbollah after the 1983 the attack on the U.S. Marine barracks 
in Beirut. 
 
Hezbollah is considered a terror organization by the United States and Israel.  It 
is financially supported by the Islamic Republic of Iran and politically hosted and 
supported in the neighboring Syrian capitol of Damascus. Hezbollah’s leader is a 
revered Lebanese Shi’a named Hasan Nasrallah.  Nasrallah is well-liked and 
highly respected throughout the Muslim world. 
 
Hezbollah maintains strong Lebanese support in the three major areas where 
Shi’a Muslims are demographically concentrated: southern Lebanon, the capital 
city of Beirut and its surrounding suburbs, and the northern Beqaa valley and 
Hirmil region.  Throughout the past fifteen years, Hezbollah has continued to 
evolve from a purely Iranian-backed terrorist group (that desired control of 
Lebanon but eschewed participating in a political process) to an organization that 
has developed political savvy and a knack for winning in Lebanese elections. 
 
Lebanon and Hezbollah:  Some History 
 
Lebanon gained its independence from France in 1943.  Since this time, 
Lebanese politics has been a complicated entanglement of conciliation and 
coalition rule.  The Lebanese national pact – an unwritten compromise and 
understanding between the dominant political entities of 1943 – provided the 
basis of government for the new nation. The political system that evolved from 
this pact divided Lebanon into secular communities which became known as 
confessions.  Lebanon’s eighteen distinct sects were each given political 
appointments to include seats in the parliament.  The number of political 
appointments and their importance, in theory, was to be commensurate with the 
number of citizens within each of the eighteen confessions.  In order for the 
reader to comprehend how diverse and sectarian Lebanon truly remains, Norton 
footnotes the names of all eighteen recognized, Lebanese confessions:1   
   
   ▪ Four Muslim Sects 
    • Sunni 
    • Shi’a 
                                            
1 Norton, Augustus Richard.  Hezbollah.  Princeton, New Jersey:  Princeton University Press, 2007, page 11. 
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    • Alawi 
    • Druze 
 
   ▪ Twelve Christian Sects 
    • Assyrians 
    • Syriac Catholics 
    • Syriac Orthodox 
    • Chaldeans 
    • Maronites 
    • “Rome” Catholics 
    • Greek Catholics 
    • Greek Orthodox 
    • Armenian Orthodox 
    • Armenian Catholics 
    • Evangelicals 
    • Smaller Christian sects (considered one group) 
 
   ▪ Jews 
 
   ▪ Copts 
 
The Maronites made up the majority of Lebanese and were given the presidency. 
The next largest Lebanese sect was the Sunni Muslims, who were accorded the 
office of the premier, the position second only to the president.  The Shi’as made 
up the third largest faction, and were allowed to appoint the speaker of the 
parliament.  At the time of Lebanese independence and this initial formation of 
the government, the Shi’a had very little influence over the political system.   
 
From the 1950s through the 1970s, regional disputes and political differences 
galvanized the Lebanese Shi’as.  During this period, the size of the average Shi’a 
sect eclipsed that of all other Lebanese factions.  Shi’a families of a dozen 
children were not uncommon.  The Shi’a grew in number and power.  Living in 
the rural lands of the Beqaa Valley and Hirmil region, where the weak 
government exercised little if any regulation or control, Shi’a farmers grew 
poppies and hashish which yielded big profits in the region.  In 1948 and 1949, 
however, more than one hundred thousand Palestinians, displaced in the war 
with Israel, migrated into Lebanon.  They were willing to work for much less than 
the Shi’as farm laborers.  As a result, a Shi’a migration from the farmlands to the 
urban areas – especially the capital city of Beirut – commenced. 
 
A second influx of Palestinians following the 1970-71 civil war in Jordan, brought 
thousands of militant and armed Palestinians into Lebanon.  So strong was the 
militant Palestinian presence in the 1970s, the Palestinian Liberation 
Organization (PLO) became a virtual state within a state, occupying Beirut and 
Southern Lebanon and challenging the authority of the Lebanese government 
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itself. With the rise of the PLO’s power in Lebanon and the inevitable civil war 
brewing in the early 1970s, many Shi’a looked to Hezbollah as a stable 
counterbalance and a militant force to be reckoned with amidst the political 
turmoil and inter-sectarian violence. Continued political unrest in Lebanon 
throughout the first thirty-three years of is existence resulted in a civil war (which 
waged from 1975 until 1990) and produced a body count in excess of 150,000.  
The Shi’a ended up suffering more deaths than any other sect in Lebanon. 
 
In the 1970s, a close connection was maintained between Iraq and Lebanese 
Shi’as. When Shi’a men in Lebanon were marked for a religious education, they 
were traditionally sent to one of two Shi’a seminaries in Iraq: al-Najaf or Karbala. 
By the end of the 1970s, Islamic revolution was brewing in Shi’a Iran.  The rising 
Shi’a religious fervor threatened to unseat Iran’s ruling Shaw and posed a threat 
to the Sunni Muslim majority in Iraq.  In response to this threat, Saddam Hussein 
discouraged entry by Shi’a Muslims into Iraq – including would-be seminarians 
from Lebanon.  Since Iraq had became inhospitable to Lebanese Shi’as, they 
began returning home, bringing with them newly-acquired revolutionary ideals. 
Influenced by what they observed happening in Iran, these returning Shi’a 
became committed to changing the government in Lebanon. 
 
 
The Israeli Invasion of Lebanon in 1982 
 
On June 5, 1982, after an attempt by a renegade Palestinian group to 
assassinate the Israeli ambassador to the United Kingdom, Israel invaded 
Lebanon.  Ariel Sharon, the Israeli defense minister, hoped to use this invasion 
as a way to break the back of the PLO once and for all, destroying it as a political 
force in the region and replacing it with a government in Beirut that would be a 
second state –after Egypt – amenable to a formal peace with Israel.  In response 
to the Israeli incursion into Lebanon, the Shi’a, greatly influenced by Iran’s 
Islamic revolution of 1979, successfully closed ranks - making conditions ideal for 
the emergence and evolution of Hezbollah.  
 
Israel’s actions had inadvertently fostered the establishment and growth of 
Hezbollah.  As former Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak commented in July 
2006, “When we entered Lebanon . . . there was no Hezbollah.  We were 
accepted with perfumed rice and flowers by the Shia in the south.  It was our 
presence that created Hezbollah.”2  In essence, Israel wore out its welcome and 
Hezbollah became the resistance against the sustained Israeli occupation. 
 
Hezbollah Arrives and Gains Clout 
 
Hezbollah was formally founded in 1982 but did not become a fully functioning 
organization until the middle of the 1980s.  Initially, Hezbollah’s ranks were filled 
                                            
2 Ibid, page 33. 
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with young revolutionaries, such as its founder, Sayyid Hasan Nasrallah, who 
was only twenty-two years old in 1982. Two countries share credit for supporting 
and cultivating Hezbollah.  Syria and Iran each helped nurture the young 
revolutionaries.  Iran provided the bulk of the financial support and was happy to 
encourage the spread of Islamic revolution in the region, especially after its 
successful coup of 1979.  Syria benefited from the growth of Hezbollah since 
support of any new militant Shi’a organization would keep it in good stead with 
Iran and thus provide an additional force opposing Israel and the United States in 
the Middle East region. 
 
Hezbollah, mirroring the spirit of the 1979 Iranian Islamic Revolution, issued a 
document in 1985 dividing the planet into the oppressors and the oppressed.  
The United States and the Soviet Union were among the listed oppressors who 
arrogantly attempted to control all regions of the world at the expense of Third 
World nations.  Hezbollah targeted the U.S., Israel, France, and the USSR.  
Hezbollah was extremely intolerant of the Communist Party in Lebanon, killing 
hundreds of party leaders between 1984 and 1985.  
 
Hezbollah viewed all of the world’s superpowers as corrupt.  It saw its own 
Lebanese government in the same light. In its opinion, the United Nations was 
orchestrated by (and fully supported) the hegemonic superpowers that created it. 
Thus, Hezbollah came to see itself as the savior of Lebanon - continually fighting 
Israel and resisting the actions of its aggressors, such as the U.S. and the USSR.  
Hezbollah has never specifically stated its political design for Lebanon. It 
maintains the belief that, when free from the internal and external forces 
manipulating and controlling it, Lebanon will determine its own fate and, if 
allowed to choose freely, will most certainly establish an Islamic state. 
 
Hezbollah took credit for the early departure of U.S. forces from Lebanon in 1983 
and the interruption of an American-brokered peace agreement between that 
country and Israel.  From the mid-1980s through the end of that decade, 
Hezbollah targeted Westerners in Lebanon.  Hezbollah, and groups aligned with 
it, kidnapped and murdered dozens of foreigners in Lebanon and held some of 
them hostage (including American journalist Terry Anderson) for up to seven 
years.  The group’s defining act of rebellion and defiance during the 1980’s was 
the June 1985 hijacking of TWA Flight 847 bound for Beirut.  Hezbollah used this 
act of terror to make the world aware of the more than 700 Lebanese prisoners 
being held in prison by Israeli.  Hezbollah also kidnapped, brutally tortured, and 
murdered U.S. marine Lieutenant Colonel William R. Higgins, who was serving 
with the United Nation in southern Lebanon.  
 
From the 1980s into the 1990s, Hezbollah refused to tolerate any corruption 
within the Lebanese coalition government.  Mounting numbers of Shi’a Muslims – 
especially in Southern Lebanon – were drawn to support Hezbollah because of 
its perceived integrity.  
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Today, Hezbollah leaders, including founder Nasrallah himself, downplay their 
rebellious rhetoric of the 1980s, maintaining that it intends to be an open political 
party with representation in the Lebanese government. 
 
 
Resistance and Terror in Lebanon 
 
In October 1983, 220 U.S. marines, 18 sailors and 3 soldiers perished when a 
Hezbollah suicide bomber attacked the U.S. military barracks in Beirut.  Fifty-
eight French paratroopers were also attacked and killed. The 1980s marked a 
period of extreme violence and political unrest in Lebanon. A United States 
investigatory commission lead by retired Navy Admiral Robert L. J. Long 
concluded that the murder of the United States marines in Beirut was an act of 
war perpetrated by the Iranians.  Clearly in U.S. opinion, Hezbollah was being 
backed by Iran with money and arms. 
 
As Hezbollah grew in prestige and power in Southern Lebanon, Syria began to 
view it as a threat to its dominance in the region.  Thus, Syria began to support 
Hezbollah’s rival Shi’a militant group Amal.  Amal made several attempts to keep 
the Palestinians in Lebanon under control - including a three-year campaign in 
which they tried, unsuccessfully, to eliminate all Palestinian militants living in the 
refugee camps surrounding Beruit.  Hezbollah backed the Palestinian cause and 
their fight against Amal’s suppression.  A big break for Hezbollah came when 
revered, Lebanese Shi’a cleric Ayatollah Muhammad Hussein Fadallah came out 
in support of Hezbollah and condemned Amal’s fight against the Palestinians.  
Thanks largely to the support of Ayatollah Fadallah, Hezbollah had usurped its 
Amal rivals by the early 1990s.   
 
During the 1980’s, more than thirty Westerners were kidnapped and held for 
extended periods of time by Hezbollah and its supporters.  Hezbollah publicly 
proclaimed its goal to rid Lebanon of Americans.  The Lebanon CIA station chief, 
William Buckley, was kidnapped, tortured and died in Hezbollah captivity.  
Lebanon became such a threat to American visitors that the U.S. State 
Department, in 1987, banned U.S. citizens from traveling to the country.   
 
In the author’s mind, there is no doubt that Hezbollah perpetrated acts of 
terrorism.  In 1985, two Hezbollah agents hijacked TWA flight 847 traveling from 
Athens to Rome.  An American sailor, Robert Stethem, was aboard the flight on 
leave.  The Hezbollah operatives brutally beat him, shot him in the head, and 
threw his body from the plane onto the tarmac at Beirut Airport.  
 
The author writes that when the Hezbollah’s reign of terror in the 1980s and early 
1990s is examined, it becomes clear that Iran was the major impetus.  Former 
CIA agent and best selling author Robert Baer, who has extensive experience in 
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Lebanon and the Middle East, has stated that Hezbollah neither killed the 
marines in the barracks at the Beirut Airport nor blew up the U.S. embassy in 
Beirut in 1983.  Baer says it was the Iranians who planned and executed both 
attacks. 
 
Israel’s occupation of Lebanon began in 1978 and continued through 1998.  In 
1978, United Nations Resolution Number 425 called for a withdrawal of Israeli 
defense forces from Lebanon and the restoration of Lebanese sovereignty. Israel 
ignored the UN mandate and maintained its presence in Lebanon until it 
unilaterally withdrew its military forces in 2000.  During those twenty-two years of 
Israeli occupation in Southern Lebanon, Hezbollah firmly established itself 
among Shi’as as a force to be reckoned with and an arch rival of the Israelis. 
 
In the 1990’s, unwritten “rules of engagement” materialized between Israel and 
Hezbollah. Israel refrained from targeting civilians in Lebanon and Hezbollah 
directed its resistance solely against Israeli forces in the occupied Lebanese 
Security Zone.  The fact that Hezbollah operations were mainly directed against 
legitimate Israeli military targets and not towards civilians distinguished its 
actions from the Palestinian terrorist group Hamas, which often killed innocent 
civilians. Throughout the Israeli occupation of Lebanon, twelve Hezbollah attacks 
were directed at Israeli occupation forces – all legitimate resistance targets for 
the home town (Lebanese) opposition forces. 
 
From 1982 until the Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon in 2000, more than 500 
Lebanese and Palestinian civilians were killed in the fighting.  This number was 
thirty times the number of Israeli civilians killed during the conflict.3 
 
After the Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon in 2000, debate raged within the upper 
echelons of Hezbollah leadership.  Hezbollah was unsure of its path.  It was 
trying to ascertain whether or not to concentrate its efforts towards Lebanese 
politics and try and rid the system of its blatant corruption or continue to be the 
resistors in Lebanon and the Middle East against any and all aggressors.  
Hezbollah leader Nasrallah conducted discussions with the Iranian leader – 
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei – who encouraged Nasrallah to focus Hezbollah’s 
energies more towards resistance against Israel and the West as opposed to the 
elimination of corruption within Lebanese politics. 
 
When the Israeli’s withdrew from Lebanon in 2000, they continued to patrol in a 
disputed area along the Golan Heights - the farmlands near the village of 
Shebaa.  Hezbollah claimed that these patrols indicated that Israel never 
intended to completely withdraw from Lebanese soil as was promised, and so 
they continued to attack Israeli soldiers working within this disputed territory.  But 
the Israeli death toll from Hezbollah attacks between 2000 and 2006 was 
considerably less than prior to 2000 during the years of Israeli occupation of 
                                            
3 Ibid, page 87. 
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Lebanon.  During the six years of Israeli occupation (1994-2000), Israel lost 
about twenty-five soldiers each year.  From 2000 until the war in 2006, Israeli lost 
a total of only seventeen soldiers in the disputed Golan Heights.   
 
The second Palestinian Intifada was declared not long after the Israeli withdrawal 
from Lebanon in 2000.  The Palestinians were motivated to a large extent by the 
continued successes of Hezbollah.  So admired was Hezbollah by the 
Palestinian freedom fighters that by the beginning of the twenty-first century, 
many Palestinian camps in the West Bank and Gaza flew the Hezbollah flag. 
 
As the early 2000’s progressed, the Hezbollah leadership, still backed politically 
and financially by both Syria and Iran, became confident that their increased 
military capability was holding Israel at bay - keeping it from both invading and 
shelling Southern Lebanon.  Looking back to the July 2006 Israeli invasion into 
Lebanon and its brutal fight with Hezbollah forcers, it is apparent that Hezbollah 
misjudged its ultimate deterrence capabilities, especially with respect to Israel’s 
will to respond militarily when provoked.  
 
The author tells us that Israel’s animosity towards Hezbollah continued to grow in 
2005 and 2006. Israel was growing tired of Hezbollah’s public ridicule since its 
withdrawal from southern Lebanon and of the insinuation by Hezbollah leader, 
Hasan Nasrallah, that Israel was nothing more than a fragmented spider’s web.4  
During that same time period, the Israelis intercepted communications between 
Hezbollah and the Palestinian leadership in which Hezbollah encouraged the 
Palestinians to maintain their resolve and resistance against the Israelis. 
 
Tensions between Hezbollah and Israel had been steadily increasing in the years 
preceding their 2006 battles.  In 2005, Hezbollah operatives unsuccessfully 
attempted to kidnap Israeli soldiers in a village straddling the Lebanese border 
and the Israeli-occupied Golan Heights.  In May of 2006, Hezbollah shelled an 
Israeli outpost.  Israel responded by dropping artillery rounds on twenty 
Hezbollah border positions, completely obliterating many of the outposts.  
Hezbollah escalated the conflict by launching Katyusha rockets at Israeli army 
headquarters.  Then in July of 2006, Hezbollah boldly executed an attack against 
the Israelis within Israeli sovereign territory. Hezbollah expected retaliation for 
this assault, but never anticipated an Israeli offensive designed to wipe out 
Hezbollah forces in Southern Lebanon.  
 
Initially, several Arab governments, including Saudi Arabia, the United Arab 
Emirates, Jordan and Syria condemned Hezbollah for its incursions onto Israeli 
soil.  Part of the condemnation stemmed from the fact that these Sunni Muslim 
states saw the rise of Iranian-backed Shi’a forces in the region as a threat. But as 
the 2006 armed conflict progressed and Israeli military actions destroyed such a 
huge part of the Lebanese infrastructure, the tide turned in favor of Hezbollah.  
                                            
4 Ibid, page 133. 







 


10 
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
 


Many Arab and non-Arab states felt that the Israeli response to Hezbollah’s 
attacks was extremely disproportionate, given the wide devastation Lebanon 
suffered. 
  
Israeli authorities publicly stated that Hezbollah’s armed opposition was much 
tougher than expected. Israeli Brigadier General Guy Zur, who commanded the 
162d Armored Division which fought Hezbollah in Lebanon, described Hezbollah 
as, “by far the greatest guerilla group in the world.”5  
 
 
Lebanese Politics and Hezbollah’s Role 
 
As was mentioned in the beginning of this book summary, Lebanon has eighteen 
separate sects, or confessions, that share political power.  Every four years, 
voters elect their members of parliament. There were no elections held during the 
Lebanese civil war, 1975-1990.  Today, the seats are divided evenly between the 
Lebanese Christians and the Muslims.  There are 128 parliamentary seats 
distributed along confessional lines, with 27 seats reserved for the three largest 
sects:  Shi’a Muslims, Sunni Muslims, and Marionite Christians.6 
 
In 1992, the first elections were held in Lebanon since the beginning of its civil 
war.  Hezbollah had a choice to make.  It could either denounce the elections as 
part of the confessional electoral system whose corruptness they traditionally 
deplored, or choose to participate in the legitimate political process.  A strong 
debate ensued among the leaders of Hezbollah.  The first issue discussed was if 
under Islamic law, Hezbollah could participate in the political process of a non-
Islamic government.  Ultimately, resolution was referred to Iran’s leader in Islamic 
law, Ali Khamenei, who succeeded Ruhollha Khomeini upon his death in 1989.  
Khamenei deemed it appropriate that Hezbollah participate in the Lebanese 
political process, thus giving the organization the green light to compete for seats 
in the upcoming government elections.  The Lebanese Shi’a community 
embraced Hezbollah’s entry into politics.  Hezbollah founder Nasrallah decided 
that his party would compete in the 1992 elections, so that Hezbollah could 
achieve international recognition as a legitimate political party and have the 
ability to shape Lebanese politics from within the system. 
 
When the election results were tallied, Hezbollah and its allied political cronies 
had won twelve seats in the Lebanese parliament.  Since the 1992 election, 
Hezbollah has won an average of ten percent of parliamentary seats available in 
each election. 
 
The author notes that in Hezbollah’s political campaigning, religious themes are 
not dwelled upon.  Instead, the Hezbollah platforms accentuate the need for 


                                            
5 Ibid, page 140. 
6 Ibid, page 97. 







 


11 
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
 


economic reform, tighter national security and better opportunities for citizens of 
Lebanon.   
 
Whereas the first national elections after the civil war were held in 1992, the first 
municipal ones were not conducted until 1998.  Hezbollah did extremely well 
municipally, especially in and around the capital city of Beirut, as well as its 
surrounding suburbs.  
 
Hezbollah provides many social services to its voters.  Included in these are 
construction companies, schools, hospitals, dispensaries, and low-interest loans.  
Though these benefits are predominantly enjoyed by the Shi’a Lebanese, they 
are also afforded to members of other religious sects.   The Israeli invasion of 
Lebanon and ensuing armed conflict with Hezbollah in 2006 left more than 
15,000 Shi’a families homeless.  Though the post-war social demands stretched 
Hezbollah’s resources to the limit, it’s amazingly effective response – deemed 
extremely professional – won Hezbollah the support of those Shi’a who might not 
have fully supported the party before the 2006 armed conflict. 
 
In February 2005, Rafiq al-Hariri, a former Lebanese Christian Prime Minister, 
was assassinated.  It was and is widely thought that Syria was behind the killing 
of this extremely popular Lebanese leader.  Hariri opposed Syria’s influence and 
power in Lebanon.  Until the assassination of Hariri, Syria had wielded much 
power in Lebanon.  Lebanese demonstrations and outrage, coupled with the 
rebuke of Syria by the international community, caused Syria to withdraw its 
long-standing military forces from Lebanon in April of 2005.  One year after 
Hariri’s death, Hezbollah organized a huge demonstration in support of Syria.  It 
is estimated that nearly half a million Shi’as marched in Beirut.  Clearly, many 
Muslim Lebanese have no problem with Syria’s political control in Lebanon. 
 
Epilogue 
 
The 2006 armed conflict between the Israeli Defense Force and Hezbollah 
produced no clear winner.  As a result, popularity and regional respect for 
Hezbollah’s military capabilities and resolve grew stronger.  In Damascus, Syria, 
and Lebanon, the sale of Hezbollah souvenirs and memorabilia has skyrocketed. 
Hezbollah’s ability to stand up to the Israeli Defense Forces further strengthened 
the Palestinian resolve among Hamas and other similar groups.  Pro-Hezbollah 
posters, billboards, and graffiti have sprung up throughout the occupied 
territories.  Palestinian Authority Fatah political leader, Farouk Qaddoumi, 
praised Hezbollah’s 2006 success in his speech to more than 200,000 
Palestinian refugees in Lebanon.  It appears that the Hezbollah’s success further 
united traditional Sunni (Hamas) and Shi’a Muslim rivals in the region. 
 
In 2008, Hezbollah states its ultimate goal as the establishment of a safe and 
secure Lebanese state and a country grounded in multiculturalism and the 
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religion of Islam.  Its leaders have acknowledged the fact that it will be very 
difficult for Lebanon to become an Islamic state owing to its tremendous diversity.    
 
The author concludes this book with his hopes for Lebanon in the future:  
 
 “There are, in short, strong incentives to find pragmatic compromises 
 to avoid a further disaster in a country that has had more than its share 
 of calamities, a country where Hezbollah is clearly fated to play a 
 continuing and important role.  And, one hopes, a constructive one.”7 


                                            
77 Ibid, page 159. 
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Matthew Alexander is a fourteen-year veteran of the United States Air Force.  He 
personally conducted more than 300 interrogations and supervised an additional 1,000+.  


He was awarded the Bronze Star for his interrogation achievements in Iraq. 


Going against old school, accepted practices of interrogation which demeaned and insulted 
suspects, Matthew Alexander risked his reputation and camaraderie with fellow ‘gators 


(interrogators) by being civil and respectful to several key Al Qaeda operatives detained for 
interrogation.  Alexander replaced insult, force and injury with manipulation, role-playing, 
flattery, and twisting of the truth.  He defeated these Al Qaeda operatives by getting to 
know them better than they knew themselves and winning the mind games.  Matthew 
Alexander’s successful and non-violent interrogation methods led to the targeting and 


killing of Al Qaeda’s number one leader in Iraq, Abu Musab Al Zarqawi. 
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THE GOLDEN DOME – March 2006 


Matthew Alexander tells us that after 9/11, interrogators mainly used the 
techniques of fear and control.  The Army trained its interrogators – or ‘gators as 
they are referred to in the book – to get in the face of their prisoners and totally 
dominate them. It was the encouragement of these rough interrogations that led 
to the atrocities committed by U.S. servicemen at the Abu Ghraib prison. 
Interrogations conducted at Guantanamo Bay during this same time period 
resulted in both the abuse of detainees and belittlement of their religious beliefs.  
Alexander says that these practices rarely produced significant results. The 
global media eventually uncovered and broadcast the abusive treatment of 
Muslim detainees. America’s image abroad was badly tarnished. 


In March of 2006, Alexander arrived in Baghdad as part of a new team of 
interrogators.  The team was briefed that Al Qaeda’s leader in Iraq – Abu Musab 
Al Zarqawi – was attempting to incite a civil war between the Shia and Sunni 
Iraqis. The colonel in charge of the interrogation team made it extremely clear 
that the ‘gators had one primary mission: find Zarqawi and kill him before he 
could accomplish his Al Qaeda mission. 


 


THE ‘GATOR PIT – Day 4 


In his first three days in country, Alexander, like the others, spent his time 
preparing for his interrogation mission.  He read many three-ringed binders full of 
policies and procedures and intelligence briefings.  At the center of all of the intel 
briefings was America’s number one target, Zarqawi. 


Zarqawi, like many other Islamists, was radicalized during his time in prison.  
Jordanian-born, he began his criminal life as a common thief. He was arrested 
for sexual assault, for which he did Jordanian jail time.  During his incarceration, 
he found Islam and embraced fundamentalism. He traveled to Afghanistan during 
the Soviet-Afghan War and joined Osama bin Laden to fight alongside his Muslim 
brothers. 


Shortly before the U.S.-led Iraqi invasion, Zarqawi relocated to northern Iraq 
where he established a new terrorist organization called Tawhid Al Jihad.  Well-
established within the Iraqi Sunni communities, Zarqawi was instrumental in 
mounting many successful attacks against American occupation forces and Shia 
factions beginning in 2003.  Among his many, high-visibility, military successes 
was the bombing of the United Nations headquarters inside the super secure 
Green Zone in Baghdad.  By killing Muslims as well as Americans, Zarqawi 
sought to ignite a civil war between Iraq’s Sunni and Shia Muslim factions and 
catch U.S. and coalition forces in the middle, so as to bog down coalition forces 
and frustrate U.S. efforts to form a democratic government. 
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During the first handful of interrogations in which he was an observer, Alexander 
saw the fear and control approach used against the detainees with little success.  
The bad guys gave up nothing useful. To date, all that the ‘gator team knew 
about Zarqawi’s organization was that it broke Al Qaeda’s modus operandi in 
Iraq into two branches – a religious one and an operational one.  The ‘gators 
knew that the religious wing was in charge of recruiting in the mosques and 
financing the operations.  The operational wing carried out all of the attacks.  Two 
detainees, Zaydan and Abu Ali, were believed to be part of the religious wing of 
Al Qaeda in Iraq. 


 


THE SKELETON 


Alexander’s first interrogation, conducted with a partner, was of an Iraqi Sunni 
named Abu Ali.  Abu Ali looked like a skeleton with his orange prison jumpsuit 
falling off of his boney frame. Ali’s demeanor appeared to Alexander to be 
resentful and bitter. The ‘gators spoke with Ali through an interpreter or ‘terp.  Ali 
was asked why he joined Al Qaeda and not some of the other Sunni groups such 
as Ansar Al Sunna or the 1920 Revolution Brigades.  Abu Ali told the ‘gators that 
the Americans had wiped out most of the Sunni resistance groups.  He and the 
others had no access to money or weapons except through Al Qaeda.  They had 
no other options.  When asked if he believed in Al Qaeda’s goals, Ali stated that 
he only cared about Iraq and wanted his home and his homeland back. 


During this interrogation session, Ali admitted that his job for Al Qaeda was to 
recruit new members.  He preached at the mosque and encouraged men to 
support Al Qaeda in Iraq. 


 


THE JOVIAL IMAM 


After interrogating Abu Ali, Alexander and his team mate sat down with Ali’s 
childhood friend and fellow detainee, Zaydan. As opposed to Ali, Zaydan was 
rotund, very outgoing and extremely conversational. The first thing Zaydan was 
asked was to tell the ‘gators what his role was in the Al Qaeda organization. 
Zaydan unhesitatingly explained that he joined Al Qaeda to recruit Sunni fighters 
through the mosques in which he preached.  Zaydan told the ‘gators that, after 
the American invasion, the only protection from the roving Shia death squads 
was from within the Al Qaeda organization. He explained to his interrogators that 
in the absence of any law enforcement or leadership after the U.S. invasion, the 
Shia unleashed a wave of violence against Iraqi Sunnis that involved murder and 
plunder throughout the Sunni neighborhoods in Baghdad. The U.S. military did 
nothing to prevent the violence or establish and enforce the rule of law.  The 
Sunnis could not stop the Shia attacks by themselves. Zaydan said that 
thousands of Iraqi Sunnis were driven to join Al Qaeda out of desperation and 
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the need to survive.  Zaydan was asked to provide the name of his Al Qaeda 
boss.  He refused to do so.  During the discussions, and to the surprise of 
Alexander and his partner, Zaydan told them that his family and Abu Ali’s family 
lived in a neighborhood protected by U.S. Marines and that Ali had a son living 
there.  The ‘gators did not know any of this prior to Zaydan’s revelations.  For 
some reason, maybe out of fear, Abu Ali never told his handlers that he had a 
son or that his family was living under the protection of U.S. military forces.  
Alexander wanted to find a way to leverage this new knowledge to get more 
information out of Abu Ali. 


 


LOVE OF FAMILY 


The morning after they interrogated Zaydan, they initiated another session with 
Abu Ali. Ali admitted that he had an eleven year old son. The interrogators asked 
Ali why his family lived in a neighborhood guarded by the Marines.  Ali told them 
because it was a safe neighborhood.  Alexander tried to reason with Ali that they 
could work together to make Iraq a safer place for all Iraqis. Matthew Alexander 
offered an admission to Ali.  He told him, “Look, Abu Ali, we Americans made 
plenty of mistakes.  We didn’t realize that the Shia would form militias and take 
over neighborhoods.  We didn’t know they would assassinate Sunni. But that 
doesn’t mean we can’t work together to fix it now.”1 With this statement, 
Alexander got Ali’s attention, though Ali remained silent. 


Ali was asked if he wanted more and more suicide bombings for Iraq.  He was 
asked if he wanted his son to grow up in an era of violence and death.  Ali told 
his ‘gators that he would be glad for his son to die as a martyr.  Alexander and 
his team mate, Bobby, did not believe that Ali wanted a life of violence and 
martyrdom for his son.  They challenged him.  When Ali told them that he would 
be glad to see his son die a martyr, Bobby began yelling at him.  He screamed at 
Abu Ali that Ali would never give his only son up for all of the insanity.  Bobby 
yelled, “Bullshit!  That’s fucking bullshit and you know it!”2  With this accusation, 
the ‘gators got to Abu Ali. Ali identified two farm houses south of Abu Ghraib, in 
Yusufiyah, where suicide bombers were blessed before they carried out their 
fatal missions. Ali agreed to show his interrogators precisely where the 
farmhouse was located. Alexander and Bobby produced a laptop and called up 
satellite photos of the area.  Abu Ali showed them the farm house and where 
weapons were stored nearby.  Alexander thanked Ali for helping Iraq.  Ali made it 
clear that he did not do it for Iraq, but that he did it for his son. 


                                                             


1 Alexander, Matthew. How to Break a Terrorist: the U.S. interrogators who used brains not brutality to 
take down the deadliest man in Iraq:  New York, New York: Free Press, 2008, page 45. 


2 Ibid, page 46. 
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THE CONVENIENT CAR BOMB 


Once again Alexander and Bobby initiated a session with Zaydan.  Bobby told 
Zaydan that he liked him, but if Zaydan would not give him any useful 
information, he would be transferred to Abu Ghraib prison. Zaydan, apologetic, 
would not offer any information.  Bobby got frustrated and stormed out of the 
room, leaving Alexander alone with Zaydan. Alexander changed the conversation 
to a discussion of Islam.  He asked Zaydan how long he had been an imam.  He 
asked Zaydan if he had memorized all of the Koran.  Zaydan admitted that he 
had memorized most but not all of it.  Matthew Alexander then told Zaydan that 
he enjoyed reading the Koran.  Zaydan seemed surprised at Alexander’s 
admission.  They discussed the fact that many of the stories in the Koran could 
also be found in the Bible.  They talked about Koran passages that referenced 
the Angel Gabriel and Mary. Alexander marveled at how similar the stories were 
between the Koran and the Bible.  This religious discussion built a rapport 
between the two men.   


In the middle of their discourse, Bobby burst back into the room excited and 
concerned.  He told Zaydan that CNN had just reported that a bomb was 
detonated in the compound within which Zaydan’s family lived.  People were 
dead and injured.  Bobby yells to Zaydan that he (Bobby) has the Marine 
commander at the site on the phone.  Bobby tells Zaydan that he wants to make 
sure Zaydan’s family is all right.  He asks Zaydan for his family’s apartment 
number.  Zaydan gives it to Bobby.  Bobby convinced Zaydan that the Marines 
were sending people to check on the welfare of his family.  Zaydan began to fall 
apart under the pressure of not knowing if his family was alive or dead.  The wait 
for any news was unbearable for him.  Zaydan began to rock back and forth in 
his chair with his hands covering his face.  He appeared to be mumbling prayers. 
Ten minutes after Bobby left the room, appearing as though he was yelling into 
the phone to get information about Zaydan’s family, he returned to the 
interrogation room and put the phone back into his pocket.  Zaydan pleaded for 
word about his family.  Bobby told Zaydan that his wife answered the door when 
the Marines knocked and that his family was alive and well.  Zaydan repeatedly 
thanked Allah and Bobby. Bobby told Zaydan that there were a lot of dead 
Sunnis at the compound and also some dead Marines who died protecting his 
Sunni brothers and their families.  He told Zaydan that Ali had shown them a 
farm house used by suicide bombers and asked Zaydan to tell what he knew.  
Zaydan asked to see photos of the same area shown to Ali.   


Zaydan identified the same farm house that Ali had shown them the day before.  
Now they were confident that this farm house is where key Al Qaeda players met 
on a regular basis.  The next day Zaydan was transferred to Abu Ghraib prison.  
He was destined to be tried and convicted on terrorism charges and face life in 
prison or execution. 
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As Zaydan was taken back to his cell, Alexander and Bobby departed the 
interrogation room and discussed the day’s events.  Alexander asked Bobby how 
he managed to get the Marine commander on the phone so quickly.  Bobby 
admitted to Alexander, “I didn’t . . . There was no one at the other end of the line. 
Fucking phone doesn’t even work.”3 This proved to Alexander that the ultimate 
weapon to be used against these terrorists was their love of family. 


 


THE BURNING HOUSE 


Bobby obtained a video of a Special Forces (SF) air strike on a house in a Sunni 
neighborhood.  The building was blown apart with fiery pieces strewn 
everywhere.  No one could have survived the missile’s carnage.  Bobby 
suggested to Alexander that they show the video to Abu Ali to try and convince 
him that unless he gave up some information, the future of Iraq would be more 
death and destruction.  Their plan backfired.  When they showed the clip to Abu 
Ali, he dropped his head and began to cry uncontrollably.  When he finally 
regained his composure, he told Bobby and Alexander that the house that was 
destroyed was that of his best friend.  Because his friends white car was parked 
at the house when it was hit by the bomb, he knew his friend had been at home 
and was now dead. After watching his friend’s death on the video, and when 
subsequently asked to cooperate, Abu Ali refused. 


 


FRACTURES – EARLY APRIL 2006 


By April of 2006, interrogations had revealed some but not al of the puzzle pieces 
needed to find and kill Zarqawi.  The interrogation team knew that Abu Ali and 
Zaydan were recruiters in the religious wing of Al Qaeda in Iraq, but did not know 
the identity of the man between them and Zarqawi.  The team also knew that Abu 
al Masri, whom they had in custody, was working directly for Zarqawi, but they 
did not know who was working at the grass roots level under al Masri. 


Alexander Matthews was surrounded by fellow interrogators who were old school 
and trained to use the harsher interrogation methods utilized early on at 
Guantanamo and in Afghanistan and Iraq.  Matthews received his training at the 
interrogation school at Fort Huachuca, and was taught to never to use derogatory 
terminology when referring to detainees, as many of the other ‘gators routinely 
did.  This was one of the attitudes that eventually dehumanized the detainees to 
the point where torture seemed appropriate.  But when Alexander viewed Special 
Forces captured videos of Al Qaeda members beheading and slitting the throats 
of innocent prisoners with knives, he found it hard to remain committed to 
                                                             


3 Ibid, page 60. 
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treating these monsters in custody with dignity and respect, as he was taught to 
do in training.  In the final analysis, Alexander remained convinced that the softer 
techniques were capable of yielding more valuable information than the harsher 
ones. 


 


THE GROUP OF FIVE – April 10, 2006 


On April 10, 2006, the author along with team mates Bobby and Cliff were 
assigned to question a suspected senior Al Qaeda member named Abu Gamal.  
Gamal was an older man in his sixties.  At the time of his arrest at the farm 
house, Abu Gamal had in his possession the keys to a sedan parked outside.   


Alexander debated in his own mind what technique might work best on this older 
gentleman.  He decided to begin by building a rapport with Gamal.  When the 
guard delivered Abu Gamal to the interrogation room, Alexander asked that the 
handcuffs be removed so that Gamal would be more comfortable.  Alexander sat 
directly across from Gamal and questioned him up close and personally. The first 
thing Alexander said to Gamal, in Arabic, was “Peace be with you.” Gamal 
replied, “Peace be upon you.”4  The author, speaking Iraqi slang, then asked 
Gamal how he was doing.  Gamal appreciated the gesture and replied that he 
was doing well.  Gamal stuttered and Alexander could not determine whether or 
not the stuttering was an act. 


Alexander began the session by telling Gamal that he would treat him with 
respect, but that he expected Gamal to return the favor.  This meant telling the 
truth and not being deceitful towards Alexander.  Gamal agreed.  The author 
asked Abu Gamal what he was doing at the farm house when he was arrested.  
Gamal said he was paid to drive some men there.  Gamal provided the name of 
the man who paid him to do the driving. Alexander did not believe that Gamal 
would be foolish enough to drive strangers to a house in the middle of nowhere. 
Gamal told Alexander that he did not know the men whom he drove to the house. 
Alexander was convinced that Gamal knew more than he was giving up to them.  
As the interrogation continued, Alexander became convinced that Gamal was 
telling lies and half truths. At one point the author began yelling at Gamal that he 
(Alexander) was not an idiot and knew that Gamal was withholding information 
and lying. He demanded that Gamal treat him with respect and stop lying. 


In a very stern manner, Alexander used the technique on Gamal referred to as  
the Prisoner’s Dilemma.  He told Gamal that the other four men apprehended 
with Gamal were all being interrogated separately.  The first one to tell the truth 
would be cut a good deal.  One of the others was already giving up valuable 
information.  The clock was ticking.   
                                                             


4 Ibid, page 93. 







Copyright © 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


8 


Alexander next decided to use the Fear Down approach. “We learned this at Fort 
Huachuca; it’s a twist on an old-school, straightforward approach.  Show him true 
consequences and then give him an out and become his savior.”5  The author 
asked Gamal if he knew what the penalty was for taking part in a suicide 
bombing.  He then gave Gamal a copy of the new Iraqi penal code written in 
Arabic and asked him to read a specific line.  Gamal read it.  It said that the 
penalty was death. Gamal then pleaded with Alexander that he did not know 
anything.  Alexander countered by telling Gamal that no one in a court of law 
would believe him. Gamal insisted that he knew nothing and was only the driver.  
Alexander told him that if that was his story, he could tell it to the court and take 
his chances there where one Sunni, one Shia, and one American judge would 
decide his fate.  At this, Gamal became visibly shaken while still insisting that he 
was simply a paid driver and knew nothing of value.  Alexander told him the 
others were telling a different story about Gamal’s role. He told Gamal that he 
would go to Abu Ghraib prison, where the Sunni judge might believe his story but 
the Shia and American judges would not.  Abu Gamal won this session.  He 
refused to talk and was cuffed, hooded and taken back to his cell block. 


 


THE SECOND WIFE 


The ‘gators discovered that Abu Gamal had a second wife who was much 
younger than him.  He married her three years prior when she was just twenty 
years old.  Alexander asked Gamal why he wanted to marry for a second time. 
Gamal finally admitted that he wanted another son. Gamal was asked if his 
younger wife lived in the same house with his first wife.  Gamal replied that she 
lived in a separate house, because if his first wife knew about the second 
marriage, she would kill him.  Alexander then began to identify with Gamal’s 
woes with respect to his second marriage.  Gamal opened up, complaining that 
his young wife was very high maintenance.  He said she always wanted more 
than Gamal could purchase for her.  The author told Gamal that his wife was the 
same way.  Gamal lamented that his young wife always demanded more, bigger 
and better.  She loved cosmetics, blue jeans and jewelry.  The author told Gamal 
that their wives had much in common and that Alexander knew what he was 
going through and sympathized deeply.  


As they continued to speak, Gamal told the author that his electronic business 
had tanked and that he needed money to support his young wife’s desires. He 
told Alexander that that was the reason he agreed to take the driver’s job. The 
author concluded that Gamal was in it with Al Qaeda not for any belief in the 
cause, but simply for the money.  Alexander admitted to Abu Gamal that the U.S. 
government had made many mistakes in Iraq.  The fact that Alexander was 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 103. 
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criticizing his own government took Gamal by surprise.  As the author pointed out 
his country’s mistakes, Abu Gamal nodded in approval. “Sunnis have lost all their 
jobs. The army was disbanded. There is no law and order. It is very difficult to 
find work. . . and the Shia militias have attacked Sunni neighborhoods and 
executed many innocent people.”6  Abu Gamal repeated that his first 
responsibility was to support his family.  The author told Gamal that he agreed 
and understood Gamal’s dilemma. Then Alexander told Abu Gamal that he could 
help with Gamal’s financial needs, but that Gamal would have to negotiate in 
good faith.  Alexander told Gamal that he needed some good information in good 
faith to take to his boss in order to help Gamal.  Gamal apologetically stuck to his 
lies that he knew nothing.  Alexander sent him back to his cell to think about what 
they had discussed that day. 


 


 


 


A LIFE FOR REDEMPTION 


Alexander and Bobby decided to use $10,000 that had been confiscated in a 
previous raid to lure Gamal into cooperating with them. They hoped that the 
money would ferret out Gamal’s true motive for not cooperating with them. The 
‘gators figured out that Gamal’s second wife was spending more money than 
Gamal was making.  Gamal’s first wife hated his second one.  Gamal’s son could 
not produce grandchildren for him.  His second wife was his only hope to extend 
the bloodline, but she was a terrible burden upon him.  Alexander deduced that 
the way to trap a man who had already trapped himself was to find a way to set 
him free. 


The author knew that the Iraqi government had recently passed laws making it 
easier for a man to divorce his wife. He located a Jordanian divorce petition and 
had it doctored with an Iraqi Ministry of the Interior seal to appear official to Abu 
Gamal.  Alexander gave it to a trusted American translator, Mustafa, to read and 
certify that it looked genuine.  Mustafa told Alexander that it was good with the 
exception that it possessed the wrong seal.  A recent law made it the 
responsibility of the Iraqi Ministry of Justice to adjudicate divorces, not the Interior 
Ministry.  The author had the document redone with the Ministry of Justice’s seal. 


Moments later, Alexander met with Abu Gamal. He told Gamal that he was about 
to make him the happiest man in the world, and then handed him the divorce 
papers to review.  Gamal carefully read the papers in their entirety and then 
asked Alexander, “Does this mean I can get a divorce from my second wife? . . . 
                                                             


6 Ibid, page 118 -119. 
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Allah bless you, Mister Matthew.”7  Alexander assured Gamal that the Iraqi 
lawyers on staff would prepare the necessary paperwork for his divorce at no 
cost.  


Alexander told Gamal that he must return the favor and admit what the 
interrogators already knew.  Gamal began to spill his guts.  He admitted that he 
was at the house to make suicide vests.  He was an Al Qaeda bomb maker.  
Though ecstatic on the inside, the author showed no outward emotion so as to 
convey to Gamal that he already knew what Gamal was telling him.   Besides 
admitting to constructing numerous suicide bomber vests, Gamal said that he 
also made many roadside bombs.  When asked how many bombs he had 
constructed, Gamal told the ‘gators he had built hundreds of them at fifty dollars 
per job. He told Alexander that he only built the bombs but he did not plant them. 
Gamal gave up the man who gave him his assignments – Abu Raja, and another 
man who Gamal said spoke to Abu Raja informally, which tipped the ‘gators off to 
the fact that this second man – Abu Haydar – was probably equal in Al Qaeda 
rank to Abu Raja.  Abu Gamal was transferred to the prison at Abu Ghraib to 
await his trial, conviction and execution.   


The author and his team mate broke Abu Gamal.  They got valuable information 
from him without harsh treatment and without resorting to torture.  They simply 
discovered Gamal’s vulnerabilities and exploited them. 


PREACHER OF HATE 


With Abu Gamal’s cooperation, the interrogation team knew more but was still 
dealing with some missing pieces.  Gamal had been the bomb maker, but the 
team had not ascertained the roles of the other three, well-dressed men 
apprehended at the farm house. They knew that Abu Bayda, Abu Raja and Abu 
Haydar were big players within Al Qaeda in Iraq and had to be very close to the 
main target, Zarqawi.  


Abu Raja was the next to be interrogated.  Raja maintained that he had been at 
the house to film a wedding.  Thanks to Abu Gamal’s admissions, the ‘gators 
could now use the We Know All approach on Abu Raja.  Another of the author’s 
team mates – Steve – was in charge of the initial session with Abu Raja.  He 
began by telling Raja that he knew that Raja was not at the house for a wedding, 
as there had been no bride or wedding taking place there on that day.  He asked 
Raja to treat him with respect and not lie to him or insult his intelligence.  Raja 
agreed to help Steve if he could.  Steve asked Raja what he was doing at the 
farm house the day he was apprehended.  Raja stuck to his story that he was at 
the house to film a wedding.  Steve became irate with Raja and told him, “That’s 
bullshit and you know it.  You think I’m an idiot?”8  Abu Raja apologized to his 
                                                             


7 Ibid, page 129. 


8 Ibid, page 143. 
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interrogator and said that he meant no disrespect. Steve reminded Raja that he 
was found in the house with five suicide bombers and that the penalty for that, 
under Iraqi law, was death. 


Steve proceeded to tell Abu Raja that he though Raja was a good guy.  He told 
Raja that Iraq needed his skills as a pediatrician.   Raja told Steve that he 
enjoyed helping kids and would love to return to his medical profession, but he 
knew that would never be a possibility. Steve told him that if he helped, that 
Steve would help him return to his medical practice.   


Steve knew that Raja’s mother lived alone in Baghdad with no one to care for 
her. He asked Raja who was caring for his mother.  Raja got emotional when he 
replied that nobody was there to care for her.  Steve told Raja that he knew that 
Raja’s father died when he was young.  He asked Raja how his father died.  Raja 
painfully explained that his dad was a prisoner of war in the Iraq-Iran war.  The 
Iranians captured him and held him in a prison camp for three years, where he 
eventually died. 


Steve then told Abu Raja that he understood the many hardships that Raja had 
suffered during his lifetime.  He told Raja that he wanted to help him, but that he 
could only do so if Abu Raja cooperated and told the truth. Steve told Raja that 
before he answered the question of what he was doing at the farm house, Steve 
knew Raja was married to Abu Gamal’s cousin. This statement hinted strongly to 
Abu Raja that the others had been talking.  Steve pointed out that he already 
knew almost everything, thanks to the testimony of the others.  Steve demanded 
Raja’s honesty. Abu Raja, believing that the others had spilled the beans, 
opened up to Steve. He admitted that he was told to go to the farm house by a 
friend.  Raja told Steve that his friend was named Abu Shafiq.  Steve then asked 
Raja if he knew ahead of time that he would be meeting with suicide bombers at 
the house. Raja denied that he knew suicide bombers would be there, but 
admitted that he was instructed by Abu Shafiq to pick up Abu Haydar.  When 
asked if Abu Shafiq is a friend or his boss, Raja finally admitted that Abu Shafiq 
was his boss. 


Steve asked Abu Raja why he gave up his career to join AL Qaeda.  Raja looked 
his interrogator square in the eye and replied, “The Iranians use the Shia to kill 
us. The Shia take our jobs away.  They kidnap our people. They terrorize our 
neighborhoods.  Every day, I see friends disappear only to turn up dead days 
later. They bind their hands. Torture them . . . You Americans don’t stop this.  
You let this happen. People like me, we had no choice.  Only Al Qaeda offered 
us hope.  Only Al Qaeda came to help us. . . you caused this.”9 


After the interrogation session with Abu Raja, the team concluded that Raja’s 
boss, Abu Shafiq, must be only one or two rungs away from Zarqawi himself. 
                                                             


9 Ibid, page 147. 
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THE CAT AND MOUSE 


As the days of interrogation progressed, the ‘gators ran into one dead end after 
another.  The quest to find and kill Zarqawi had stalled. Abu Haydar was saying 
nothing. Abu Gamal needed to provide more information.  Abu Raja was the only 
one who was talking, but even he was not giving up the information needed to 
hunt down Al Qaeda in Iraq’s leader. 


 


FAULT LINES 


Alexander was the senior interrogator, though still the new guy on the team - his 
official job was to assign interrogators to detainees. One of the team members 
who had been in Iraq longer than our author, Randy, retained the senior role and 
responsibility.  Randy, like the rest of the embedded interrogation team, was old 
school and had not yet fully embraced all of Alexander’s new methods. 


In order to get to Zarqawi, the team needed to extract valid information from Abu 
Haydar, Abu Raja, and Abu Bayda.  Our author, during a pre-interrogation 
planning meeting, listened to his fellow ‘gators talk about breaking down the self-
respect of the three detainees and breaking them down to the point where they 
acknowledged that they had no power or influence.  Alexander realized how 
ludicrous this approach was. Would an American, professional military colonel 
succumb to these techniques?  Probably not.  So why would these American 
interrogators believe that their enemy equivalents would do so?  It made no 
sense whatsoever to the author.  Randy told the group that Abu Bayda was their 
highest priority, followed by Abu Haydar and Abu Bayda.  


The big mystery that remained centered on Abu Raja, Abu Haydar, and Abu 
Bayda. Which belonged to the religious wing of Al Qaeda in Iraq and which to the 
operational wing? 


 


THE MEDIA MAN 


The team learned that detainee Abu Bayda was in fact a man named Hassan 
from a town called Tal Afar. He was the leader of Al Qaeda operations in all of 
northern Iraq.  Coincidentally, the team also discovered  that Abu Bayda’s son 
has been arrested and was being held in an Iraqi, Shia prison.  Hassan was 
transferred, by request, to the author’s interrogation team.  It was also arranged 
to have Hassan’s son removed from prison and flown to the interrogation 
compound. 
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When Hassan, alias Abu Bayda, was brought into the interrogation room, the 
‘gators showed him a photo of his son in prison garb and not looking too well.  
Upon seeing the photo, Hassan began to shake.  He took the photo and began to 
stroke his son’s face.  Then he started to cry, throwing his hand up into the air 
and uttering Allah’s name.  Hassan tells the interrogators that his son had 
nothing to do with what he, Hassan, had been arrested for and detained. But 
Hassan refused to tell them what he was doing at the isolated farm house near 
Abu Ghraib, hundreds of miles from his normal area of operations when he was 
taken into custody, nor would he give the ‘gators any additional information on 
the other Al Qaeda leader in custody, Abu Hayda. The good guys were still not 
any closer to nabbing Abu Musab al Zarqawi. 


 


A VISIT FROM THE BOSS 


The commanding U.S. officer in Iraq, General George W. Cassey, came to the 
interrogation compound for a briefing on how the interrogations were progressing 
and how much closer they were getting to Zarqawi.  Randy spoke for about an 
hour and provided General Casey on the valuable information that the team had 
accumulated over the last few weeks.  As a result of the information and puzzle 
pieces that the ‘gators were able to piece together, suicide bombings were way 
down during the second half of April.  Everyone admitted that they were making a 
difference but still needed to get to Zarqawi as soon as possible. 


Towards the conclusion of the briefing, General Casey asked why these men 
joined Al Qaeda.  Randy gave the general the standard answers.  They wanted 
to create a caliphate.  These men wanted everyone to live under Sharia law and 
use Iraq as a base from which to plan and launch attacks against the United 
States.  Our author felt that these answers were not quite right and took his 
chance to influence the senior leader in Iraq. Alexander stood up and said to the 
general,  


“Sir, that is true for some of the Al Qaeda loyalists, but there is a 
distinction.  Since coming here, I’ve seen many average Sunni who 
have joined Al Qaeda out of economic need and out of fear. . .Fear of 
the Shia militias, the Badr Corps, the Mahdi Army.  After we invaded 
and disbanded the army, the Shia threw most of the Sunni out of 
work.  Then they started moving into their neighborhoods, 
kidnapping and killing people. Many of our detainees joined Al 
Qaeda simply to survive.  They aren’t ideologues, and they don’t 
believe in Al Qaeda’s dogma, but they see Al Qaeda as the only 
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entity willing to help them. . .General Casey’s response to me (the 
author) is a dismissive, “Hmm.”10 


After the general departed, the daily work routine began.  Convinced that Abu 
Bayda’s (Hassan’s) son was guilty of nothing more than having Hassan for a 
father, the ‘gators arranged his son’s release from Abu Ghraib prison.  The boy 
was back in Baghdad with his mother in a few days.  As for Hassan, he was 
destined to spend life in prison or be executed, depending upon how much 
information he eventually gave them. 


 


A SLIP 


The author inherited Abu Raja’s interrogation after the previous ‘gator was re-
assigned.  In their first session, Alexander explained to Abu Raja that his former 
interrogator, Steve, had to leave for a few days and that he (Alexander) would be 
talking to him.  He introduced himself to Abu Raja as “Matthew” and they began 
speaking cordially. 


Abu Raja was a pediatrician by trade.  Cell block life had not been good to Raja 
and he was not coping well.  Alexander told Abu Raja that he appreciated Abu 
Raja’s willingness to cooperate.  Raja replied that he was happy to do anything 
he could to help.  Alexander asked Raja if it had been hard for him since the 
U.S.-lead invasion.  Abu Raja replied that it had been very hard.  He lost his 
government job as a doctor and missed treating sick children.  The author told 
Raja that being a pediatrician was a noble profession.  He saw the look of pride – 
even if just for a moment – when Abu Raja thanked him for his comment.  Then 
the author asked Abu Raja what he would do differently if he could have a do 
over. Raja said he would have taken a job he was offered in Qatar.  At this point 
in the discussion, Raja became emotional.  Alexander told him that maybe he 
could still get to Qatar to work.  He told Raja that though he could make no 
promises, he had seen other detainees released.  But in order to plead Raja’s 
case, Raja had to provide additional information. 


Abu Raja told Alexander that he had already told them everything.  He had 
admitted his role, who he was, and the fact that he was at the farm house with 
the others the night they were apprehended.  Alexander asked Abu Raja why 
Abu Haydar went to the farm house with Abu Raja, Abu Gamal and Abu Bayda.  
Abu Haydar had only been released from Abu Ghraib prison four months earlier.  
Alexander wanted to know why he would risk capture again.  Abu Raja replied 
that he did not know the answer.  Again Alexander asked Raja why Abu Haydar 
would risk capture again.  Abu Raja’s answer provided a huge lead.  Abu Raja 
told Alexander that perhaps Abu Haydar went to the farm house because Abu 
                                                             


10 Ibid, page 220. 
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Shafiq told him to do so.  All this time Abu Haydar claimed he was at the farm 
house as a cameraman to film a wedding.  Alexander wondered why such a 
high-level, Al Qaeda leader such as Al Shafiq would even talk with just a simple 
cameraman. Alexander tried to conceal his shock and exuberance over Abu 
Raja’s answer but had not been totally successful.  It was clear from the look on 
Raja’s face that Raja knew he had slipped up and provided a valuable piece of 
information to his ‘gator. Alexander fired a follow-on question to Abu Raja, asking 
when Abu Shafiq told Abu Haydar to go to the farm house.  Abu Raja said he 
was not sure.  Then Alexander said to Raja that certainly Abu Haydar and Abu 
Shafiq had met together at some point prior to their arrest at the farm house.  
Abu Raja admitted that Abu Haydar and Abu Shafiq had met once prior to their 
meeting at the farm house.  Raja admitted that he had seen both men on a street 
together.  The Abu Raja gave up another valuable piece of information which 
was edited out by government censors prior to the publishing of the book.  In the 
book, thick black lines replace the passage where Abu Raja tells Alexander even 
more valuable information.  The author thanked Abu Raja for his cooperation and 
assured Raja that he would speak on his behalf and try to help Abu Raja get 
released. 


 


A SINGLE, EMPTY HAND 


The detainees who held the key to Zaqawi’s location were still not giving him up.  
Abu Bayda and Abu Raja would not talk about those above them within 
Zarqawi’s organization.  Abu Haydar was not talking at all.   


Randy was due to rotate out in a few weeks and wanted to get Zarqawi before he 
left his team of ‘gators.  He told Alexander and the other ‘gators that we wanted 
everyone to pick up the pace and find Zarqawi.  Then each of the high value 
detainees was discussed individually.  First up for discussion was Abu Haydar.  
Haydar was still sticking to his story of only being a cameraman at the farm 
house.  A motion was on the table to send him to Abu Ghraib and simply be done 
with him.  Randy approved the motion.  Abu Haydar was scheduled to be 
transferred to the prison in about twelve hours.  The author pleaded with Randy 
to let him have a shot at Abu Haydar in the few hours that Haydar remained in 
the custody of the team.  Alexander wanted to try his new and less abusive 
methods on Haydar.  Alexander was convinced that Abu Haydar was the 
pathway to Zarqawi.  By the time Randy gave his permission and the 
interrogation of Abu Haydar by the author began, there were only six hours 
remaining until Abu Haydar was to be transferred to Abu Ghraib. 


SIX HOURS 


Abu Haydar was led into Alexander’s interrogation room and he was told to 
remove his mask.  This was the first time Haydar had met Alexander.  The author 
introduced himself as Doctor Matthew.  Abu Haydar said he was pleased to meet 
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him.  Alexander told Haydar that he had looked forward for quite some time to 
speaking with him.  He told Haydar that he had read a lot about him and felt as if 
he had already known him well.  Then the author engaged Abu Haydar in a 
discussion about Islam.  He asked the detainee how long he had studied Islam.  
Alexander told Haydar that he too studies Islam, but not for as long as Haydar.  
Haydar was surprised and a bit disbelieving about Alexander’s claim to have 
studied Islam.  The author produced his personal copy of the Koran, which he 
told Haydar was given to him by a Saudi Arabian colonel and friend.  He handed 
it to Haydar to examine.  When Abu Haydar opened the book, a card fell out.  
The card had many of the passages in the Koran highlighted by Alexander. 


The author and Abu Haydar discussed Islam and the Koran. At one point 
Alexander says to Abu Haydar, “Muhammad, peace be upon him, says it is good 
to have mercy on your enemies.  I believe that.” That got Abu Haydar’s attention. 
“Yes. That is part of leadership.  It is a balance between mercy and strength. . .It 
is good to show mercy.”11 


Our author then told Haydar that he (Alexander) did not think he had the strength 
to be a true Muslim.  Haydar asked him what he meant by that statement.  
Alexander replied that to be a true Muslim one must surrender to the will of Allah.  
Haydar agreed. The conversation shifted from religion to the martial arts.  
Alexander lied that he had studied them for many years.  Haydar revealed that 
he held a black belt in karate.  With just three hours to go until Abu Haydar was 
transferred to Abu Ghraib prison, Alexander was still racing against time to get 
the information he was confident Abu Haydar could provide. 


 


THE DUEL 


With time running out, Alexander asked Abu Haydar if he in fact had a wife and 
three children as Alexander had been told.  Haydar said yes, but made it clear 
that he did not want to discuss his family.  Alexander immediately tried another 
tactic. He beagn admitting to Abu Haydar all of the mistakes that the United 
States made after Saddam was removed from power.  The author told Abu 
Haydar that when the U.S. disbanded the Iraqi army, it handed the government 
over to the Shia, who then began abusing the Sunni.  Alexander asked Haydar 
why the Sunnis could not foresee the big war that was coming.  Haydar inquired 
as to which war Alexander was referring. The author told Haydar that America 
had now surrounded Iran with the goal of wiping out the Shia.  The U.S. had 
forces in Iraq and Afghanistan and bases in Turkey and Central Asia.  Why 
couldn’t the Iraqi Sunnis see that the ultimate American goal was to take out the 
Shia once and for all?  Abu Haydar listened intently to what Alexander said.  
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Alexander told Abu Haydar that he was on a special mission and needed 
Haydar’s help.  Alexander said that he was on a mission to find Sunni leaders 
who would join in the fight against the Shia and Iran.  He told Haydar that once 
Haydar was transferred to Abu Ghraib, he could not negotiate with him ever 
again and that now was Haydar’s only opportunity to help in the fight against the 
Shia and Iran. Abu Haydar thought about what our author told him and then 
replied, “You are different.  But are you sure you can help me?”12  Alexander 
answered him, “I can pick up the phone and call Washington at any time.  I can 
make this happen.  But right now, right here, I have to know I can trust you.  So, 
here is what I need for me to trust you.  I am thinking of a name.  You know who I 
am thinking of.  I know you know. But I need to hear you say his name. Then I 
know I can trust you.”13  In reality, Alexander had no name in mind.  He made it 
all up. 


More than a minute passed as the two men sat in silence.  The Abu Haydar 
spoke. “Abu . . .Ayyub . . .al. . .Masri.”14  Alexander was both speechless and 
excited.  Al Masri was Zarqawi’s number two man.  Abu Haydar just admitted 
knowing Al Qaeda’s operations officer for all of Iraq.  Haydar was certainly no 
mere cameraman.   


Alexander thanked Abu Haydar and asked him how he knew Masri.  Abu Haydar 
admitted that he met al Masri four times at various farm houses, because al 
Masri never met anyone in the same place twice.  Alexander then told Abu 
Hyadar that he had to leave to go to another meeting, but that he was grateful for 
what Haydar had told him and would try to stop Haydar’s transfer to Abu Ghraib 
prison.  Abu Haydar was very appreciative. 


 


A CHANCE FOR UNITY 


Our author left the interrogation room with Abu Haydar and scrambled to get 
Haydar’s transfer to Abu Ghraib cancelled.  Normally this required a mountain of 
paper work and a lot of time.  Alexander went to the guard in charge of 
transferring detainees to Abu Ghraib and told the guard to stop Abu Haydar’s 
transfer and that Alexander would take full responsibility.  The guard agreed.  
Next, Alexander dashed for the ‘gator conference room and explained that they 
had a shot at getting to Zarqawi.  At the very least, they could get to al Masri with 
the information Haydar was giving up. When our author told Randy that Abu 
Haydar had admitted to meeting with al Masri, Randy was shocked. No one had 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 255. 


13 Ibid, pages 255-256. 


14 Ibid, page 256. 
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ever admitted to knowing al Masri. Randy asked Alexander how he got the 
information out of Haydar.  Alexander answered that he did so by treating Haydar 
with respect and also by telling him that he was the boss and could cut Haydar a 
deal if he cooperated. Our author proved that the new interrogation tactics 
worked well.   


 


TREASON 


After the successful day with Abu Haydar, Alexander got a good night’s sleep.  
To his shock and consternation, Alexander read a report that another ‘gator – an 
old school man named Lenny – interrogated Haydar while Alexander slept. He 
told Haydar that Alexander was not the boss and was not authorized to make any 
deals.  Lenny had completely undermined all that Alexander had accomplished 
the previous day.  Alexander was extremely infuriated.  Much to Alexander’s 
consternation, Lenny was never reprimanded for his actions. Alexander told his 
superiors that Lenny’s inexcusable actions had undermined the team’s efforts to 
locate and kill Zarqawi.  The commanding officer refused to relieve Lenny or 
keep him from further questioning Abu Haydar. 


Alexander weighed his options.  He concluded that Abu Haydar did not trust 
Lenny.  He hoped that with the respect he showed towards Islam and the Arab 
culture, that he had gained Haydar’s trust. 


 


THE SECRET DEAL 


Alexander felt that he could trust his enemy – Abu Haydar – more than he could 
trust his fellow ‘gators.  He decided to keep whatever was discussed in the 
interrogation room to himself.  He called for Abu Haydar to be brought to the 
booth for questioning.  He rehearsed his opening lines to Haydar many times, 
knowing that he had only one chance to regain Haydar’s trust and confidence. 


When Haydar was led into the room and told to remove his mask, Alexander 
noted that Haydar looked relived to see Alexander.  They exchanged greetings. 
Alexander asked Haydar if he was ready to continue where they last left off and 
Haydar said yes but had a question.  Haydar asked Alexander if he really 
possessed the authority to negotiate with him. Alexander placed his chair face to 
face with that of his detainee.  He leaned over and confided with Haydar that not 
everyone on the interrogation team shared the same visions and goals.  Also, 
they did not all work for the same people.  There was fierce competition that 
often led to rivalries.  Alexander reminded Haydar that many of the ‘gators 
worked for different and competing agencies.  Then our author sealed his 
rationale by reminding Haydar that not every American wants to work with the 
Sunnis.  Alexander told Haydar that he was one of the few who had been given 
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authority to deal with the Sunnis and that other interrogators were jealous of his 
power and authority and attempted at every juncture to undermine him. Abu 
Haydar bought the explanation and agreed to continue to work with Alexander. 


Alexander convinced Haydar that he must never tell anyone else of the 
discussions and agreements made between them.  Haydar agreed to do so. He 
told Haydar that if he told anyone about their discussion or agreements, that all 
deals were off and that Iraq would suffer in the final analysis.  Haydar said he 
wanted to cooperate and join Alexander’s program.  Alexander had made Haydar 
part of a conspiracy. For the next hour they discussed al Masri.  Haydar provided 
details of how al Masri operated.  Our author took a lot of notes.  When the 
session ended, Alexander told Haydar that there would be other ‘gators talking to 
Haydar and that Haydar would have to cooperate with them.  Alexander told 
Haydar that he would be back in a few days to speak with him again. 


 


STASIS 


Our author was convinced that Abu Haydar could lead them to Zarqawi.  He was 
also certain that his more civil and respectful methods of interrogation would yield 
better results than the old school ones. Unfortunately, Alexander ran the day shift 
of ‘gators but had no control over the more harsh night shift team.  Abu Haydar 
refused to give up any useful information to the night shift.  He gave Alexander’s 
team, little by little, valuable tidbits of information that gradually fell together like 
so many puzzle pieces.  Because of the abuse Abu Haydar endured during the 
night shift sessions, he was hesitant to give up enough to nail Zarqawi.  


The author visited Abu Haydar at night.  He had to whisper so that the guard 
would not hear what he was saying and relay the information to the night shift 
regulars.  Hayday and the author exchanged pleasantries and then Haydar 
asked Alexander how close he (Haydar) was to some kind of deal with the 
American authorities.  Alexander told Haydar that he was about forty percent 
there, but that he would have to give up something big to get a good deal.  Abu 
Haydar agreed to give up some critical information to our author in the near 
future. 


Haydar was bored in his cell block and asked for a book to read.  He requested 
J. K. Rowling’s Harry Potter and the Prisoner of Azkaban. His request was 
granted by Alexander.  Alexander continued his sessions with Haydar.  During 
each session, Haydar gave up a little more useful information.  At one point, 
Alexander told Haydar he was sixty percent towards getting a deal.  After giving 
Haydar the Harry Potter book to read, he visited him and told Haydar that they 
were ninety percent towards the agency chief cutting Haydar a good deal.  
Alexander told Abhu Haydar that they needed one more piece of crucial 
information in order for the big bosses to believe that Haydar could be trusted.  
Haydar told Alexander that before the end of the day he would provide 
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information that would convince the big boss that Aby Haydar could be trusted 
and was worthy of a deal. 


On May 15, 2006, Abu Haydar spilled the big beans.  He told Alexander’s ‘gators 
that a close friend of his was Sheikh Abu ‘Abd al Rahman, whose mosque was in 
the Mansur neighborhood in Baghdad.  Haydar told them that Rahman was the 
personal, spiritual advisor to Abu Musab al Zarqawi.  Alexander, observing from 
another room, could not believe what Haydar was giving to his team.  Abu 
Haydar then told his ‘gators that if they wanted to get to Zarqawi, simply keep an 
eye on Rahman.  Haydar told the ‘gators that if Rahman drove a white sedan and 
then transferred to a blue one, he was on his way to see Zarqawi.  Rahman 
always changed cars in the middle of his trips to visit Zarqawi.  


On May 31st, under surveillance as a result of Haydar’s testimony, Sheikh 
Rahman switched to a blue sedan after driving a white one.  As Alexander and 
the entire team watched on video camera, Rahman’s car suddenly disappeared 
behind a building.  The team lost him.  Everyone was devastated. 


A week later the team got another break.  Sheikh Rahman began driving the 
white sedan and then changed to the blue one.  This time the surveillance on 
Rahman was heavier and the Special Forces spotter teams were out in force.  
After a few false stops, the car pulled up to a house.  Rahman and his driver got 
out and entered the house. Attack helicopters at a great distance fired on the 
house.  Abu Musab al Zarqawi had been hit. 


Less than twelve minutes after the missiles hit Zarqawi’s safe house, the ground 
forces strike team arrived at the house.  As the Special Forces soldiers jumped 
from the helicopters to the ground, they saw two Iraqis coming out of the 
wreckage with Zarqawi on a stretcher.  As he saw the Americans approach, 
Zarqawi tried to roll off of his stretcher.  He was coughing up blood.  A soldier 
grabbed him and held him in place on the stretcher. More blood began to flow 
from his mouth and his lungs collapsed.  He died on the stretcher. 


Once Zarqawi was dead, al Masri assumed command of Al Qaeda in Iraq.  The 
deal promised to Abu Haydar by Alexander had resulted in the targeting and 
killing of the leader of Al Qaeda in Iraq. 


Alexander recalls, “I see Abu Haydar again. He leans into me as I speak into his 
ear, the guard nearby oblivious to our secret deal.  And therein lies the important 
truth of this new age of warfare.  A few words, furtive and whispered, can change 
the world.”15 


 


                                                             


15 Ibid, page 284. 
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DOCUMENTING ISLAMIST SUBVERSION IN AMERICA 


In the introduction to this book, Paul Sperry cites several examples of American 
Muslim leaders – labeled by many as “moderates” – who have been invited to the 
White House, asked to serve as Islamic advisors to the Department of Defense, 
but who regularly preach radical, subversive Islam to their Muslim audiences and 
congregations.  The American Muslim leaders Sperry singles out from the start 
include: 


Abdurahman M. Alamoudi, founder of the American Muslim Council, who 
advised the Pentagon on Islam and created the Muslim chaplain corps for 
the armed services. Alamoudi repeatedly told Muslim audiences that the 
goal of all Muslims is to turn America into an Islamic state even if it takes a 
hundred years to do so.1 Alamoudi, once an honored guest at the White 
House, is now serving time in a penitentiary, having pled guilty to planning 
acts of terrorism. 


Imam Siraj Wahhaj is one of the more popular Muslim preachers in the 
United States.  In a private meeting, he told his followers that, “In time, this 
so-called democracy will crumble, and there will be nothing . . .the only 
thing that will remain is Islam.”2 


Omar M. Amhad, the chairman of America’s leading Muslim lobby group, 
the Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR) once stated, “Islam isn’t 
in America to be equal to any other faith, but to become dominant.  The 
Quran should be the highest authority in America.”3 


Sperry maintains that well-financed and legally-defended Wahhabist Islamist 
extremists have gained increasingly powerful footholds within numerous 
American institutions by taking advantage of our religious freedoms, tax 
exemption laws for 501 (3) © nonprofit corporations, liberal courts, and political 
correctness that discourages anyone from pointing even a well-aimed finger at 
any adverse activities associated with the Islamic faith. Those American 
institutions penetrated by these Islamists include public schools and universities, 
our political system, our prison systems at all levels, federal law enforcement, the 
Department of Homeland Security, the U.S. military, nuclear weapons 
laboratories, and even the Executive Branch of government. 


In its never-ending quest to be politically correct, the United States government 
has continued to make monumental blunders by placing Muslims, whom have 


                                                             


1 Sperry, Paul.  Infiltration: How Muslim Spies and Subversives Have Penetrated Washington. Nashville, Tennessee: 
Nelson Current, 2005, page Xl. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 
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not been sufficiently vetted, into positions of responsibility in support of America’s 
war on terror. From interrogators and translators who lie about what is said in 
Arabic to their FBI employers, to Muslim military chaplains carefully placed into 
the DOD mainstream by convicted terrorists like Abdurahman Alamoudi, the 
infiltration continues at a steady, undaunted pace.  Leaders and managers at all 
levels of government have expressed a fear that if they attempt to expose these 
plots, that they will be accused of prejudice and “Muslim bashing.” 


Via exclusive interviews with federal agents, customs and border officials, military 
intelligence officers and others, Sperry uncovered shocking examples that 
illustrate the depth and breadth of Islamist subversion within the United States. 
These stories run the gamut.  A Senior White House official, Iranian by origin, 
lobbied in support of a Muslim activist and confessed terrorist; Another Islamic 
activist, who was associated with the same confessed terrorist, procured a 
sensitive intelligence post within the Department of Homeland Security.  In our 
government’s hurry to hire as many translators as possible after 9/11, corners 
were cut with respect to the proper protocols used in background investigations 
before hiring.  Arabic-spesaking translators with ties to foreign intelligence 
agencies in Syria, Egypt, Pakistan, and Turkey were employed in sensitive 
positions of trust and responsibility. There are examples of Muslim FBI agents 
who refused to perform duties such as wearing a wire when other Muslims were 
the targets of FBI investigations. According to property records, a Washington, 
DC mosque that serviced the religious needs of at least two of the Saudi 9/11 
hijackers, is owned and operated by a strong Saudi lobby organization. Internal 
Revenue Service records reveal that the Council on American-Islamic Relations 
(CAIR) has donated money to terrorist front groups, yet this powerful, Muslim 
rights lobby group continues to operate freely.   


A classic case of infiltration within American universities is that of former Florida 
professor Sami al-Arian.  Al-Arian remained a well-respected member of the 
American Muslim community and was an honored guest at the White House.  Yet 
he was tied to fund-raising for terrorist groups through front organizations such 
as the World Islamic Studies Enterprise (WISE). 


________________________________________________________________ 


PROBLEMS WITH PROFILING 


“The bureau is against – has been and will be against – any form of profiling (of 
Arabs or Muslims).”  -- FBI Director Robert S. Mueller4 


Muslim sensitivity training for the Federal Bureau of Investigation began shortly 
after 9/11 by Director Mueller and continues to this day. Mueller personally 
serves as a keynote speaker for organizations such as the American Muslim 
                                                             


4 Ibid, page 3. 
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Council, which has publicly praised terror organizations such as Hamas and 
Hezbollah.  Many current and former people within the FBI complain that the 
current level of sensitivity training is geared less toward understanding Muslim 
cultural differences and more toward how not to appear prejudiced.  


In its investigation of the failures leading up to 9/11, Congress accused the FBI of 
neglecting to follow-up on leads that clearly associated an American imam with 
two of the September 11th hijackers. Khalid al-Mihdhar and Nawal al-Hamzi, were 
close friends to Anwar Aulaqi, an imam who moved with these hijackers from the 
American Muslim community in San Diego to the one in Falls Church, Virginia – 
the Dar al-Hijrah mosque.  


Agents of the FBI’s Phoenix office sent memos to their headquarters in 
Washington, DC, pre-9/11, warning of suspicious activities on the part of Muslims 
attending flight school. The Phoenix memo proposed that Middle Eastern 
students in American flight schools be checked out because suspicions were 
being aroused. The Bureau did not pursue the Phoenix agents’ request because 
it violated Bureau guidelines against racial profiling. 


Political correctness and fear of offending is being exploited to the maximum 
extent by Islamists.  Even President Bush suffers from a fear of offending.  Bush 
personally assured the director of the Los Angeles-based Muslim Public Affairs 
Council, Salam al-Marayati, that he (Bush) would make it a point not to associate 
the word “Islamic” with “terrorist.”  


POLITICAL CORRECTNESS THROUGHOUT TOO MANY BRANCHES OF THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


When it comes to political correctness, the State Department is at the head of the 
pack.  The State Department is responsible for delineating organizations that are 
terror-affiliated.  The war between the Russian Federation and the breakaway 
Chechen Republic is a war being fought in Chechnya by Islamist terrorists.  The 
State Department will not call the Chechen fighters Islamist terrorists.  It labels 
them as “rebels” and “separatists.”  


The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is forbidden to profile airline 
passengers who fit the terrorist profile of young, Muslim men.  These men are 
subject to more detailed screening only by random selection. 


The FBI Director established working groups between the FBI and the American 
Muslim Council, CAIR, and the Islamic Society of America, all of which have 
been the subjects of federal investigations and law enforcement actions due to 
their support of declared terrorist organizations. Department of the Treasury, 
deputy assistant secretary, Juan Zarate, praised the Islamic Society of North 
America (ISNA) for cooperating with the Treasury Department in ensuring that 
money donated to the ISNA did not come from or go to terror organizations.  Yet 
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the ISNA officially rejected the Treasury’s guidelines for anti-terrorist accounting, 
stating that the government guidelines were impractical. 


Michael Scheuer, former head of the CIA’s bin Laden task force and acclaimed 
author, accused former CIA Director George Tenet of depriving the CIA’s bin 
Laden unit of enough qualified officers to do the job, while beefing up the public 
relations staff at CIA.  Scheuer says that it was all about public relations and 
public opinion with Tenet at the helm. 


Representatives from the American Muslim Council, whose founder is a 
convicted terrorist currently serving jail time, have visited congressional 
delegations on a regular basis to lobby for less stringent counter terrorism laws.   


Only days after the 9/11 attacks, President Bush, at a mosque in Washington, 
DC, stood next to Nihad Awad, president of the Council on American Islamic 
Relations (CAIR) and an open supporter of terrorism.  Awad sat next to the First 
Lady during Bush’s speech to Congress a few days later. 


Sperry shows clear and indisputable links between several American Muslim 
leaders and terrorist organizations throughout his book. 


 


MUSLIM LEADERS IN AMERICA INVESTIGATED AND CONVICTED 


Sperry highlights eight renowned and influential Muslim leaders in America.   


Imam Siraj Wahhaj serves on at least five major boards of directors of Muslim 
organizations operating within the United States.  He is the first Muslim to ever 
render the opening prayer in a session of Congress.  Wahhaj leads a mosque in 
Brooklyn, New York.  While publicly expressing pro-American ideals, his private 
comments reveal his desire to replace the American system of government with 
that of an Islamist state.  In a 1991 speech to Muslims in Texas, Wahhaj said that 
unless the United States accepted Islam and its agenda, that America would fall 
like the former Soviet Union.  In New Jersey, he incited American Muslims to 
overthrow the government in a political coup: “If we were united and strong, we’d 
elect our own emir (leader) and give allegiance to him.  Take my word for it, if six 
to eight million Muslims united in America, the country will come to us.”5  Wahhaj 
was host to convicted terrorist blind Sheikh Omar Abdel-Rahmen at his Brooklyn 
Mosque. He also testified as a character witness for Rahman at his trial. 


Muzammil Siddiqi, also serves on various Muslim boards of directors within the 
U.S., and had the sole honor of representing the Islamic faith at a prayer service 
for the victims of 9/11 at the National Cathedral in Washington, DC.  Shortly after, 
                                                             


5 Ibid, page 20. 
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he was the guest of President Bush in the White House. There the president 
thanked him and praised him for his contributions during the 9/11 memorial 
services.  Yet this same man, at an anti-Israeli rally in DC in October 2000, 
praised Palestinian terrorists and was quoted as proclaiming to cheering 
American Muslims, “America has to learn that if you remain on the side of 
injustice, the wrath of God will come.”  Saddiqi has encouraged American 
Muslims to take an active role in the political system for the sole purpose of 
transforming America into a Muslim nation.  


Sheikh Hamza Yusuf teaches in northern California.  He has advised President 
Bush on Islamic affairs and has preached at the White House.  On September 9, 
2001, Yusuf addressed a group of Muslims in Irvine, California, during which time 
he stated that the United States stood condemned to suffer a very terrible fate. 
Yusuf is quoted as stating, “I am a citizen of this country (the U.S.) not by choice 
but by birth. I reside in this country not by choice, but by conviction in attempting 
to spread the message of Islam in this country.”6 


Omar M. Ahmad is the founder of CAIR and has been an honored guest of 
George W. Bush’s White House.  Although he publicly denounced terrorism at 
the 9/11 memorial service at the Washington Cathedral, he delivered quite a 
different message to Muslims in Fremont, California, during a 1998 Islamic 
conference: “Islam isn’t in America to be equal to any other faith but to become 
dominant.  The Quran should be the highest authority in America, and Islam the 
only accepted religion on Earth.”7  


Sami al-Arian, a Florida university professor was invited to the Clinton White 
House.  He also worked to get Florida’s Muslim vote for George W. Bush in the 
2000 presidential election.   Al-Arian is a Palestinian widely praised by American 
Muslim leaders.  He is extremely well respected in the Tampa, Florida community 
where he greatly assisted in establishing a mosque and school. Displaying a 
moderate front in public, al-Arian told an American congregation in a Cleveland 
Ohio mosque, “Let’s damn America, let’s damn Israel, let’s damn their allies until 
death.”8 AL-Arian, honored guest at Bush’s White House, is now behind bars, 
awaiting trail on numerous terror-related charges. 


Abdurahman Alamoudi, one of the most active Muslim movers and shakers in 
America, served on the board of directors of no less than a dozen Islamic 
organizations. He also was an honored guest at both the Clinton and Bush White 
Houses.  A Yemeni businessman by origin, Alamoudi is a pillar of the American 
Muslim Community in Washington, DC.  At the Association for Palestine’s 1996 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 22. 


7 Ibid, page 24. 


8Ibid, page 25. 
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convention held in Illinois, Alamoudi addressed those assembled as follows: 
“Muslims will sooner or later be the moral leadership of America.  Either we do it 
now or we do it after a hundred years, but this country will become a Muslim 
country.  And I think if we are outside of this country, we can say, ‘Oh Allah, 
destroy America.’ ”9 In 2003, this honored White House guest pleaded guilty to 
taking part in terrorist plots aimed at the United States in cooperation with Libya.  
Prosecutors also tied him to both Hamas and al-Qaeda, as well as  the seven 
known terrorists listed in Alamoudi’s Palm Pilot.  Alamoudi’s former deputy, 
Khaled Saffuri, still meets on a regular basis with top U.S. officials. 


Warith Deen Umar, New York State’s head of Muslim prison chaplains, was cited 
in a federal indictment for defending the September 11th attacks and supporting 
terrorism in public speeches. 


Taha al-Alwani, the leader of one of America’s most prestigious Islamic 
institution, the Graduate School of Islamic and Social Sciences, tried 
unsuccessfully to hide large cash payments to Palestinian terrorists.  Though 
publicly this Muslim leader denounced terror and violence, he rests behind bars 
today, convicted of inciting terrorist activities against Americans. 


________________________________________________________________ 


SPERRY DISCUSSES MYTHS ABOUT ISLAM 


According to Paul Sperry, Islam is a religion of peace, but only if you are a 
devout Muslim. Non-believers, according to the Quran, are marked for suffering 
and punishment.  Peace can exist between Muslims and non-Muslims only if 
non-believers submit to the word of the Prophet or the sword of his followers. 
Sperry quotes from the Quran, Surah 9:29: “Fight those who believe not in 
Allah.”10 


According to Sperry’s research and study of the Quran, the only killing expressly 
forbidden in the Muslim holy book is the killing of a Muslim by a Muslim.  He 
points out that within the Quran, there exist no less than fifty verses that talk to 
fighting the unbelievers in the cause of Allah. 


Many Muslim scholars maintain that the violent passages of the Quran are taken 
out of context.  Sperry disagrees strongly. He points out that the Quran 
specifically, sanctions fighting Jews and Christians under the banner of “jihad;” 
more pointedly, the Quran calls for waging war against the non-Muslims until 
they are all subdued. 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 26. 


10 Ibid, page 35. 
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Paul Sperry believes that Islam inspires terrorist acts.  In 8:12 the Quran tells 
Muslims to “instill terror into the hearts of the non-believers” and to “smite them 
above their necks.”11  The Quran orders Muslims to kill their enemies: “Slay them 
wherever ye catch them.” (2:190, 191) 


Many scholars proclaim Islam as a religion with no tradition of hating those who 
are non-Muslim, such as the Jews.  Sperry quotes from the Quran to dispel that 
viewpoint: “O ye who believe, take not the Jews and Christians for your friends.” 
(5:50) 


Some say that Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda followers distort the teachings 
of Islam to support their own radical agendas. To the contrary, bin Laden has not 
betrayed the Islamic faith but has lived it to its literal interpretation probably more 
than any other leader in the last fourteen hundred years.  Osama bin Laden is 
following the Quran to the very letter of the Islamic law.  He lives and meditates 
in caves, as did the Prophet Muhammad.  Though a wealthy man, his lifestyle is 
simple and stark, devoid of basic comforts.  Bin Laden did not hijack a great 
religion as President Bush maintains.  Rather, he totally embraced it. 


The belief that Islam is compatible with western-style democracy is false.  For 
Muslims in the Middle East, Islam encompasses religion, government, the law 
and the military.  The Quran demands submission to Allah under the worldwide 
Muslim community of faith, or “ummah.” 


Another myth is that poverty and oppression alone motivate Muslims to become 
terrorists.  Though poverty and oppression due motivate some, many notable al-
Qaeda members come from stable, upper middle class and wealthy families.  
The 9/11 hijackers, for example, were both well to do and very well educated.  


Muslim scholars also maintain that the Quran does not encourage suicide.  To 
take one’s life out of selfishness or despair may be unacceptable to Muslims, but 
to take one’s own life in the act of being a martyr for Allah provides a one-way 
ticket to Allah and eternal reward.  The Prophet Muhammad strictly forbade 
suicide and stated that anyone who committed it would be cast into hell.  But 
Muhammad was speaking of Muslims who kill themselves without any lawful 
reason.  To die as a “shaheed” (martyr) fighting for the cause of Allah is 
considered the greatest and most rewarding death any Muslim can experience. 


 


 


 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 38. 
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THE TERROR THREAT STILL LOOMS 


The 9/11 Commission’s Report states that al-Qaeda terror operatives were “held 
in reserve by bin Laden for a later, even larger operation.”12  Some of these 
operatives include: 


 Ali Abd al Rahman al-Faqasi al-Ghamdi:  Trained for the 9/11 attack. 
Recently given amnesty by the Saudi government and still at large. 


 Saud al-Rashid: Trained for the 9/11 suicide mission.  Released from 
custody by the Saudi government in 2002 and is still at large. 


 Abderraouf Jdey:  A trained pilot who was to crash a plane during the 
second 9/11 wave of attacks.  He has a Canadian passport and is still 
at large. 


 Adnan al-Shukrijumah:  Considered to be the next Mohamed Atta.  He 
lived in Florida and was last seen in Central America.  He allegedly 
conspired with the now infamous Jose Padilla to blow up New York 
apartment high rise buildings and is still at large. 


 Adam Gadahn: An American, homegrown member of al-Qaeda who 
converted to Islam and went to Afghanistan for terror training.  He is 
still at large. 


 Kamran Akhtar was caught videotaping skyscrapers in six U.S. cities.  
He was in the U.S. illegally and was jailed for violation of immigration 
laws and making false statements.  After a short jail sentence, he was 
released and is now at large. 


 Iyman Faris:  An Ohio truck driver who researched for al-Qaeda the 
types of gas torches needed to cut suspension cables on the Brooklyn 
Bridge in New York.  He is in prison along with an accomplice who 
planned to blow up a shopping mall in Ohio. 


                   


WHERE TERRORISTS ARE MOST ACTIVE IN THE UNITED STATES 


Homeland Security reports listed the following cities as being areas of chief 
concern with respect to known and suspected terrorist cells and groups: 


 Dallas and Arlington, Texas 


 Denver, Colorado 
                                                             


12 Ibid, page 59. 
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 Tucson, Arizona 


 San Diego California 


 San Francisco and Santa Clara, California 


 Seattle, Washington13 


American cities that host Muslim communities that are considered breeding 
grounds for Islamist activities include: 


 Falls Church, Virginia 


 El Cajon, California 


 Bridgeville, Illinois 


 Lackawanna, New York  


 Jersey City, New Jersey 


 Dearborn, Michigan 


 Hollywood, Florida14 


 


THOSE WHO AID AND ABET TERRORISTS 


FBI Director Mueller spoke an untruth in June 2002 when he said that to the 
FBI’s knowledge, the 9/11 hijackers had no known sympathizers or supporters 
within the United States.  Congressional investigators uncovered the fact that at 
least fourteen 9/11 facilitators came to the FBI’s attention before the 9/11 attacks.  
Amazingly, four of these fourteen men were the subjects of FBI investigations at 
the same time that they were assisting the 9/11 hijackers. 


The 9/11 hijackers frequented several American mosques during their pre- attack 
stays in America, to include mosques in California, Florida, Virginia, Arizona and 
Maryland. 


Several men on the Saudi Arabian payroll aided and abetted the 9/11 hijackers.  
A few examples include: 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 64. 


14 Ibid, page 65. 
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 Fahad al-Thumairy: A former Saudi government diplomat and leading 
Muslim cleric in Los Angeles, oversaw advanced preparations for the 
9/11 hijackers before their arrival in the United States. 


 Omar al-Bayoumi:  Also on the Saudi payroll, arranged for some of the 
hijackers to move to San Diego where he (Bayoumi) resided. 


 Mohdar Abdullah:  A Yemeni student who hated the U.S. government 
and knew about the 9/11 plot before it was executed.  He was in the 
U.S. illegally, yet for a still unknown reason, was deported back to 
Yemen without being prosecuted.  


 Osama Awadallah:  Another Yemeni, assisted two of the 9/11 
hijackers, Hazmi and Mihdhar, to adjust to American life in San Diego. 


 Anwar Aulaqi:  Also a citizen of Yemen, conducted closed-door 
meetings with some of the 9/11 hijackers at the mosque he ran in San 
Diego.  He was also permitted to return to Yemen without being 
prosecuted, even though he was under investigation for terrorist 
activities. 


 Yazeed al-Salmi:  Gave 9/11 hijacker Hazmi in San Diego traveler’s 
checks worth thousands of dollars that he had drawn from a Saudi 
bank. 


Special Agent Kenneth Williams of the FBI’s Phoenix-based counter-terror unit 
became alarmed at the number of Middle Eastern men enrolled in flight training.  
He proposed to his headquarters in Washington, DC, that Middle Eastern 
students in flight school be investigated.  His proposal was canned because it 
would have violated the FBI’s policy on racial profiling. 


Two of the 9/11 hijackers, Hanjour and Hazmi, drove east from San Diego and 
settled in Falls Church, Virginia, in the Washington, DC suburbs. They attended 
the Dar al-Hijrah mosque in Falls Church, where they were welcomed and 
acclimated to life in the nation’s capital. 


 


SAUDI ISLAMIC WAHHABISM ALIVE AND WELL IN OUR NATION’S CAPITAL 


The U.S. headquarters of the Saudi Arabian-based World Assembly of Muslim 
Youth (WAMY) is located in Alexandria, Virginia.  Raided by more than forty 
federal agents on suspicion of terrorist activities, WAMY literature was 
confiscated that praises suicide bombers as heroes.  Until his quick retreat back 
to Saudi Arabia shortly after 9/11, Osama bin Laden’s nephew – Abdullah bin 
Laden, was the leader of the U.S.–based WAMY.  Though WAMY – a Saudi 
controlled non-profit – remains under investigation by federal authorities, the 
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Bush administration will not designate it as a terrorist organization or freeze its 
assets.  This extremely sensitive and controversial case is sealed by the courts. 


The American Muslim Foundation, established in the U.S. by confessed terrorist 
Abdurahman Alamoudi, is located within the same office park in the Washington, 
DC metro area as the headquarters of WAMY.  Alamoudi and Abdullah bin 
Laden served together on the board of directors for the Taibah International Aid 
Association, a U.S. blacklisted front for al-Qaeda.  


Situated next door to the American Muslim Foundation is the national 
headquarters of the Muslim American Society, funded by Alamoudi’s wealthy 
family living in Saudi Arabia.  This organization maintains strong ties to the 
Muslim Brotherhood, the Islamist terror organization that gave rise to the 
Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Hamas, and al-Qaida.  It is banned in Egypt but still 
extremely active to this day. 


The above-mentioned men were members of the Saudi-controlled Dar al-Hijrah 
mosque in Falls Church, Virginia.  Alamoudi, bin Laden’s nephew and Mousa 
Abu Marzook, a known Hamas terror leader, worshipped in this DC metro area 
mosque on several occasions.  Alamoudi is in prison today.  Marzook was 
deported.  Abdullah bin Laden sold his home in 2001 and returned to Saudi 
Arabia. 


Another Saudi-funded organization – a think tank called the International Institute 
of Islamic Thought  (IIIT) – is also headquartered in the Washington metropolitan 
area. Federal investigators followed funds from the IIIT to now terror-convicted 
Tampa professor Sami al-Arian, one of the co-founders of the Palestinian Islamic 
Jihad. 


 


A RELIGIOUS CRIME SYNDICATE WITHIN THE UNITED STATES 


Rallied by now-imprisoned Abdurahman Alamoudi, the heads of four powerful 
Muslim non-profit organizations – the American Muslim Alliance, the Council on 
American-Muslim Relations, the Muslim Public Affairs Council, and the American 
Muslim Council – combined to form the new American Muslim Political 
Coordination Council.  A summit was convened by the American political 
Coordination Council and four other prominent, leading Muslim lobby groups: the 
American Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee, the Arab American Institute, the 
National Association of Arab Americans, and the Association of Arab University 
Graduates.  This summit resulted in a long-term agreement among all of these 
organizations to work towards two major political goals in America: lessening 
U.S. support for Israel and watering down anti-terror laws. 


In October of 2000, Muslims represented by more than fifteen national Arab and 
Muslim organizations marched on Washington, DC in proximity to the White 







© Copyright 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


13 


House.  Protesting America’s support for Israel, more than ten thousand Muslim 
demonstrators openly denounced Jews while voicing support for the terror 
organizations Hamas and Hezbollah. 


Both the FBI and the CIA remain frustrated with the influence of U.S.-based 
Islamic non-governmental organizations on American politicians.  Analysts within 
the CIA conclude that at least one-third of the more than fifty Islamic non-
governmental organizations established within the United States either support 
known terrorist groups or are suspected of having terrorist connections. 


Post 9/11, members of the largest Muslim charity in America – the Holy Land 
Foundation – were charged and arrested by federal authorities for supplying 
money to Hamas. 


Numerous investigations continue to find terror-connected relationships among 
many Muslim organizations operating in America. The former godfather of the 
Muslim syndicate – the American Muslim Council’s Alamoudi – was imprisoned 
after federal prosecutors linked him to al-Qaeda, Hamas, and more than a half 
dozen known terrorists.  


The Holy Land Foundation, was terminated after its links to Hamas were 
substantiated.  The Benevolence International Foundation and the Global Relief 
Foundation have been blacklisted by the Department of the Treasury, cited for al-
Qaeda supporting activities.   


SAUDI-SPONSORED TERROR SANCTUARIES IN THE UNITED STATES 


The Saudi Arabia royal family has spent tens of millions of dollars within the U.S. 
to spread its Wahhabi brand of the religion of Islam. In the early 1980s, the 
Saudis paid for 481 mosques within the United States. By 2003, the number 
increased to more than 1,200.  Approximately eighty percent of these 1,200 
American mosques are funded, staffed, controlled, and religiously programmed 
by Saudi Arabia.  


The results of a survey conducted by the Council on American-Islamic Relations 
(CAIR) in 2001 are alarming.  More than 69% of American Muslims think it is very 
important to have Saudi, Wahhabi teachings in their mosques, also agreeing that 
American society is corrupt and immoral. 


Our Congressional Research Service reports that as much as 40% of the Hamas 
annual budget comes from monies raised within the United States and the United 
Kingdom.  FBI investigators say that money is collected for Palestinian suicide 
bombers at numerous American mosques. 
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THE MORE NOTORIOUS AMERICAN MOSQUES 


Chicago’s Bridgeview Mosque preaches Saudi Wahhabi dogma and is funded, 
staffed, and controlled by Saudi authorities. The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia pays 
the salaries of the mosque’s leaders. This mosque boasts more than two 
thousand members in its congregation. Most are Palestinian Americans.  Under 
FBI investigation for many years, this mosque contributed hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to the terrorist front organizations: Benevolence International 
Foundation, Global Relief Foundation, and Holy Land Foundation all of whom 
maintain offices within a few blocks of the mosque. 


Like many of the Saudi Wahhabi American mosques, the Bridgeview mosque’s 
mortgage is held by the North American Islamic Trust, another Saudi-grounded 
non-profit whose chairman was indicted for ties to the terror group, Islamic Jihad. 


The Islamic Society of Orange County California is another Saudi-controlled 
American Muslim community.  Its spiritual leader was Muzammil Siddiqi, a 
subject of an FBI investigation for many years. Siddiqi has been quoted at pro-
Hezbollah and pro-Hamas gatherings as praising Islamist martyrdom for the 
cause of Allah. 


The Islamic Center of San Diego provided aid to two of the Saudi 9/11 hijackers.  
Khalid al-Mihdhar and Nawaf al-Hazmi received thousands of dollars wired from 
al-Qaeda operatives in Dubai.  Both hijackers were counseled and received 
religious guidance from the imams at the San Diego mosque. 


At the Dar al-Arqam Islamic Center in Virginia, Imam Ali al-Timimi cheered the 
destruction of the space shuttle Columbia in 2003.  He is quoted as declaring 
that, “Our enemy until judgment day is the Christians . . .” He was indicted for 
aiding and abetting terrorists. 


Many of the 9/11 hijackers spent their last days before the attack in Laurel, 
Maryland, at the Ayah Dawah Prayer Center.  On the morning of the 9/11 
attacks, hijackers left a duffel bag filled with their personal possessions at the 
door of the mosque addressed: “For the Brothers.” 


One of the most notorious mosques within the United States is the Al-Farouq 
Mosque in Brooklyn, New York.   He blind Sheikh Abdul Rahman, convicted for 
his participation in the 1993 World Trade Center bombing, served as imam 
(religious leader) in this mosque.  Another former imam of the Al-Farouq mosque 
is Fawaz Abu Damra.  Damra has called for attacks against Jews, calling them 
the last enemy of the Islamic nation. 


Masjid al-Hijrah, a Wahhabi extremist mosque in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, was 
founded by suspected al-Qaeda agent Adnan el-Shukrijumah, the man who 
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provided religious guidance to al-Qaeda dirty bomb convict Jose Padilla. He 
previously served as imam of the Brooklyn Al-Farouq Mosque and was 
connected to a terror plot to blow up New York tunnels and apartment buildings. 


 


POLITICS, POLITICAL CORRECTNESS AND SECURITY 


In 1999, Congress commissioned a two-million-dollar study aimed at determining 
the best ways to combat terrorism after the al-Qaeda bombings of two U.S. 
embassies in Africa. In hindsight, the bipartisan committee reached some 
amazingly accurate and insightful conclusions. More than forty recommendations 
were made.  None were taken under advisement: 


 Permit our intelligence community – specifically the CIA – to recruit 
unsavory sources to infiltrate and spy on terror organizations. 


 Create an office within the FBI that analyzes and disseminates 
intelligence to the CIA for a better exchange of real time information 
needed to thwart terror plots. 


 Pass laws that would facilitate electronic eavesdropping of terror 
suspects within Muslim communities on the part of FBI agents. 


 Place Afghanistan on the list of terror-supporting states, cut off aid to it 
and impose sanctions. 


 Create a joint task force to track organizations that raise and launder 
money for terrorists; freeze the bank accounts of suspected terror 
charities and non-profit organizations. 


The report pointed out to Congress facts about Pakistan’s support in the fight 
against terror (or lack thereof) that ring true to this day.  Although Pakistan 
occasionally cooperates with the U.S., it continues to provide safe haven, transit, 
diplomatic and financial support for terror organizations.  It plays both sides of the 
fence and should have been designated as a nation that does not fully cooperate 
with the United States in the war against Islamist extremism. 


This report received little if any media coverage and was ignored by the 
administration of President Clinton, CIA Director George Tenet, and FBI Director 
Louis Freeh. 


It is interesting to note that many of the commission’s findings and 
recommendations were included, post 9/11 attack, in the USA Patriot Act. 


A few weeks before the World Trade Center’s destruction, FBI agents from the 
Minneapolis field office were stopped in their tracks by their supervisors at FBI 
headquarters when they sought a warrant to search Zazarias Moussaoui’s (the 
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twentieth hijacker) apartment and computer.  Though the agents making the 
request spelled out two criminal violations on the part of Moussaoui in their 
request, the home office thought it smacked of racial profiling and denied their 
request for the search warrant. 


After the first Gulf War, FBI agents working the Detroit area attempted to cultivate 
sources to combat terror within the Detroit Muslim communities.  They asked the 
assistance of Arab-American leaders in that city.  Instead of cooperating, these 
leaders cried foul and discrimination and sent a letter to then FBI Director William 
Sessions.  The FBI crumbled under the Arab-American lobby and shut the 
initiative down.  Democratic Representative, David Bonoir, whose old district was 
in the Arab-American Detroit area, heard about the FBI efforts and accused the 
Bureau of racism.  He and other Detroit democrats such as John Conyers and 
John Dingell threatened to convene an investigative hearing to unless the FBI 
ceased and desisted. It is interesting that in this same Detroit area, more than 10 
years later, Hamas, Hezbollah, and al-Qaeda remain extremely active in the 
Muslim American communities there. 


One of the greatest al-Qaeda hunters in FBI history, the late John O’Neill, came 
close to being relieved of his duties by then FBI Deputy Director Thomas Pickard 
for exerting too much pressure upon Yemeni officials to cooperate with the 
Bureau’s investigation of the al-Qaeda bombing of the USS Cole. Pickard was 
quoted as saying of the Yemenis, “I don’t want to see them feeling intimidated by 
us.”15 


Post 9/11, the FBI realized that it needed Arabic translators.  Two New York FBI 
offices attempted to recruit Arabic-speaking Jewish Americans.  Many names of 
candidates were submitted to FBI hirers, including Jewish Americans who had 
worked for the Israeli army and had worked as Arabic broadcasters on radio.  
None of the Jewish applicants were hired.  Only Muslim recruits were hired to do 
the translating. In fact, the FBI turned for assistance to the American Muslim 
Council to identify Muslim Americans ideal to serve as Arabic translators.  As 
previously discussed in the synopses, clear ties were established between 
leaders of the American Muslim Council and Hamas and al-Qaeda. 


In 2002, the FBI hired Arabic translators without performing proper background 
investigations on them.  Many of these translators still work for the FBI today.  
John M. Cole, a former FBI program manager testified that the FBI gave top 
secret clearances to translators who had been hired before being properly vetted.  
As a result, many espionage cases developed.  One example is that of a 
Pakistani woman, Hadia Roberts, hired as a translator and given top secret, 
sensitive compartmented information (SCI) clearance.  After working as a 
translator for about six months, the FBI discovered that its classified radio 


                                                             


15 Ibid, page 143. 
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frequencies were being leaked to the Pakistani government.  Ms. Roberts was 
that leak. 


Sperry cites example after example of blatant inattention to detail and 
misfeasance on the part of government officials.  An Iranian translator was 
having an affair with an FBI terror suspect while working for the FBI. An FBI 
employee who began work a week after 9/11 showed up at her office, located 
within FBI headquarters, to find that the secluded room within which the Middle 
Eastern linguists worked was filled with cookies, dates, and other party bowls.  
The translators were celebrating the 9/11 attacks. 


One of the more outrageous incidents is the case of FBI Special Agent Gamal 
Abdel Hafiz, who blatantly refused orders to wear a wire to record the 
conversations of a Muslim terror suspect as part of an ongoing investigation.  
Hafiz stated to his superiors that Muslims do not record conversations of other 
Muslims.  It was not until the media exposed this story that the FBI dug further 
into Hafiz’s background and finally discovered grounds to terminate him as an 
FBI employee. 


 


THE U.S. MILITARY: MUSLIM TRAITORS WITHIN THE RANKS 


Sperry cites many examples of Islamist infiltration of the U.S. military.16 Among 
the more notable cases are: 


 Sergenat Hasan Akbar: a Black Muslim covert to Islam who killed two 
of his commanding officers and wounded fifteen other soldiers when 
he tossed grenades into the tents within which the soldiers were 
housed. 


 Jeffrey Battle: an Army reservist from Oregon who pleaded guilty to 
waging war against the United States. 


 Semi Osman: a Lebanese immigrant, who served in both the U.S. 
Army and Navy, arrested for providing material support to terrorists. 


 Abdul Raheem al-Arshad Ali:  a Marine who converted to Islam and 
was a leader in a militant Seattle mosque and trained at a suspected 
terrorist camp in Oregon. 


 Sergeant Ali Mohamed: an Egyptian immigrant who used to be an aid 
for Osama bin Laden, trained some of the 1993 World Trade Center 


                                                             


16 Ibid, page 207 - 211 
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bombers, and was finally jailed for his planning in the U.S. embassy 
bombings in Africa. 


The previously mentioned Abdurahman Alamoudi, a convicted terrorist serving 
23 years for plotting terrorist acts, established and staffed the Muslim chaplain 
corps in the U.S. military in 1993. The Institute for Islamic and Arabic Sciences in 
America is a Saudi based and funded training center that trains Muslim clerics to 
serve in the U.S. military.  Alamoudi worked with the Saudis to establish the 
program that still exists today. 


Another Saudi-funded school in the United States is the Graduate School of 
Islamic Social Sciences, raided after 9/11 as a suspected terror-financing front.  
Run by suspected terror co-conspirators such as Tah Jaber al-Alwani, the GSISS 
trains military Muslim chaplains who minister to al-Qaeda detainees at 
Guantanamo Bay. 


 


PENETRATION OF OUR NATIONAL LABORATORIES 


“Every terrorist country was represented at the labs, either as post-doctoral 
workers and students assigned there, or as visitors.  Iran, Syria – you name it, 
we had them from all of those places.”   


--Ret. Colonel Ed McCallum, former head of the Department of Energy’s 
Office of Safeguards and Security17 


Colonel Ed McCallum maintains that then-Secretary of Energy, Hazel O’Leary, 
demanded that our most sensitive national labs – those that dealt with nuclear 
technologies – be part of her world openness program.  The Colonel stated that 
O’Leary hated security and fought it at every juncture.  As a result, hundreds of 
Middle Easterners were employed at laboratories such as Lawrence Livermore, 
Sandia, and Los Alamos, where American nuclear weapons are designed and 
maintained. A large number of Iranian students continue to be employed within 
these nuclear laboratories.  


During a five-year period from 1998 to 2003, federal investigators uncovered 
more than 1,000 instances in which radioactive materials disappeared from U.S. 
labs.  (Osama bin Laden has been working to acquire radioactive materials to 
employ in a dirty bomb since the early 90s.) 


The government has failed at numerous levels to safeguard the security of our 
nuclear reactor sites. Twenty plus nuclear reactors in the United States have 
been built within a few miles of an airport.  Virtually none of them were built to 
                                                             


17 Ibid, page 216. 







© Copyright 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


19 


withstand a catastrophic attack from even a small plane well packed with state-
of-the-art explosives. 


“ISLAMIZING” THE AMERICAN WORKPLACE 


Sperry cites an incident involving female, Muslim security screeners at 
Washington Dulles International Airport.  Muslim employees of Argenbright 
Security Inc. were screening passengers and flight crews while wearing their 
headscarves (hijabs).  Passengers and crew were complaining to United Airlines 
about Middle Easterners running security checkpoints post 9/11.  Four of the 
Muslim screeners in question were from Sudan, another was from Afghanistan 
and yet another, from Egypt.  When theses women refused to remove their 
headscarves, they were fired.  They turned to Council on American-Islamic 
Relations (CAIR), who in turn approached United Airline’s legal department.  The 
head of United’s security received a phone call from United’s legal department, 
but would not succumb to pressure to reinstate the women.  United’s head of 
security argued that women could hide a variety of prohibited items within their 
headscarves and that, for common sense security reasons, the headscarves 
could not be permitted.  The head of Argenbright estimated that a CAIR lawsuit 
would cost his company about two million dollars.  Argenbright had his staff 
discuss the situation with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  The FAA 
assured Argenbright that the government would side with CAIR.  Bottom line, the 
women were reinstated with their headscarves, along with a written apology and 
a back pay of $ 2,500 each. 


A few years after this incident, five Muslim men managed to get box cutters 
through the Dulles security checkpoints and hijacked the jumbo jet that crashed 
into the Pentagon.  All of these men passed through Argenbright security 
checkpoints.  Security videos show that the security screeners, all of Middle 
Eastern origin, did not question the hijackers about their metal items even after 
some of the metal detectors sounded an alarm.  Nawaf al-Hazmi, the lead 
hijacker, and Majed Moqed, set off alarms in both the first and second metal 
detectors that they walked through.  It is clear from camera surveillance video on 
9/11 that the hijackers were cleared to board by the screeners, who never 
bothered to search for the items that set off the alarms.18 


On the 9/11 hijacking day, more than 80% of the screeners at Dulles 
International Airport were foreign nationals – non-American citizens mainly from 
Pakistan, the Middle East, and Africa.  If security contractors such as Argenbright 
refused to hire foreign nationals as screeners, the government cited them for 
discrimination.  If they hired the non-citizens, the government cited them for 
hiring foreigners.  The contractors were in a no-win situation. 


 
                                                             


18 Ibid, page 235. 







© Copyright 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


20 


POLITICS AND LOBBY PRESSURES TRUMP NATIONAL SECURITY 


In the late 1990s, Vice President Al Gore chaired a commission tasked by 
President Bill Clinton to make airline travel safer.  What resulted was an 
automated system called CAPPS –Computer-Assisted Passenger Prescreening 
System.  The Arab and Muslim community complained of profiling with this 
automated system and brought pressure to bear upon its congressional and 
White House representatives.  The result was that the essential elements of 
making air travel safer with CAPPS were deleted from the program: origin, 
ethnicity, religion, and gender profiling.  The other amazing feature of CAPPS 
was that it only applied to passengers with checked baggage. Apparently no one 
in the federal government thought that suicide bombers on airplanes might not 
have any baggage to check. 


American Airlines was slapped with a $ 1.5 million fine and an order to conduct 
sensitivity training because it removed Middle Eastern passengers who appeared 
to pose a security risk from their flights. Delta and Continental were similarly 
punished by the feds.  


In 1999, Arab passengers Hamda al-Shalawi and Muhummed al-Qudhaieen 
were detained by the FBI after an American West flight crew accused them of 
attempting to open the cockpit door during flight on two occasions.  The Arabs 
filed complaints stating that they thought the cockpit was the bathroom, and 
stated that they had been singled out due to their ethnicity and religion.  The FBI 
dropped the case against them. Post 9/11, it was discovered that Shalawi trained 
at an al-Qaeda camp in Afghanistan and was probably conducting a pre-
September 11th dry run. 


______________________________________________________________ 


CAIR: CLEAR LINKS TO TERROR 


Several CAIR officials have been linked to Hamas since its (CAIR’s) inception in 
1993.  The FBI has covertly documented CAIR leaders verbally professing their 
commitment to Hamas during meetings with Hamas officials in Philadelphia.  
One of the CAIR founding fathers, Ghassan Elashi, is related by marriage to 
Hamas leader Marzook, and has been charged with supplying funds to Hamas. 


A sister organization to CAIR, the Holy Land Foundation, was accused by federal 
authorities of providing millions of dollars to Hamas.  Several officials were jailed 
as a result of the investigation, to include CAIR board of director’s member 
Elashi. Internal Revenue Service records reveal that CAIR donated sums of 
money to the terror-front Muslim charity, the Holy Land Foundation. 


CAIR has a track record of employing officials with terrorist backgrounds. 
Ghassan Elashi, previously cited, was indicted on charges that he provided 
financial and material support to Hamas.  Bassem Khafagi was arrested in 2003 
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and pled guilty to bank fraud stemming from his involvement with the Islamic 
Assembly of North America.  He received a prison sentence and was deported 
after serving his time.  Randall Todd “Ismail” Royer was a civil rights 
representative of CAIR arrested in 2003 for conspiring to participate in anti- 
American jihad in Pakistan and Afghanistan directly after the 9/11 attacks. 


CAIR received funding from the Al-Maktoum Foundation of the United Arab 
Emirates (UAE).  This foundation is based in Dubai, one of the United Arab 
Emirates, and is headed by General Sheikh Mohammed bin Rashid Al-Maktoum, 
Dubai’s Crown Prince and United Arab Emirates Defense Minister.  The UAE 
was one of only three countries to recognize the Taliban as the legitimate rulers 
in Afghanistan.  AL-Maktoum’s foundations, which construct radical Islamic 
schools globally, have supported telethons in Dubai to raise money for the 
families of Palestinian suicide bombers. 


 


U.S. POLITICIANS SUPPORTING THE ISLAMISTS  


Paul Sperry highlights those he believes to be the Muslim lobby’s greatest friends 
on Capitol Hill:19 


 Cynthia McKinney: noted as one of Islam’s biggest supporters in 
Congress, was backed in her 2002 election bid by several Muslim 
company officers under investigation by federal authorities for aiding 
and abetting terror activities. 


 Dennis Kuciniche:  Democrat from Ohio was invited by CAIR to be a 
keynote speaker for a fundraising dinner in 2003.  He spoke with Siraj 
Wahhaj, and unindicted co-conspirator in the 1993 World Trade Center 
bombing. 


 John Conyers: Considered a super champion of Muslim causes who 
sponsored a House bill to repeal the government’s use of secret 
evidence to convict and deport terror suspects in the U.S. 


 David Bonoir:  Accepted financial donations from terror-connected 
Sami al-Arian and his wife.  Hired al-Arian’s son Abdullah, as an intern 
in his Capitol Hill office. 


 Nancy Pelosi:  House Democratic leader held meetings on Capitol Hill 
with Bonoir, CAIR and other Muslim activist groups calling for an end 
to any and all Muslim profiling at airports. 


                                                             


19 Ibid, page 266. 







© Copyright 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


22 


 Hillary Clinton:  Took a thousand dollars during her 2000 Senate 
campaign from now-convicted terror supporter Alamoudi of the 
American Muslim Council. 


 John Bryant:  Left Congress and became a lobbyist for Hamas’ 
financial anchor in America, the Holy Land Foundation. He and his 
partner were paid six-figure salaries to defend the Holy Land 
Foundation from 1995 through 2001, after which the Department of 
State labeled it as a designated terrorist organization. 


 Tom Campbell, a Republican and former California representative, was 
a co-sponsor of the Secret Evidence Repeal Act. Pro-terrorist 
donations in the thousands were given to Campbell, to include money 
from convicted terrorist Sami al-Arian. 


 Spencer Abraham, one of only three Arab Americans to serve in the 
U.S. cabinet as energy secretary, sponsored the Senate version of 
Campbell’s House bill to repeal secret evidence against Arab aliens.  
Government records show that Abraham accepted money from 
Mohamed Omeish of the Success Foundation – a Washington-based 
charity linked to Hamas.  He also received funds from terrorists 
Alamoudi, Barzinji and others under federal investigations. 


 Paul Findley spent twenty-two years in the House of Representatives 
and was considered by many to be Arafat’s biggest supporter in 
Congress. Generous campaign contributions from persons with 
business interests in Saudi Arabia may have been a motivator for 
Findley’s association with men such as Siraj Wahhaj, the imam who 
provided religious counseling to some of the 9/11 hijackers. 


 Dana Rohrabacher is a conservative representative who accepted 
more than $ 15,000 in campaign contributions from terrorist supporter 
Alamoudi and his associates.  He also refused to break friendship and 
business dealings with Khaled Saffuri, who admitted ties to terrorist 
Palestinians.  Rohrabacher accepted no less than four all-expense 
paid trips to the Middle East paid for by Muslim American organizations 
with ties to terror fund raising, such as the Arab American Institute and 
the Islamic Institute. 
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INFLUENCE IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 


“George W. Bush was elected President of the United States of America because 
of the Muslim vote.  That’s right, the Muslim vote.” -- GOP strategist Grover 
Norquist after the 2000 election.20 


Sami al-Arian, the Florida professor linked to Palestinian terror, and eight other 
Islamist leaders who were at the White House on September 11, 2001, were 
anxiously awaiting an afternoon ceremony at which President Bush would pledge 
to sign a bill outlawing secret evidence that enabled the government to deport 
Muslims such as al Arian’s brother-in-law, accused of ties to Palestinian terror 
organizations.  When airplanes began slamming into buildings early that 
morning, White House staffers whisked away the Muslim lobbyists and 
immediately began formulating damage control measures. 


In 1997, GOP strategist Grover Norquist met with Carl Rove and then Texas 
Governor George W. Bush in Austin, Texas and created a plan to bring the 
rapidly growing Muslim American population of voters into the Republican Party. 
Subsequently, Norquist recruited two Muslim activists to assist with the process. 
The men were Talat Othman and Khaled Saffuri.  Both Othman and Saffuri 
worked directly for two known and convicted terrorists now serving jail time:  
Randall “Ismail” Royer and Abdurahman Alamoudi. 


While campaigning to win his first term as president, George W. Bush, at the 
advice and with the escort of Saffuri, campaigned in American Muslim mosques 
where he (Bush) openly spoke out against airport profiling and secret evidence 
gathering.  Safurri also made it possible for the Bush campaign to solicit the 
assistance of Florida professor Sami al-Arian to procure Muslim votes in that 
state.  While al-Arian was assisting the Bush campaign, the FBI was investigating 
al-Arian as a terror supporter.  Al-Arian, a Palestinian, was quoted in rallies as 
referring to the Jews as “monkeys and pigs” and shouting “death to Israel.”21 


In October 2000, Bush held a campaign rally for Muslim Americans in Detroit.  
He was quoted as saying to those gathered, “Airline travelers have experienced 
harassment and delay simply because of their ethnic heritage. Such 
indiscriminate use of passenger profiling is wrong and must be stopped. . . Arab 
Americans are racially profiled in what’s called secret evidence.  People are 
stopped, and we got to do something about that.  My friend Spencer Abraham of 
Michigan is pushing a law to make sure that, you know, Arab Americans are 


                                                             


20 Ibid, page 276. 


21 Ibid, page 279. 
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treated with respect.”22 Less than two weeks after Mr. Bush uttered these words, 
the leaders of eight Muslim American national organizations announced at a 
press conference that they were all endorsing George Bush for the White House.  
The leaders of CAIR said that Bush was its best chance of doing away with 
secret evidence. 


In 2001, Norquist submitted a list of more than eighty Muslim activists that he 
wanted Carl Rove to invite to the White House to attend various outreach events.  
Paul Sperry writes that when the list was submitted to the Secret Service for 
security vetting, it turned out to be a veritable who’s who of known terrorist 
supporters and Wahhabists currently under federal investigation. 


Sperry provides an example of one of the more ludicrous acts of acquiescing to 
the Muslim extremists on the part of the federal government. In 2001, the White 
House directed that the FBI declare now convicted terror supporter Alamoudi’s 
American Muslim Council (AMC) a moderate, mainstream Muslim organization in 
the United States, and that the FBI solicit the AMC’s assistance in the war on 
terror.  Simultaneously, the AMC told its members not to cooperate with the FBI 
in any manner whatsoever.  The AMC even posted on its website a “Know Your 
Rights” advisory which told Muslims not to open their doors to FBI investigators.  


Sperry makes it apparent that in this war on terror, we are our own worst enemy, 
compromised by greed, power, political correctness and total denial: 


America is fighting a perfect enemy, one protected by religious 
freedoms and racial sensitivities.  And we have a less-than-perfect 
understanding of what motivates the enemy, and how it is aided 
and abetted by a religious support network that exploits American 
culture and tax laws and is patiently infiltrating the American system 
to overturn it from within.23 


  


 


 


 


 


   


                                                             


22 Ibid, page 280. 


23 Ibid, page 328 
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Control of Information and Ideas 
 
In the twenty-first century, nation states and non-aligned militant organizations all 
realize the importance of information manipulation and dominance on a global 
scale.  Whether in times of war or peace, the ability to influence populations via 
the timely distribution of information is vital to political and ideological dominance. 
 
Politics and economics have long been instigators of both war and peace among 
nations.  Before the Information Age came into existence, it took perseverance 
and time for world leaders to sway and mobilize their followers.  There were no 
television visuals and sound bites with which millions of citizens could form 
instant opinions, rallying in support of or oppose various causes. The author 
maintains that ideas have always been and will forever be the impetus behind all 
human behavior.  Ideas make up the fuel for wars and the foundation of peace. 
 
Whether free democratic nation states or global terror organizations, they all 
attempt to manipulate public opinion and rally support for their causes by way of 
propaganda mechanisms. These propaganda machines are designed for no 
other purpose than to legitimize a cause in the eyes of those who do not yet 
support it. As an example, the author cites Osama bin Laden, Iran’s Ahmedinijad, 
and numerous other militants who want the Western peoples to believe in the 
righteousness of the causes for which they fight.  Conversely, the governments 
of the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and many others work 
tirelessly within the information arena to convince Arab populations that freedom 
and democracy will bring the happiness and prosperity they desire for 
themselves and their future generations. 
 
Our author, Walid Phares, observed and studied global ideas and the clash of 
ideologies for more than twenty-five years. He has noted the radical shifts in the 
positions and ideologies on the part of nation states over time.  One example he 
provides is the Western attitudes towards Islamic fundamentalism.  While the 
Soviet Union and the United States were fully engaged in the Cold War (1979 -
1989), the Soviet Union invaded Muslim Afghanistan.  The U.S. supported the 
Islamic fundamentalist warriors in their fight against the Soviets, even to the point 
of supplying them with billions of dollars worth of arms, ammunition, training and 
supplies.  America fueled Islamic fundamentalism and extremism in the region 
because it believed its arch rival, the USSR, had to be defeated at all costs.  
After 9/11, the U.S. did a complete reversal, opposing Islamic fundamentalism in 
any form. 
 
In his book, Walid Phares often intermixes the terms Pan-Arabist, Salafist, 
Khumeinist and Islamist.  Essentially, all are terms referring to factions of 
Muslims who are radical and violently extreme in their interpretation of the 
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religion of Islam. Jihadism is synonymous with Islamism in the book and this 
summary. 
 
The War of Ideologies: Democracy and Its Opponents 
 
Despite a global proliferation of democratic movements during the latter part of 
the twentieth century, antidemocratic ideologies continue to both survive and 
prosper: 
 
 ■ Latin America: Towards the end of the twentieth century, democracy 
 made gains in Chile, Argentina, Uruguay, Brazil, Nicaragua, Mexico, and 
 El Salvador. Simultaneously, Cuba’s Castro-centric regime, and Hugo 
 Chavez’s stronghold in Venezuela continue to thrive. 
 


■ Africa: As the European powers decolonized Africa in the latter part of 
the twentieth century, many African countries came to be ruled by ruthless 
dictators such as Nasser in Egypt, Idi Amin in Uganda, and Ghaddafi in 
Libya. Yet despite the continent’s upheavals, democracy has advanced in 
the region. In South Africa, apartheid was overturned and black leaders 
elected as president with no war or ethnic cleansing of South African 
whites.  Even though civil wars and genocide have erupted in Sierra 
Leone, Liberia, Rwanda and Burundi, elections are commonplace in most 
African nations.  Today, the single-most, antidemocratic threat to the 
African evolution of freedom is radical Islam and its jihadist movement. 


 
 ■ Asia:  Throughout the twentieth century, Asia experienced its share of 
 both democratic and authoritarian movements. Imperial Japan’s 
 aggression in the 1940s, China’s fall to Communism shortly before 1950, 
 and the repressive regime of North Korea best exemplify the curtailment of 
 individual choice and freedom in that part of the world.  Yet democracy 
 has grown in Asia.  Today, Japan is a democratic country. South Korea, 
 the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand have all expanded the rights and 
 governance of their citizens.  Unfortunately, the extremist ideology of 
 the Islamists has slowed the march of freedom and in some instances 
 inverted freedom’s progress in Muslim countries such as Pakistan, 
 Indonesia and Malaysia.  
 


■ Europe:  In the twentieth century, the free nations of Europe, aided 
significantly by the United States, destroyed the institutions of German 
Nazism, Italian Fascism and Soviet Communism.  Democracy moved 
steadily eastward throughout the former Soviet satellite states. But with 
the 3/11/04 train bombings in Madrid and the 7/7/05 tube (subway) attacks 
in London, Islamism and its jihad remain a viable threat to democracies 
everywhere. 
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■ Middle East: For generations, Middle East nations have been ruled by 
monarchies and dictatorships.  In countries like Iraq, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, 
Kuwait, Syria, and Iran, freedom and individual rights still remain stifled. 
Yet even in the Middle East, where Western democratic ideals are  most 
criticized and threatened, the spirit of democracy can be seen taking root.  
Despite overwhelming, male-dominated opposition, women’s rights 
movements are alive and gaining momentum.  Students and intellectuals 
are questioning their rulers’ mandates and foreign policies.  The Islamist 
jihad  movement, however, continues to threaten any progress being 
made.  Traditional rivals such as Hamas and Hezbollah, have even joined 
forces and have combined resources to fight any spread of freedom in the 
region. 


 
 
Quantifying Jihadism 
 
“In the global War of Ideas between democracies and Jihadism, the two “foes” 
have divergent views on very fundamental issues . . . life and death, civilization, 
the status of women, sexual freedom, the role and place of religion, self-
determination, sovereignty, international law, the United Nations, genocide, art, 
and the concepts of war and peace, among others.”1 
 
To assisting us in comprehending Jihadism’s view of the world, the author 
provides the following: 
 
 ■ To the jihadist, the love of death (usbq al mout) is the foundation of his 
 willingness to not only fight to the death for the Islamist cause, but to 
 martyr himself for Islam in the role of a suicide bomber.  The author points 
 out that there are major, interpretive differences between how 
 Christians and jihadists define martyrdom. To the Christian, one who 
 dies defending his faith is a martyr. To the Islamist jihadist, the view of 
 martyrdom is contained in the ideal of “Istisbaad.”  Istisbaad not only 
 includes the sacrifice of one’s own life in the name of religion but the 
 taking of other lives in the process. 
 
 ■ Jihadists claim that they have a divine right to kill.  Claiming this divine 
 right essentially separates them from the world at large, as their beliefs 
 violate international law and conflict with the civilized world’s view of ethics 
 and morality.   
 
 ■ Traditionally, Christianity, Judaism and Islam teach that what one does  
 in the mortal life will have rewards or negative consequences in the  after 


                                            
1 Phares, Walid. Jihadism Against Democracy: The War of Ideas.  New York, New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2008, page 
39. 
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 life. The jihadists twist the teaching, placing the rewards of the next life at 
 the feet of those who kill themselves and others to re-establish the 
 Islamist caliphate. 
 
 ■ The mindset of the jihadist is such that the commonly accepted belief in 
 the sanctity of life is replaced by a relentless, collective personality that will 
 stop at nothing until humanity succumbs to its will. 
 
 ■ Jihadists embrace the doctrine of dar el harb, “linguistically translated as 
 the “house of war,” but ideologically meaning the “zones of the enemies,” 
 which are the target areas of Jihadism.2  Islamists believe that clashes of 
 civilizations dominate world politics and the goal of Jihadism is to defeat 
 all civilizations and re-establish the caliphate. 
 
 ■ The jihadist’s view of the world very simply consists of dar el harb and 
 dar el Islam. Dar el Islam means “Muslim world,” in the sense of a world 
 ruled by an Islamic state. 
 
 ■ The jihadists view the United Nations as a “kuffar” (infidel) institution.  
 They teach that the UN was created for the primary purpose of fighting 
 Islam.  The jihadists maintain that the UN began its efforts to suppress 
 Islam in 1947 when it partitioned Palestine, giving half of the Arab lands to 
 the Jews for the creation of what they view as the illegitimate state of 
 Israel. 
 
 ■ Within the ideology of radical Islam, there should be only two governing 
 bodies in the world:  the UN to oversee the affairs of the infidels, and the 
 re-established caliphate to deal with Muslim issues. 
 
 ■ Islamists – be they Wahabis, Salafis or Khumeinists – view world history 
 as linear.  Though the modern jihadist operates in the twenty-first century, 
 he possesses the same mindset as his seventh, twelfth and fifteenth 
 century ancestors.  The jihadist’s vision for the future is to take the world 
 back to the past, even if it means destroying many centuries of human 
 progress in doing so. 
 
 ■ Though the international community accepts the notion that religious 
 ideologies must remain separate from international politics and matters of 
 state, the jihadist exemplifies the exception to international rule.  Jihadism 
 rallies around “Unsur Akhaka Zaaliman Kana am Mazluma,” which 
 translates as “Back up your brother, as an oppressor or as an 
 oppressed” . . . and . . . ‘Intisar lil Ikhwa al Muslimeen,’ (to provide support 
 to Muslim brothers).”3  


                                            
2 Ibid, page 44. 
3 Ibid, page 61. 
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 ■ Jihadists are provided with an extremely wide berth with respect to the 
 conditions that justify the use of violence.  The Unsur Akhaka doctrine 
 (support your brother), in its simplest form, authorizes the radical 
 Islamist to wage war whenever and wherever a Muslim brother is in 
 conflict with a kuffar (infidel). 
 
 
The Islamists’ Distain for Pluralism 
 
Within the dictums of Jihadism, political or ideological pluralism (al taadidiya) 
must not be permitted to exist.  Differing views and opinions – especially in 
matters of religion – are simply not acceptable.  Our author, Mr. Phares, points 
out that when jihadists today condemn pluralism, they do so under the auspices 
of seventh and thirteenth-century beliefs and subsequent edicts.  In fact, Phares 
believes that Jihadism is as totalitarian today as Soviet Communism was during 
the Cold War. 
 
Islamists reject those principals that form the foundation of today’s global society. 
They refuse to acknowledge that there can be opposing opinions with respect to 
interpretation of historical events, religion, or laws.  Extremist, Islamist clerics 
maintain that Islam’s explanation of everything is beyond reproach (al tafseer al 
islami kamel).  “Allah khalikul al malakut, la yujaadal” (one cannot argue with 
Allah the creator).4 The Jihadist need only reference the hallowed writings of 
Islamist standard bearers - Ibn Taymiya, Abdel Wahab, Hassan Banna and 
Sayyid Qutb – to find grounds for rejecting pluralism. 
 
Phares asserts that the Islamists remain in fixed opposition to and conflict with 
any ideas contrary to their own.  He maintains that Islamism is more than just a 
clash with Western ideologies; it is a clash against all non-Islamist ideologies. 
 
 
The Islamists’ Rejection of Political Parties 
 
Phares provides several examples of how governments run by Islamists do not 
tolerate political competition.  In Saudi Arabia, Wahabism does not permit any 
political parties to exist.  Under Taliban rule in Afghanistan, political parties were 
not allowed to exist.  Islamist parties in Pakistan have stated that if they should 
ever rise to power through the current political process, that they will ban other 
parties in Pakistan.  In Somalia, the Islamic Court paramilitary initially served the 
elected government but later turned on it, establishing Sharia law within the 
regime.  The Iranian revolution of 1979 banned the existence of all non-Islamic 
parties after 1980.  In several of their speeches, both Osama bin Laden and his 
number one, Zawahiri, “condemned the principle of elections and the idea of 
                                            
4 Ibid, page 70. 
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political parties. ‘Al intikhabat sharr, wal ahzab shar,’ . . . ‘Elections are evil and 
parties are evil’.” 5 
 
Jihadists will work within political parties and processes to achieve their 
objectives.  They will participate in the political process – as did Hamas in the 
2006 Palestinian elections – to gain access to power, thus positioning 
themselves to destroy the political process itself.  Hamas won a majority in the 
Palestinian, legislative elections but never changed its mantra which still calls for 
the elimination of the state of Israel.  The jihadis become part of the government, 
eventually seize power and then move to create an Islamist regime. They attempt 
to transition a government from a few political parties to one party, and 
subsequently, to none at all. 
 
 
Defining Islam Within the Jihadism 
 
In studying the writings of the Islamists’ icons – Ibn Taymiya, Hassan Banna, 
Abdel Wahab, Sayyid Qutb and others – Islam is characterized as both a religion 
and a state, both of which are inseparable.  The Arabic term for this concept is “al 
Islam huwa deen wa dawla.”6  The tenets of Islam, in the mind of the jihadist, 
demand that there cannot be any equality for other religions within an Islamist 
regime.  Any religion other than Islam (as the jihadist interprets it) is simply wrong 
and cannot be permitted.  In Saudi Arabia, for example, all religions other than 
Islam are unlawful.  Under the Taliban, even the symbols of other religions were 
ordered to be destroyed.  
 
The term kuffar, or infidel, has previously been introduced.  Anyone who does not 
subscribe to the jihadist’s brand of Islam can be labeled a kuffar. But one should 
note that some Islamists reserve a special category of kuffar for Christians and 
Jews called dhimmi, which translates to “special” infidels. Many who study the 
religion of Islam and its holy book, the Quran, note that the Quran makes 
reference to Christians and Jews as “people of the book,” or “ahl al kitab,”7 whom 
must be protected under an Islamic state.  Jihadist acknowledge, though to 
varying and conflicting degrees, the dhimmi, but maintain that when the caliphate 
returns, Christian and Jewish citizens of the caliphate will have to comply with 
ancient restrictions, to include paying a penalty tax (Fizya), dressing differently 
from Islamists, and being barred from obtaining government employment.  
 
 
The Jihadi View of Justice and a Justice System 
 


                                            
5 Ibid, page 72.   
6 Ibid, page 78. 
7 Ibid, page 82. 
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Jihadists summarily dismiss the notion of an independent judiciary and any laws 
based upon the will of the majority of citizens.  Both Shia and Sunni Muslim 
jihadists reject independent judiciaries, especially ones not held to the religious 
mandates and boundaries.  The anti-judicial battle cry of the Islamists is 
“Qawaneen al kuffar marfudah” (the laws of the infidels are to be rejected) . . .”8  
Justice in the eyes of the true jihadist can only rendered in the name of Allah 
(“Adalatuna hiya mina allah was laysat minal basher”),9 and never in the name of 
the people.  The Sharia Courts (Mahakem Shaeri’ya)10 answer to no civilian 
mortal, but only to Allah through his designated representatives on Earth.  To the 
jihadist, there is no law other than Sharia law as interpreted by the Islamist holy 
men. (Islamists in Europe, Australia and North America are demanding as a right 
of their citizenship that Sharia Courts be established within existing, democratic 
nation states such as Canada and Great Britain.) 
 
 
Reconversion to a Religion Other Than Islam (Al Riddah) 
 
The Islamists absolutely forbid a Muslim to convert to any other religion.  In some 
countries, conversion outside of Islam is punishable by death.  This fundamental 
mandate – going back to seventh century Islam and preservation of the     
caliphate – remains deeply ingrained in many Muslim cultures to present day. “. . 
Several years after the United States freed Afghanistan from the Taliban, a court 
under the government of President Karzai sentenced a murtad (convert from 
Islam) by the name of Abdel Rahman to a death sentence in 2006.11  (Thanks to 
Western intervention, the man was never executed.) 
 
 
Jihadism’s Zero Tolerance for Criticism of and Insults to Islam 
 
No criticism of religion or theology is allowed by the Islamist.  All persons – 
whether they are Muslim or non-Muslim – cannot take issue with core religious 
beliefs. 
 
Insults to Islam are punishable by death to those who levy them.  One example is 
the religious ruling (fatwa) handed down by the Islamic Republic of Iran calling for 
the death of British Muslim author Salman Rushdie, when he criticized Islam in 
his book titled The Satanic Verses.  Another instance of the serious nature of this 
offense is the execution of Lebanese Muslim writer Mustafa Jeha in the 1990s for 
daring to question Islam in his book Mihnat al aql fil Islam (The Crisis of the Mind 
in Islam).12 
 


                                            
8 Ibid, page 87. 
9 Ibid. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid, page 95. 
12 Ibid, page 99. 
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Islamism and Gender Bias 
 
Free societies strive to provide women with social equality and economic 
opportunity.  Jihadism seeks to reverse the international gender gains of the past 
century, and undoing the achievements of equality among men and women. 
Countries such as Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Afghanistan continue to limit a 
woman’s choice of dress, job, movement and self expression.  Our author 
reminds us that similar bias against women can be noted – even through present 
day – within Judaism, Christianity, Hinduism and Buddhism. But unlike these 
other non-Muslim religions, Jihadism blatantly and unabashedly seeks to 
dominate women.  Islamists uniquely segregate women as a part of society that 
is to be religiously and legally subjugated and oppressed. 
 
The author comments upon relative equality among women during the twentieth 
century:13  
 
 ■ Females in the Soviet Union possessed much more societal equality 
 than did their counterparts in Third World nations. 
 
 ■ Among the repressive Arab regimes of the Middle East, Egyptian and 
 Iraqi women enjoyed considerably more privileges and freedoms than did 
 their Saudi Arabian counterparts. 
 
 ■ Women’s equal status with their men in the Middle East began in Israel 
 and subsequently spread to Turkey and Lebanon. 
 
The fundamentalist, Islamic the concept of deen wa dawla (religion and state) 
legally and religiously makes women inferior to men. “Islamists – bypassing the 
traditional Muslim debate on the matter – have said two things: first, there is a 
theological, unbridgeable gap between man and woman; second, whatever rights 
and status were granted to females in the twentieth century but not in 
accordance with their jihadist interpretation of the Sharia law must be taken 
back.”14   
 
 
1945 – 1990: The First War of Ideas 
 
The author reminds us that wars of ideas are certainly not unique to the battle 
between Jihadism and democracy.  For more than half of the twentieth century, 
world politics were totally dominated by the clash of ideologies between 
democracy, fascism, Nazism, and Communism. The event that fueled what today 
is the War of Ideas between democracy and Islamism was United Nations’ 


                                            
13 Ibid, page 104. 
14 Ibid, page 106. 
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Resolution 181.  This resolution, in 1947, “divided British-mandated Palestine 
into two states:  Jewish and Arab.  The Jews chose to call their entity Israel, 
accepting the UN decision.  But on the other side, it was the Arab League, not 
Palestinian elected officials, who made the choice.”15  The author tells us that a 
key point missed by most Westerners is that resentment over the creation 
of the Jewish state of Israel is not Jew-centric;  that is, it was not the 
creation of the Jewish state, per se, that caused the Muslims of the Middle 
East to radicalize.  Rather, it was the creation of ANY non-Muslim state 
upon land that was formerly ruled by followers of Islam.  Any non-Muslim 
state established in formerly Muslim- territory is considered kuffar or infidel, and 
is destined to be eradicated by the Islamists.  Thus, the Wahabis, the Muslim 
Brotherhood, the Salafists and the Iranian Khumeinists are all committed to the 
destruction and removal of Israel from Muslim land. 
 
In October 1973, the United States supported Israel in the Yom Kippur War.  The 
Arab nations of the Middle East suffered an embarrassing defeat at the hands of 
the American supported state of Israel.  The West was made to pay for their 
support of the Jewish state when OPEC – the Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries – instituted a boycott of the world oil markets.  The oil 
embargo brought Western nations to their knees.  Drivers waited many hours in 
gas lines to purchase just a few rationed gallons for their cars and trucks.  The 
effectiveness of this embargo “showed the Achilles’ heel of powerful 
democracies: economic reliance on crude oil.”16  The oil producing, Arab nations 
of the Middle East awoke to the realization that it was they who held the power 
over the West with their ability to regulate the flow and price of crude oil. 
 
Funded by the tremendous increase in oil revenues, oil producing nations led by 
Saudi Arabia executed a masterful, strategic plan to infiltrate the Western 
educational institutions.  Universities and think tanks throughout Europe and the 
United States received generous financial grants to establish regional studies 
programs designed to promote the image of Middle East nations throughout the 
Western hemisphere.  Using their money as leverage, the oil producing nations 
of the Middle East – led both influentially and financially by Saudi Arabia – 
subdued Western examination, criticism, and publicizing of human rights 
violations within these countries by contributing these large sums of money to 
academic institutions in Europe and the United States.  Institutions of higher 
learning, and their faculties became the pawns of their Wahabi (and other 
Islamist) financial benefactors. 
 
 
1990 – 2001: The Second War of Ideas 
 


                                            
15 Ibid, page 123. 
16 Ibid, page 128. 
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When the Soviet Union crumbled  in the early 1990s, the world rushed to 
congratulate the United States for its victory over communism. But amidst the 
global publicity and celebrations of the fall of the greatest communist power in 
the world, Islamist dissidents pushed their agendas below the world’s radar.  
With the Middle East no longer a battleground between the allies of the United 
States and those of the Soviet Union, Arab states moved quickly to assert their 
dominance and control in the region.  A rash of aggressive military actions 
ensued, to include Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait as well as incursions into Lebanon, 
Southern Sudan, and Northern Yemen.  
 
The Soviet Union collapsed under its own weight and because of decades of 
effort by the United States and its allies.  This brought the Middle East regimes to 
a startling acknowledgment: freedom from dictatorial powers could happen in the 
Middle East just as it had occurred in the Soviet Union. Totalitarian states such 
as Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Syria took notice.  No longer could the ruling elites of 
the Middle Eastern states exploit the friction between the United States and the 
Soviet Union.  Prior to the collapse of the Soviet state, Third World countries 
could take advantage of either world superpower. If one of the superpowers 
exerted pressure upon a smaller nation, the other would step forward to support 
it.  But when the Soviet Union collapsed, only the United States remained as a 
world power.  The order of the day became not the competition between the 
world’s most influential countries, but the unchallenged proliferation of 
democracy throughout the world.  Post-Soviet Union, two major jihadist 
movements grew quickly and effectively: that of the Sunni, Wahabis and the 
Shia, Iranian Khomeinists. 
 
With the fall of the Soviet Union came global opportunities to promote the 
Islamist agenda:17 
 
 ■ Denial of other identities: The Middle East was represented as solely 
 Arab and Muslim.  Other ethnic and national groupings, such as Kurds, 
 Africans and Berbers, were removed from the international spotlight.  
 
 ■ Denial of any political opposition: The ruling elites in the Middle East 
 endeavored to reassure the world that their realm was free from 
 dissidence and opposition, on the part of their citizens, to both the regime 
 and its ideologies. 
 
 ■ Denial of the oppression of women:  A public relations effort was 
 launched to assure the world that women in Islamist countries were 
 not the objects of domination, persecution, and/or sexual abuse. 
 
 ■ Denial of human rights violations: Reports about human rights abuses in 
 Islamist countries such as Saudi Arabia were suppressed.  Accounts of 
                                            
17 Ibid, pages 153 – 157. 
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 kidnapping, assassinations and the jailing of political prisoners were 
 sequestered from the global radar. 
 
 ■ Denial of slavery and genocide: The ruling elites of nations, 
 supported by the big oil exporters, overlooked African and Middle Eastern 
 slavery and genocide abuses until, in the late 1990s, victims and eye 
 witnesses came forward to speak in front of the U.S. Congress and 
 student gatherings throughout American colleges and universities.  
 Horrible facts came to light. The Iranian regime had murdered thousands 
 of its own citizens.  Salafists in Algeria killed more than 120,000 women, 
 children and aged persons. Genocide had taken place in Sudan. 
2001 – 2006: The Third War of Ideas 
 
September 11, 2001 marked the eleventh year of the jihadist holy war against the 
United States. Al Qaeda’s actions on that day instigated America’s War on 
Terror.  The author marks September 11 as the beginning of the Third War of 
Ideas, waged between the American-led democracies of the world and the anti-
American, Islamist coalitions.  As of the writing of this book, the author was 
undecided as to which side was winning and which was losing.   
 
Osama bin Laden failed to accurately predict Americans’ reactions to his 9/11 
attacks.  Far from bringing the U.S. to its knees as he had hoped, the attacks 
strengthened American resolve and gave birth to the War on Terror.  Walid 
Phares believes that the more sensible jihadists found bin Laden’s 9/11 attacks 
to be a great setback for all that they had worked to achieve.  Years of 
subversive effort, much of it under the global radar, to spread and nurture the 
jihadist ideology was negated when al Qaeda forced all Islamists into an overt, 
global, “good versus evil” fight to the finish. 
 
Up until 9/11, the Second War of Ideas was progressing nicely for the jihadists.  
Global discussion and debate throughout the academic world and the media was 
being molded successfully around the jihadists’ talking points:18 
 
 ■ The real enemies of world peace were the United States, the G7 
 nations, and globalization itself. 
 
 ■  The movement to secede on the part of the southern Philippines was 
 legitimate, but East Timor’s fight for independence was not. 
 


■ The NATO’s military intervention in Yugoslavia to stop the genocide 
being committed there was permissible, but the genocide being 
perpetrated in Sudan was to remain unrecognized and the free world was 
not allowed to intervene. 


 
                                            
18 Ibid, pages 167-168. 
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 ■ The Palestinians were an internationally-recognized, nationalized entity 
 but the Iraqi Kurds were not. 
 
 ■ Israel’s occupation of Gaza should continue to draw world attention and 
 criticism, but not the Syrian occupation of Lebanon. 
 
 ■ The Arab and Muslim world thought and worked as one entity. 
 
As a result of the Second War of Ideas, average citizens in North America were 
not aware of what was actually occurring in the Middle East.  Their knowledge of 
the struggles against oppression, the fights for freedom, or the causes of the 
jihadist movements was severely lacking.  The West understood little of the 
history of the Arab world or of the growing Islamist threat.  But 9/11 quickly 
opened their eyes. It was an American awakening. The jihadist movement was 
no longer clandestine.  It was in plain view, with the entire world looking closely 
and demanding answers. 
 
President Bush’s declaration of the War on Terror became Jihadism’s worst 
nightmare.  Supported by the Europeans, unopposed by Russia and China and 
even sanctioned by many Arab governments, this new war forced the Islamists to 
regroup come up with a new game plan.  They now searched for ways to slow 
the war’s efforts and drive wedges between the U.S. and its coalition partners. 
One solution was to convince the world that the Global War on Terror (GWOT) 
was not only unlawful,  but that it was in fact a war on Islam (al harb al Islam).19  
 
Post-9/11, the War of Ideas spread to the European and American court 
systems. Judge, prosecutors and juries knew little about the Islamists.  The 
jihadists and their lawyers exploited this ignorance in order to thwart numerous 
prosecution attempts after 9/11. Of those terrorists successfully convicted, most 
were not sentenced on terror charges but on lesser, criminal charges.  
 
 
The War of Ideas:  The Teachers and the Learners 
 
Phares says that, “. . . the U.S.-led efforts to win the ‘war for the hearts and 
minds of Arabs and Muslims’ are founded on the hope that civil societies will 
naturally evolve in line with conceptions of social development shared by 
democracies.  In fact, the War of Ideas is about the learning process, and more 
particularly, who controls              it . . .”20 
 
He states that the Qatari-based and funded television channel, Al Jazeera, has 
done more to influence the Arab world in favor of the Islamists than any other 


                                            
19 Ibid, page 174. 
20 Ibid, page 183. 
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media entity.  Referring to Al Jazeera as “Islamist TV,”21 Phares believes that this 
television station alone has been the relied-upon source of information and truth 
for much of the Arab world - so much so that, to many millions of Middle East 
viewers, there is no such thing as a War on Terror.  To millions of loyal Al 
Jazeera watchers, the War on Terror was created by the Americans and the 
Israelis to dominate and subjugate the followers of Islam. 
 
Another factor working in the jihadists’ favor is the proliferation of the madrassas 
throughout the Middle East and Central Asia.  These Islamist, religious schools 
are perpetuating the spirit and cause of Jihadism within millions of young hearts 
and minds on a daily basis, shaping and nurturing the terrorists of tomorrow. 
 
When President Bush used the term “crusade” during one of his early War on 
Terror speeches to the world, Al Jazeera and the Islamist front mounted a 
massive disinformation campaign accusing the president of organizing a 
Christian crusade against Muslims across the globe.  Other statements by the 
American president have been exploited by the Islamists.  When President Bush 
spoke of spreading democracy throughout the Arab and Muslim world, the 
jihadists formulated yet another disinformation campaign based upon the 
erroneous concept that Arabs and Muslims unequivocally reject both democracy 
and the Western value system at large. Phares points out that the common 
assertion that democracy will not work with Arabs and Muslims has been proven 
wrong on several occasions. 
 
The jihadists continued the fight this Third War of Ideas when it touted Hamas’ 
victory in the 2006 Palestinian elections as a model of Islamist democracy. The 
United States’ disapproval of the election results, after the designated terror 
organization, Hamas, won a majority of parliamentary seats, played right into the 
hands of the jihadists.  Now it could be argued that the United States encouraged 
free and fair elections, but when the results did not go America’s way, the 
elections and their results were considered unacceptable. 
 
The sincere desire of Americans to spread democracy and freedom to the 
oppressed peoples of the Middle is muddied by the jihadists who tell the Arab 
and Muslim world that the United States is forcing its way of life on the Middle 
East via the deployment of its military might and its long-term occupation of 
Muslim lands. 
 
The author says that over the past twenty years, Islamists have endeavored to 
both minimize the West’s understanding of Jihadism and to keep the threat of 
Jihadism below the radar of the average Western citizen.  He believes that the 
Islamists have worked tirelessly to thwart the education process in the Western 
world.  
 
                                            
21 Ibid. 
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One of Phares’ chief concerns is the enemy infiltration of Western academia.  
Pressure brought on by Islamist lobby groups, coupled with financial 
contributions to institutions of higher learning, have helped to insure our colleges 
and universities do not teach the genuine history and politics of Jihadism to 
American students.  The goal is to produce another generation of Westerners 
who remain ignorant of tactics, techniques and goals of the Islamist jihadists. 
 
Another concern of the author is the strong and effective Wahabi lobby that has 
laid siege to the American movie industry - discouraging it from producing any 
movies that dare expose the truth about Jihadism or portray Islamists in a bad 
light. Phares believes that Islamist lobby groups in the United States were 
responsible for delaying the production of 9/11 movies.  It was more than five 
years after 9/11 before Hollywood released its first films about the century’s 
greatest tragedy (United 93 and World Trade Center).  The author maintains that 
this lobby, and the pressure it puts on both the movie makers and their 
benefactors, effectively restrains Hollywood from making movies that laud any of 
free world’s successes in the War on Terror.  There have been no movies made 
about the liberation of millions of Iraqis, Lebanese and Afghanis, or the rise of 
women’s freedoms in Afghanistan.   
 
Phares says that the Islamist pressure groups have also influenced the American 
television industry. The successful TV series, 24, starring Kiefer Sutherland, 
suffered a major setback when the Islamist, Washington-based CAIR (Council on 
American Islamic Relations) attacked its 2005 season as being Islamist-terror- 
centric.  The 2005 season of 24 displayed al Qaeda tactics in such a realistic 
manner, that viewers inadvertently received what amounted to tutorials on how to 
identify al Qaeda activities.  Pressure and accusations of Muslim defamation 
targeted against the makers and sponsors of 24 resulted in the 2006 season 
turning its plots away from the likes of al Qaeda and back to those of the Cold 
War days. 
 
 
Battling for Hearts and Minds 
 
Throughout the ongoing War on Terror, one of the buzz phrases characterizing 
the Western world’s efforts is the struggle to win the “minds and the hearts” of 
Arabs, Muslims, and peoples of the Middle East.  The U.S. and its coalition 
partners seek to win the minds and hearts of those who have not yet committed 
to taking one side or the other, and to winning back those hearts and minds that 
have turned to the Islamists.  Whereas the West believes the fight is all about 
image and public relations, the Islamist believe that America’s target audiences 
will only “respond solely to their emotional and cultural triggers.”22  
 


                                            
22 Ibid, page 207. 
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It is difficult to say which side is currently winning this Third War of Ideas.  Phares 
tell us that, in order have a fair chance of ascertaining who is winning and who is 
losing, one must be able to answer some difficult questions:23 
 
 ■ Are the societies that resent the West conditioned to do so, or is it a 
 freely-developed attitude? 
 
 ■ Is the resentment deeply cultural, politically triggered by events, or is it 
 constructed by an ideology that molds how people see the world? 
 
 ■ Are the ideological forces, namely the jihadists and other radicals, 
 successful in building the enmity towards the West in an irreversible 
 way? 
 
 ■ Will civil society respond to the offered democracy and pluralism by 
 rejecting or accepting liberation? 
 
 ■ If civil societies in the East reject the Western “content” of democracy 
 and human rights, do they naturally prefer the “content” of ideologies such 
 as Jihadism and radicalism? 
 
 ■ How does one explain the rising interest and participation in the Greater 
 Middle East in democratic exercises such as Afghanistan, Iraq, Lebanon 
 and beyond? 
 
 ■ How does one explain the electoral successes of the Muslim 
 Brotherhood in Egypt’s legislative elections and Hamas in Palestine? 
 
 ■ Which party in the War of Ideas is making progress in the other camp? 
 
Phares does not say that these questions are easily or quickly answered.  He 
does say that the ability to accurately answer these questions is at the center of 
the struggle to win the War of Ideas. 
 
The author credits the jihadists with successfully spreading the message that 
America is disliked throughout the world by enemies and allies alike.  He says 
that the Islamists have promulgated this falsehood in attempts to break down 
alliances assisting with the democratization of the Middle East.  The notion that 
America is hated throughout much of the world also serves to lessen the Western 
nations’ willingness to defend themselves as a determined and united coalition. 
 
In the Third War of Ideas, jihadi-inspired rhetoric, promoted on TV stations such 
as Al Jazeera and on numerous, Islamist web sites, repeatedly make reference 


                                            
23 Questions were extracted verbatim from the book, pages 207-208. 
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to Muslim anger directed at the West.  Some of the more familiar and successful 
jihadist battle cries include: 
 
 ■ Al harb ala ma yusamma biul irhab: meaning “the war on what is called 
 terrorism.” Invented and promoted by Al Jazeera, our fight with the 
 Taliban, al Qaeda and other Islamist groups is never referred to as a fight 
 against terrorism, but a fight against that which is being called terrorism.24 
 
 ■ Al harb ala al Islam: meaning “the War on Islam.”  Used extensively by 
 the Middle East media, it misrepresents U.S.-led efforts as war directed 
 against the religion of Islam and its Muslim followers.25 
 
 ■ Al harb al Iraq: meaning “the War on Iraq.”  In the West and much of the 
 international free world, the war is referred to a war “in” Iraq.  Al Jazeera 
 and copycats always refer to the war as “on” Iraq, emphasizing American 
 aggression and hegemony in Muslim lands.26 
 
 ■ Qasf li: meaning “bombardment of a whole country.” Any and all military 
 operations against terrorists are categorized through the pro-Islamist, Arab 
 and Muslim  media as the shelling of the entire target country, be that 
 Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, or any other nation where American 
 military operations are conducted.27 
 
The author also makes reference to a battle of affairs within this Third War of 
Ideas.  The Arab and Muslim world (and its supporting media) scrutinizes 
everything the U.S. does or fails to do. The jihadi propaganda machine places its 
spin on high visibility events at every opportunity.  Some of the affairs that have 
been successfully propagandized by the Jihadists, much to the dismay and 
detriment of the U.S., include: 
 
 ■ Human rights issues stemming from the imprisonment of terrorists at 
 Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. 
 
 ■ The Abu Ghraib prison scandal in Iraq. 
 
 ■ The alleged desecration of a copy of the Quran at GITMO by a U.S. 
 serviceman. 
 
 ■ The profiling of Middle Eastern persons and Muslims during the conduct 
 of Homeland Security affairs, such as the screening of individuals at 
 airports.  
 
                                            
24 Ibid, page 220. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid.  
27 Ibid, page 221. 
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Conclusion 
 
Walid Phares says that the free world, led by the U.S., must win the War of Ideas 
if the War on Terror is to be won.  Education is the key to winning the War of 
Ideas.  Western nations – the United States in particular – must strive to educate 
its public at large, so that citizens will rally around and support the anti-terror 
efforts of their leaders. Common citizens must be made to understand the 
history, goals, strategies and tactics of Jihadism. 
 
The Greater Middle East must endeavor to produce the next generation of 
determined and well-educated citizens ready to take on the issues of the day, 
expertly discuss and debate them, and move for social and political change. 
 
Phares warns us that if the War of Ideas drags on, or if the struggle to increase 
awareness in the West falters, two major consequences will occur:  (1) the War 
on Terror will be extended for undetermined generations to come; and (2) the 
longer the war continues, the more technically capable and advanced the 
terrorists will become, making the fight against them more difficult and costly. 
 
The author challenges the United Nations to reposition itself to uphold the 
principles upon which it was founded; specifically, to promote democracy and 
freedom throughout the world. The UN must cease to welcome into its ranks 
authoritarian and totalitarian governments. The U.S. must continue to support 
dissident, democratic groups wherever possible. 
 
Walid concludes his book by providing strategic recommendations for winning 
the War of Ideas: 
 
 ■ Open the debate on Jihadism and institute laws designed to prohibit 
 ideologies that discriminate or legitimize violence outside of international 
 law.28 
 
 ■ Open national and international debates and forums to identify and 
 clarify terrorist roots of the Jihadi doctrines.29 
 
 ■ Support democratic leaders and organizations in their resistance of 
 radical and terrorist ideologies.30 
 
 ■ Reform education systems to advance public awareness and counter 
 the radicalization of certain segments of society.31 
 
                                            
28 Ibid, page 250. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Ibid. 
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 ■ Use the public media for education and information distribution to the 
 masses.32 
 


■ Welcome and support all Muslim reformers who desire freedom, 
democracy, and pluralism, and distinguish them from the Islamists and 
other jihadists, who oppose all of these.33 


 
 ■ Expose the jihadi lobby groups and explain their methods and Islamist 
 objectives to the general public.34 


                                            
32 Ibid. 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 








Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


1 


 


How to Win a Cosmic War: God, Globalization, and the 
End of the War on Terror 


by Reza Aslan 
© 2008 by Aslan Media Inc. 


ISBN: 978-1-4000-6672-8 


Published in the United States by Random House, Inc., New York, New York 


U.S. $ 26.00   Canada $ 30.00    228 pages 


 


Reza Aslan is the author of the international bestseller No god but God. He is a senior fellow at 
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“A cosmic war is a religious war. It is a battle not between armies or nations but between the 
forces of good and evil, a war in which God is believed to be directly engaged on behalf of one 
side against the other. . . How to Win a Cosmic War is both an in-depth study of the ideology 
fueling al-Qaeda, the Taliban, and like-minded militants throughout the Muslim world, and an 


exploration of religious violence in Judaism, Christianity and Islam.”1 


“Reza Aslan’s is an indispensible voice with an urgently needed message. His book reaches 
across a world chasm that too many regard as unbridgeable – with balance, eloquence and rare 


wisdom.” – James Carroll, author of Constantine’s Sword2 


“‘ ‘Terror’ is never going to show up with a pen to sign a peace treaty ending the ‘War on Terror.’ The use 
of that phrase has created a black hole into which serious talk about serious topics – including by all 


means, Islam, but also Christianity and Judaism – has disappeared. Reza Aslam’s elegant, incisive book 
breaks the spell by the emperor’s new talk and signals that the conversation the world has been waiting for 


may at last be about to begin.” –Jack Miles, author of God: A Biography3 


                                                             


1 Aslan, Reza. How to Win a Cosmic War: God, Globalization and the End of the War on Terror.  New York, New 
York: Randon House:  2009, front flap. 


2 Ibid, back book cover. 


3 Ibid. 
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Introduction: Us Versus Them 


The Islamist hijackers of 9/11 who murdered thousands of innocent victims did so in the 
name of Allah. They died fighting a cosmic battle – a battle in accordance with the will 
and for glory of their God.   


Islam can be a religion of peace or a religion of war depending upon how one chooses 
to interpret the words written within the Muslim Holy Book, the Qur’an.   Islam, like any 
other religion, can inspire men to kindness or wickedness.  The 9/11 Islamists believed 
that they were not killing innocent men, women and children but rather, were ridding the 
world of more followers of Satan. 


Our author says that a cosmic war is a religious war in which the warriors believe that 
God takes sides and is personally engaged in the battles.  A cosmic war is different 
from a holy war.  A holy war is a conflict fought between competing religious groups. A 
cosmic war, on the other hand, is fought on Earth but for a battle that is taking place in 
the heavens.  Cosmic war is a combination of physical engagements in this world and 
spiritual struggles in the world beyond. 


In the eyes of the jihadists – the Islamist warriors – the cosmic war that they wage 
against the infidels or unbelievers makes them, in their minds and hearts, not murderers 
and butchers but warriors sanctioned, blessed and rewarded by God himself. 


In a cosmic war, there are no gray areas for the Islamist warriors.  Everything is judged 
to be black or white, good or evil. In a cosmic war, there is no distinction between 
soldier, civilian, combatant, noncombatant, or bystander.  All living beings are with or 
against the side of God. 


Whereas in traditional wars the objective is to defeat and subjugate the opposing force, 
a cosmic war’s objective is to overcome and defeat all evil in the physical world. Since 
eliminating all evil in the world is believed by many to be impossible, cosmic wars are 
therefore unwinnable. They go on forever in one form or another. 


Our author, Reza Aslan, maintains that terrorism provides its supporters with the illusion 
of power where none truly exists.  The Islamist terror organization’s causes deceive the 
Jihadists into believing that their goals are achievable, when in reality, they are not. 
“And in that fundamental truth lies the purpose of cosmic war; it provides hope for 
victory when none exists.  All the cosmic warrior need do is forget something called ‘this 
world’ and focus his sights on the world beyond.”4 


Aslan says that by treating the war on terror like a cosmic war, the United States has 
played into the hands of the Islamists. Worse than that, by acknowledging the current 
conflict with the Jihadists as a cosmic war made up of good versus evil, us against 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 8. 
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them, black and white with no middle ground, the United States may have inadvertently 
laid the foundation for a terrifying and extended cosmic conflict. 


Aslan reminds us that, historically, political wars eventually come to an end.  Political 
differences are eventually, by force or over time, resolved. Cosmic disputes, conversely, 
have no winners or losers, and wage on forever. 


Our author tells us that in the final analysis, the only way to win a cosmic war is to 
refuse to be a part of it. 


 


PART ONE: THE GEOGRAPHY OF IDENTITY 


Chapter One: The Borderless Self 


Our author believes that religion is the single greatest force accelerating the message 
and benefits of globalization across countries, throughout clans, and throughout all 
ethnicities in the world today.  He says that globalization is not just about technological 
advances and economic prosperity, but is also about the sense of self that each one of 
us develops over time in a world that, as a result of globalization, is becoming more of a 
single entity. 


Aslan makes a distinction between state and national memberships.  For a person to be 
a member of a state he need only be a legal citizen of that state. But for that same 
person to be a member of a nation, he must possess some other measure of unification 
such as tradition, language, ritual or religious belief.  Though today’s modern state can 
only be traced back to the 1700s, nations have been around ever since human beings 
began to organize themselves as indigenous peoples.  Nationhood has been claimed by 
Arabs, Jews, Celts, Aztecs, Persians and innumerable others for many centuries. When 
we speak of a nation-state, we refer to a relatively new idea that a nation – a community 
of common descent – can be contained within the territorial or bureaucratic boundaries 
of a state.  In recent decades, cosmopolitan cities such as London, Paris, Amsterdam 
and Hong Kong have experienced massive migration, multiple nationalities and varied 
identities.  The influx of so many races, religions and ethnicities into many international 
metropolises has negated any possibility of maintaining a cultural homogeneity within 
established those geographical boundaries. Much of today’s world is becoming de-
territorialized due to migration, immigration and globalization. 


Because globalization has, in effect, untied the grasp of worldly nationalism upon our 
collective identities, people are reverting to more primordial forms of identity such as 
religion and ethnicity – both of which are very hard to manipulate and control by a nation 
state. 


“In the Muslim world, the fusing of religion and nationalism is called ‘Islamism’. Islamism 
is a political philosophy, developed primarily in postcolonial Egypt and India, which 
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seeks to establish an Islamic state – either through grassroots social and political 
activism or through violent revolution- built upon a distinctly Islamic moral framework.”5 


Aslan tells us that the greatest threat to world-wide security does not come from 
religious nationalism. It originates from religious trans-nationalism (Jihadism is a prime 
example) which cannot be controlled by territorial borders. 


As we approach the end of the first decade of the 21st century, Islamism lingers on as a 
nationalist ideology.  Most Jihadists desire to eradicate any and all borders and 
nationalities.  They desire to go back to the days of religious communalism and a past 
made up of Islamic beliefs. 


 


Chapter Two: A Land Twice Promised 


Jerusalem is known as the City of God.  The land that is today the state of Israel and 
the Palestinian Territories makes the textbook setting for a cosmic war. In November, 
1947, the United Nations General Assembly passed Resolution 181, which established 
two separate and distinctive states in the Middle East, designed to respect and protect 
the ethnicity and religious integrity of both nations. 


The Palestinians unconditionally rejected the resolution, calling the drawn boundaries 
absurd and unjust. At the time the resolution was passed, the Jews owned seven 
percent of the land and made up less than one-third of the region’s population, yet they 
were awarded more than 50% of the country to include seven-eighths of the citrus 
groves, most of the farmable land and the majority of ports on the Mediterranean Sea.  
The state of Israel was created on May 14, 1948.  On May 15th, the Arabs declared war 
upon the one-day-old state.  


More than sixty years have transpired since the creation of an Israeli state.  Five wars 
have been fought between the Arabs and Israelis.  Israel remains prosperous and 
secure and possesses the most powerful military in the Middle East region.  The state of 
Palestine, conversely, lingers on as a distant delusion. Today, more than five million 
Palestinians live in camps as refugees.  The current conflict between the two 
Palestinian political powers, Hamas and Fatah, make the reality of a free and 
Palestinian state a continuing fantasy. 


Aslan maintains that the continuing conflict between the Israelis and the Palestinians is 
a cosmic one based upon each side’s belief that God is leading them to fight and win. 
No walls and no laws can contain a cosmic struggle. 


In the minds of 21st century Muslims, there is no greater example of injustice than the 
suffering of the Muslim Palestinians under Israeli occupation. “Palestine has become 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 23. 
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the sole source of pan-Islamic identity in the Muslim world, the universal symbol that, in 
the absence of a Caliphate, unites all Muslims, regardless of race, nationality, class, or 
piety, into a single ummah.”6 


 


PART TWO: GOD IS A MAN OF WAR 


Chapter Three: Zeal for Your House Consumes Me 


Post 9/11, President George W. Bush labeled the new war on terror as a crusade. His 
use of the word “crusade” was a poor and unenlightened choice.  The dictionary 
definition of the word states that a crusade is a war between Christian and Muslims. In 
The word “crusade” in Arabic translates into hurub as-salib or “Wars of the Cross.”7 In 
calling the new war a crusade, George Bush played right into the hands of men such as 
Osama bin Laden, who told his followers that the new war was one between the infidels 
(Christians) and true Muslims. In fact, bin Laden was able to capitalize upon Bush’s 
designation of “crusade” by telling his followers that the ongoing battle was not between 
al Qaeda and the United States but between the Muslims and the Christian Crusaders.  
When Bush told the world that it was either with the U.S. or against it, bin Laden spun 
his words to mean that people were either a Crusader or a follower of Islam. 


Our author cites several examples of cosmic wars fought by Christians under the 
sanction of reigning popes. Christianity’s version of cosmic war is derived from the 
Hebrew Bible, aka the Old Testament.  Many true accounts exist of crusading knights 
boiling their pagan rivals in pots and impaling pagan offspring over cooking spits to be 
grilled for a meal. The concept of a cosmic war in which God takes sides and remains 
actively engaged is deeply entrenched within Hebrew writings. 


In the minds of ancient peoples, God fought on behalf of the human beings whom he 
created.  Sacred scriptures are full of accounts of God intervening in battles to enable 
his side to be victorious.  The specific manner of intervention by God is as important as 
the belief among humans that their God actively participates in the battles. To the 
cosmic warrior, his enemy is God’s enemy. His victory becomes God’s victory. 


 


Chapter Four: The Army of Believers 


For many Israelis, their country’s continued military triumphs over their Arab foes 
represents cosmic war at its best, with God behind Israel every step of the way.  In the 
Six-Day War waged in 1967, Israel captured all of biblical Israel:  the Sinai Peninsula, 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 53. 


7 Ibid, page 60. 
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the Gaza Strip, the West Bank, East Jerusalem and the Golan Heights.  To the majority 
of Israelis, these amazing victories reflected the will of God himself that the state of 
Israel is destined by the Almighty to persevere.   


In conflict after conflict with the Israeli Defense Force, religious Zionists demonstrate 
that they would rather have a civil war in Israel than peace with their neighboring 
Palestinians.  The reason for this is that these radical Jews do not view their national 
identities in terms of any obligation to the state; rather, they define their identities in 
terms of their religious obligations to the land itself; land that was given to them 
cosmically, by their God.  


A Jewish radical named Yigal Amir assassinated Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin 
shortly after the prime minister had signed the Oslo Peace Accords which committed to 
returning the lands seized in the 1967 war to the Palestinians as a sign of good will and 
a desire for peace on the part of the Israelis.  When questioned as to why he 
assassinated his own prime minister, Amir answered that he acted alone with guidance 
from God himself. “When Pat Robertson, America’s premier evangelical preacher, 
heard about the assassination of Yitzhak Rabin, he was convinced it was part of God’s 
master plan for the region. ‘This is God’s land,” Robertson declared, ‘and God has 
strong words for someone who parts and divides his land’.”8  Robertson’s interpretation 
of the killing of Rabin was clearly a cosmic one. 


Ironically, Christian Zionists such as Pat Robertson and Jewish Zionists such as Yigal 
Amir possess very different religious beliefs. Christian believe that on judgment day, the 
Jews will have to convert to Christianity or face the perils of eternal damnation.  Yet 
these Christians and Jews come together to mutually support each other because they 
both have a common, cosmic foe: radical Islam.  It is their belief that only Judeo-
Christian values can defeat Islamism. 


Americans have always been inclined to support cosmic wars.  The first New World 
settlers – the Puritans – believed that they were repeating the story of Exodus from the 
bible. Our founding fathers – Franklin, Jefferson and Adams, originally designed a seal 
for the newborn United States of America that consisted of Moses holding up his staff 
over the Egyptian armies.  Whether it is the belief in their manifest destiny or the fervor 
in support of the War on Terror, Americans cling to the idea that God, with all his will 
and power, is firmly on their side.  If one accepts as cosmic truth that God is on the side 
of the United States of America, then one must also be convinced of the opposite- that 
America’s enemies are on the side of Satan himself.  


During World War II, President Franklin D. Roosevelt embraced the cosmic cause when 
he stated that, “The world is too small to provide adequate living room for both Hitler 
and God.”9 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 82. 


9 Ibid, page 85. 
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The major proponent of cosmic causes for which America must fight is the evangelical, 
Christian right wing.  In the view of these fundamentalist, evangelicals, America’s 
success in the world bears witness to God’s support for America’s Christian destiny and 
proves that the enemies of the United States are also the enemies of God himself. 


Even the United States military has its proponents of Christian fundamentalism and 
cosmic war. Lieutenant General William Boykin told audiences that God deigned that 
George Bush become president.  The concept of Faith Force Multiplier is a well-funded 
and executed effort within the U.S. military, designed to hone a Christian military to fight 
America’s Islamist foes.   


Inside the Pentagon itself, there is an organization that calls itself the Christian 
Embassy. An army one-star general named Bob Caslen bragged during a promotional 
video for that organization that the Christian Embassy is the “aroma of Jesus Christ 
here in the Pentagon.”10 


The most disturbing, cosmic military misbehavior occurred at the United States Air 
Force Academy in Colorado Springs, Colorado, a city known as the evangelical capital 
of the United States.  An investigation performed by Americans for the Separation of 
Church and State discovered that chaplains at the academy encouraged evangelical 
cadets to convert their classmates to the evangelical movement, lest they burn in hell 
forever.  More than 300 members of the Air Force Academy staff and faculty signed a 
Christmas message published in the official academy newspaper declaring “Jesus 
Christ is the only real hope for the world . . .and encouraged cadets to seek out the 
signatories of the document in order to ‘discuss Jesus’.”11  


Proof exists that U.S. chaplains and military officers in Iraq, surrounded and protected 
by tanks and other armored vehicles, handed out evangelical literature in Arabic to the 
Iraqi people telling them that they could only be saved through conversion to 
Christianity.  Marine units were told to cease and desist after their superiors found out 
that they were distributing shiny coins to Iraqis entering Fallujah which asked the reader 
in Arabic how he would spend his eternity.  The other side of the coin contained a bible 
verse. These are but a few of the clear-cut examples of American soldiers attempting to 
transform the War in Iraq into a cosmic war between their Christian God and the Muslim 
God. 


When U.S. soldiers endeavor to turn the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq into cosmic ones, 
they defeat their own cause, playing right into the hands of the Jihadists.  Incidents such 
as the GIs’ abuses of Muslim prisoners, forcing them under torture to eat pork and curse 
the name of Muhammad, enables the jihadists to label the U.S. military efforts as an 
anti-Islamic Crusade - a cosmic war to be ended only how and when God sees fit. 


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 94. 


11 Ibid, page 95. 
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Chapter Five: The Near and the Far 


Jihadism is a Sunni Muslim movement.  The Sunni Jihadists believe that Shiite Muslims 
are not really Muslims but are rawafidah - those who reject the true Muslim religion.  
Suicide bombings perpetrated by Islamist extremists are almost exclusively a terror 
tactic employed by the Sunni Muslims. 


A political scientist at the University of Chicago compiled a database of all suicide 
bombings conducted between 1980 and 2003.  What he discovered was that one-third 
of all suicide bombers were from secular groups who did not perform these acts in the 
name of Islam.  In fact, his study revealed that in most suicide bombings, there appears 
to be little if any connection to Islam or any other religion as a motivating factor. 


Suicide terrorism has become an effective tactic over the years because it 
accomplishes its objectives: it tends to level the playing field with adversaries such as 
the United States that possess a huge military industrial complex and advanced air, sea 
and land weapons and fighting capabilities. 


Suicide bombings and killings are much easier to justify to the onlookers if they are 
couched in terms of ritualistic, religious sacrifice such as martyrdom.  The killing of 
innocents on the part of the suicide bombers is easily justified and propagandized to the 
bombers themselves because in a cosmic war there are no innocents; one is either on 
the side of God or in opposition to God.  There is no middle ground. There is a term for 
this uncompromising, moral dichotomy “al-wala’ wal-bara.”12 


One of the basic tenants of the Muslim religion is the shahadah: there is no god but 
God.  Jihadists expand the meaning of shahadah to mean not only that only one, true 
God exists, but that as one loves the true God he is bound by God to hate God’s 
enemies.  The Jihadists claim the right to unilaterally designate anyone as an infidel 
(kafir) if the infidel’s beliefs do not coincide with those of the Jihadists and their 
movement.   


Islam has no centralized overarching religious authority.  There is no formal 
excommunication within Islam.  The way Jihadists deal with kafirs – other Muslims 
whom they label as unbelievers – is through the practice of takfir.  Takfir permits 
Muslims to claim that others are non-believers and deal with them on an individual 
basis.  Through takfir, they believe that they can shed the blood of fellow Muslims 
without any religious prohibitions. Oddly enough over the years, many Islamic scholars 
have banded together to denounce the practice of takfir.  In 2005, more than one 
hundred of the world’s leading Islamic scholars and imams came together in Amman, 
Jordan, and issued a collective fatwa (religious ruling) proclaiming that no Muslim can 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 103. 
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be permitted to call any other Muslim a kafir.  Obviously, Jihadists not only ignore these 
ruling but proclaim those who signed the fatwa as kafirs themselves. 


Today’s brand of al Qaeda’s Jihadism is a combination of al-Zawahiri’s (bin Laden’s 
second in command) extremist brand of Islam called Salafism and Osama bin Laden’s 
brand of radical Islam called Wahhabism.  The al Qaeda Jihad is focused upon the Far 
Enemy; specifically, the United States, its military and civilians.  Al Qaeda declared to all 
Muslims that to kill Americans wherever and whenever possible is the religious duty of 
every Muslim, termed in Arabic fard ‘ala l’ayn. 


Just as cosmic wars cannot be won because they just go on forever, Jihadists such as 
those in al Qaeda cannot be negotiated with because they want nothing that a sane and 
rational world would ever be willing to provide to them.  They justify the killing of 
innocents, to include women and children, through al-wala’ wal-bara’: the world is 
divided into believers and infidels and everyone is either one or the other.  And all non-
believers are subject to death, no exceptions. 


More and more Muslims worldwide, as evidence in opinion polls, are condemning al 
Qaeda for its killing of innocent Muslims.  These opinion polls reflect a consensus of 
growing discontent with al Qaeda’s tactics shared regardless of class, age, and sect 
among those polled. This fact aside, the concept of global Jihadism still appeals to 
enough young Muslims worldwide that a clear and present danger to the free world 
exists today and will continue to survive into the foreseeable future.  Global Jihadism is 
a conflict that will increasingly be fought not on the battlefield but on the Internet.  And 
the ongoing cosmic war will only be won by words, not by weapons. 


 


PART THREE: THE END OF THE WAR WE KNOW IT 


Chapter Six: Generation E 


“The European Union is an unprecedented, geopolitical realignment the likes of which 
has not been seen since the end of the Roman Empire. How remarkable that a group of 
independent states, united by nothing more than geography, would agree to band 
together under a single constitution and a common court, a single currency and a 
common market: one parliament, one passport, one birth certificate, one citizenship, 
one community made up of twenty-seven a sovereign states and half a billion 
members.”13  For those who support this new Europe, the European Union is an 
example of a world coming together in friendship and cooperation to serve the common 
good and increased prosperity of the masses.  But for those who oppose the new union, 
the EU serves as the poster child for uncontrolled bureaucracy, rampant capitalism, the 
dissolution of many cultures, and the loss of numerous, national identities. Enter the 
immigration and integration of huge numbers of Muslims onto the European continent. 
                                                             


13 Ibid, page 127. 
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Today, Europe’s rocky relationship with Islam is raising questions and challenges on 
issues of sovereignty, separation of church and state and the eradication of traditional, 
national identities.  European governments, fearing that Islamism is threatening their 
nationalism, are beginning to act to draw lines in the sand between issues of state and 
religious overstepping.  France refused to serve traditional, Islamic meals (halal meals) 
to Muslim students in school lunchrooms.  Germany stopped construction of new 
mosques because activists charge that these mosques are not places of religious 
worship but breeding grounds for an alternate, Islamist-controlled state.  In the 
Netherlands, politicians introduced legislation to ban the Qur’an, stating that the tenants 
of Islam conflict with Dutch values. In the UK, Prime Minister Tony Blair referred to the 
veil on Muslim women in Great Britain as a symbol of separation and a visible example 
of rejection of British freedoms.  The growing fear of the Islamization among Europeans 
is proportionate with fears surrounding globalization. 


America must continue to fight against its Islamist foes but must cease fighting this war 
on cosmic grounds. The War on Terror must be fought as a war against those who seek 
to destroy our way of life and force their beliefs and restrictions upon us.  Government 
leaders would be wise to acknowledge the hopelessness associated with tagging the 
current conflict as one which currently pits our God against their God. 


The only way to win a cosmic war is to refuse to fight it. 
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Kenneth Timmerman is the author of several New York Times bestsellers including Shakedown: 
Exposing the Real Jesse Jackson and Death Lobby: How the West Armed Iraq.  Timmerman is an 


investigative reporter with more than twenty years of experience. He writes for such prestigious 
publications as Time, Newsweek, and the Wall Street Journal. 


Preachers of Hate remains every bit as relevant today as when it was first published in 2003. 
Hailed by anti-terror practitioners as a needed eye-opener for all Americans, the book documents 
the alarming extent to which Arab and Muslim leaders strive to fuel anti-Semitism throughout the 


Middle East. Timmerman shows us how the same belief system that spawns much of today’s anti-
Semitic preaching similarly rejects America and Western civilization at large.   


Kenneth Timmerman tells his fellow Americans that the time has come to cease making excuses 
for those who perpetrate hatred, incite violence and cause innocents to be murdered in the name 
of Islam.  He maintains that the messages of hate do not stem from cultural differences or social 
problems.  They stem from the intentions and acts of murders.  Timmerman’s book is aimed at 


opening the eyes, ears and minds of Americans to what the Islamists are saying about themselves 
and about us. Timmerman convinces his readers that unless the free world can find a way to 
eradicate the lies and hatred perpetrated from the political platforms, pulpits and media of the 


Middle East, global terror will continue to flourish. 
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INTRODUCTION: WHY THE NEW ANTI-SEMITISM IS AN ATTACK ON AMERICA 


Timmerman documents that numerous, respected Middle Eastern scholars devoutly believe that 
the Jews are committed to conquering the world.  Proof of this Zionist plot to subjugate all of 
humanity, according to Islamic “experts,” is found in a document titled The Protocols of the Elders 
of Zion.  This anti-Semitic work was the brain child of the Czar’s Russian intelligence service in 
1895.  Many of the well-known and respected Muslim religious authorities whom Timmerman 
interviewed for this book not only believed The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, but proudly 
produced their own copies to show to him. 


The author likens the present-day, Islamic value system that promotes hatred of Jews, Americans 
and Westerners-at-large to the anti-Semitic movements in Europe that resulted in the Holocaust.  
Timmerman is of the opinion that terrorist leaders and their government as well as religious 
enablers need a scapegoat upon which to blame the plight of the suppressed Arab and Muslim 
peoples. The Arab world lacks freedom of religion, freedom of speech and freedom of the press.  
Its political systems are based upon arbitrary rulings.  Many of its leaders are blatantly corrupt. 
They have squandered their nations’ oil wealth on personal luxuries and lavish lifestyles instead of 
advancing the quality of life for its everyday citizens. Huge populations remain divorced from the 
opportunities presented by globalization.  Someone must be held accountable for the plight of 
impoverished Arabs and Muslims.  Jews, Americans and Westerners are made to shoulder the 
blame.  


 


CHAPTER 1:  THE JEWS DID IT! 


To most Americans, obvious falsehoods are just that – obvious falsehoods and they are 
recognized as such. The same cannot be said for many “well-educated” Arabs and Muslims, 
especially within the Middle East.  Conspiracy theories are plentiful and embraced by millions.  For 
example, one September 11th myth was so quickly and deeply rooted within the minds of Middle 
Easterners that it is today accepted as incontrovertible fact throughout the Muslim world: (1) there 
were no Arabs aboard the crashed planes on 9/11; (2) Al-Qaeda and Osama bin Laden were in no 
way involved in the planning and execution of the 9/11 attacks; and (3) the 9/11 attacks were 
planned and executed by the Jews as part of their plan to take over the world. 


The first Muslim academic to accuse the Jews of the 9/11 attacks was Doctor Anwar Ul Hague, a 
scholar of the Koran and a Pakistani surgeon who serves as the chief pathologist at the Pakistani 
government’s Institute of Medical Sciences.  In a personal interview with Timmerman, Dr. Haque 
stated that the Jews perpetrated 9/11 in order to cast a shadow over Islam and discourage 
Americans from converting to Islam. Others followed suit.  


A Jordanian government newspaper ran a piece accusing the Israeli-American Zionists of the 9/11 
attacks aimed at controlling the world.  In Tehran, Iran, an English newspaper published by the 
Iranian government – the Tehran Times – claimed that only the Zionists and anti-Islamic 
movement in the West could have benefited from the attacks on 9/11, because Muslims were 
blamed for the events of that day, thus discrediting Islam.  Palestinian columnist Khalil al-Sawahiri 







© Copyright 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


3 


wrote that the letter left in the Boston Logan Airport rental car by suicide pilot Mohammed Atta 
was forged by Zionists. 


A story printed in the Tehran daily paper Kayban alleged that 4,000 Jews worked in the World 
Trade Center (WTC) and none of them reported for work the morning of 9/11 because they knew 
that the attacks were scheduled for that day.  The report about Jewish absenteeism at the WTC 
was also carried by a Saudi London Daily, Al-Hayat.  Doctor Gamal Ali Zahran, head of the 
political science department at Suez Canal University in Egypt, wrote a column for the Egyptian 
government daily Al Ahram that told its readers that of the thousands killed in the WTC attacks, 
not one was a Jew. 


Syria’s ambassador to Iran, Turky Muhammad Saqr, gave a speech on October 24, 2001, in 
Tehran during which he stated, “Syria has documented proof of the Zionist’s regime’s involvement 
in the September 11 terror attacks on the U.S. The fact that the 4,000 Jews employed at the WTC 
did not show up for work before the attack clearly attests to the Zionist involvement in these 
attacks.”1 


Egyptian cleric Sheikh Mohammed Gamei is one of the Muslim world’s most renowned and 
revered authorities on subjects of ethics and religion.  A prayer leader at Manhattan’s largest 
mosque, he said in an October 5, 2001, interview that the Jews were the only ones capable of 
planning and executing such attacks. 


Saudi Prince Nayef Abdul Aziz handled U.S. requests for assistance and information post-9/11.  
Speaking officially for the Saudi government, Aziz refused for more than a month after the attacks 
to acknowledge that any of the 9/11 airline hijackers were Saudis.  He held his position in light of 
the fact that within a week of the attacks, the FBI confirmed that fifteen of the nineteen 9/11 
perpetrators were indisputably Saudi Arabians. 


 


CHAPTER 2:  HORROR AT PASSOVER 


A terror attack occurred on March 22, 2002, that changed the way in which Israeli’s viewed their 
relationship with their Palestinian neighbors.  Unlike terror attacks of the past, the bombing of the 
banquet room at the Park Hotel in Tel Aviv, where families were enjoying a Passover Seder 
dinner, crossed the line as far as Israelis were concerned.  The Palestinian bomb killed women, 
children and the elderly.  One hundred fifty-nine people were injured and twenty-nine were killed in 
the Park Hotel massacre.  This put an end to any peace process once and for all.  Up until this 
event, many Israelis maintained hope that peace could one day be achieved. Timmerman notes 
that Saudi government media sources praised the Palestinian bombers as heroes for what they 
accomplished at the Park Hotel. 


 
                                                             
1 Timmerman, Kenneth. Preachers of Hate: Islam and the War on America. New York, New York: Crown Forum, 2004, page 17. 
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CHAPTER 3:  THEY HAVE A PLAN 


Timmerman documents the fact that many prominent Arabs and Muslims are absolutely 
convinced that a Zionist plan to dominate the world exists and is being executed present day. He 
does so through the interviews that he personally conducted and taped.  The results of two 
interviews in particular typify what these “educated” scholars and prominent members of Muslim, 
Middle Eastern society believe: 


■ Doctor Ahmad Bahar is one of the primary spokesmen for the political wing of the Sunni 
terrorist organization Hamas. Doctor Bahar revealed to Timmerman a system of beliefs based 
exclusively upon The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.  He told Timmerman that The Protocols 
prove positively that Jews are attempting to dominate the world.  He told Timmerman that the 
reason why the Jews came to Palestine in the first place from the United States and Russia 
was to begin executing their plan. 


■ Doctor Saud Shawa is associated with Hamas and a member of the board of trustees of the 
Islamic University in Gaza. He told Timmerman that the Israelis want to control Muslims the 
same way they control the global economy.  Shawa maintained that Muslims had a right and 
duty to defend themselves against Jewish subjugation.  Timmerman asked Shawa if the 
extermination of six million Jews during the Holocaust was justified in his (Shawa’s) mind.   
Timmerman was astounded when this Ph.D. told him that the Holocaust never occurred. 
Shawa said that proof that the Holocaust is a hoax lies in the fact that films of the Holocaust 
victims exist.  He told Timmerman that in the 1940s the world did not yet have the technology 
to film; ergo, the Holocaust was a hoax perpetrated by the Jews and their supporters. 


 


CHAPTER 4:  THE ELEMENTS OF HATE 


The government-sponsored media in Syria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia have provided a continual 
flow of anti-Semitism beginning in the early 1950s. The leaders of these nations have been giving 
copies of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion to visiting journalists and VIPs for decades.  The 
Western world was especially fooled by Palestinian Chairman, Yasser Arafat.  When speaking at 
Western venues, Arafat would denounce terrorism and violence.  But when lecturing at Palestinian 
rallies, Arafat would often encourage jihad and incite followers to violence.  For reasons that 
Timmerman cannot understand, Arafat’s two-faced verbiage was never openly challenged by 
either the Israeli or American press. 


Arab leaders have blatantly yet subtly revealed their true feelings towards the Jewish people. 
Former Egyptian President Anwar Sadat once addressed the Israeli Parliament, the Knesset.  As 
he spoke in front of television cameras and the Jewish state’s representatives, he wore a tie that, 
upon close examination, was decorated with Nazi swastikas. 


Outrageous stories published in Middle Eastern newspapers include one carried by Al-Abram, a 
daily newspaper published in Egypt’s capital city of Cairo.  A full-page article by columnist Adel 
Hamooda alleged that Jews mix the blood of Arabs into their matzos. “The bestial drive to knead 
Passover matzos with the blood of non-Jews is confirmed in the records of the Palestinian police 
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where there are many recorded cases of the bodies of Arab children who had disappeared being 
found torn to pieces without a single drop of blood.  The most reasonable explanation is that the 
blood was taken to be kneaded into the dough of extremist Jews to be used in matzos to be 
devoured during Passover.”2  In another article published in the Saudi-controlled newspaper Al-
Riyadh, author and professor at the King Faisel University, Doctor Umayma Ahmad al Jalahma 
told readers that Jewish holy books command them to use non-Jewish blood in their pastries. 


Timmerman maintains that the core of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has nothing in reality to do 
with land or national sovereignty, but has all to do with religious differences. Timmerman quotes 
from a leading Saudi cleric who, on October 27, 2000, proclaimed during Friday prayers in Mecca, 
“. . .our conflict with the Jews is not a conflict relating to an event, to a land, or to borders, but is 
indeed a conflict of faith, identity, and existence. Haven’t we read what the Holy Koran says about 
this, “The worst enemies of the faithful are the Jews and the sinners”?”3 


The Saudi royal family financed the publishing of books written to convince Arabs and Muslims 
that the Holocaust was a hoax perpetrated by the Zionists. In December of 1989, the Cyprus PLO 
journal El Istiqlal ran a two-part series on the Holocaust denial.  For decades, Arab and Muslim 
children have been indoctrinated into believing that the Jews invented the myth of the Holocaust, 
the Nazis could never have exterminated six million Jews because there were only four million of 
them in Europe at the time of the alleged atrocities, and that the Zionists became a fifth column 
movement in Germany in order to achieve their objective of global domination. 


 


CHAPTER 5:  HITLER AND THE MUFTI 


In this chapter, Timmerman relates the true story of the relationship between Haj Mohammad 
Amin al-Husseini and Nazi leader, Adolph Hitler. Al-Husseini was a customs officer in a small 
Palestinian town in the early 1900s.  He was an adamant opponent of Jewish immigration into the 
Palestinian region.  The ruling British authorities bestowed the title of grand mufti upon him in 
1922. This made al-Husseini the top priest and political leader of all of the Arabs in the region.  
From 1933 through 1941, al-Husseini tried to convince the Nazis to forge an alliance with the 
Palestinian Arab Higher Committee which al-Husseini chaired.  Both the Nazis and the Arabs 
enjoyed a common cause – extermination of the Jews.  Al-Husseini wanted Hitler to outsource the 
extermination of the Jews in the Middle East to an Arab legion that al-Husseini would mobilize.  
On November 28, 1941, al-Husseini finally got the opportunity to meet face-to-face with Hitler in 
Berlin.  Adolph Hitler and the mufti got along well.  In fact, Hitler made the mufti an honorary Aryan 
because of the red beard and blue eyes that al-Husseini inherited from his Circassian mother. 


Though Hitler was intrigued by al-Husseini’s offer, Hitler was not ready to commit German troops 
to liberating Arab countries from British rule – a prerequisite to forming the Arab legions that would 
destroy the Jews throughout the Middle East.  Al-Husseini stayed as Hitler’s guest for the 
remainder of World War II. At times, the mufti was extremely influential with the German high 


                                                             
2 Ibid, page 73. 


3 Ibid, page 82. 
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command.  On one occasion, Hitler’s henchman Adolf Eichmann attempted to cut a deal with the 
British in the form of an exchange of five thousand Jewish children for German POWs.  The mufti 
talked Eichmann out of the deal and had the children sent to Polish death camps instead.  


After World War II, the attempts to tie al Husseini to war crimes failed. He lived a free man until his 
death in 1974.  The Husseini family has always played a vital role in Palestinian affairs.  Yasser 
Arafat and the mufti were very close friends.  The two were so close that Arafat claimed to be the 
heir to the mufti’s legacy. 


 


CHAPTER 6:  THE HOUSE OF WAR 


A Saudi Arabian television station based in Jeddah, IQRAA-TV, owns broadcast and production 
facilities in the Middle East, North Africa, North America and Avenzzano, Italy.  The station’s 
mission is to bring Islam to the minds and hearts of Arabs around the world by painting the true 
picture of Islam for them all.  IQRAA-TV was principally financed by Saudi Prince al-Waleed bin 
Tala.  (Bin Tala is the Saudi royal who personally handed New York Mayor Rudy Giuliani a check 
for ten million dollars at the site of the WTC shortly after 9/11.  Giuliani refused to accept the 
money.)  IQRAA-TV’s parent company, ART (Arab Radio and Television) claims to be the world’s 
leading producer of Arabic family programming and entertainment.  One show that aired on 
IQRAA-TV is singled out by Timmerman as typical of the programming of hatred being broadcast 
into Arab and Muslim homes on a weekly basis throughout the Middle East and beyond.  The 
account is as follows: 


Comparable in Middle Eastern popularity to American talk show diva, Oprah Winfrey, Doa ‘Amer 
is a Saudi TV anchor who hosts Muslim Woman Magazine on IQRAA-TV. Via satellite, her show 
is viewed throughout the Arab world. She tells her audiences that her purpose is to educate the 
next generation of Muslim children how to be true Muslims.  On May 7, 2002, broadcasting from 
Egypt, Ms. ‘Amer told her audience that she had a special guest for them to meet.  The guest was 
a small Arab child named Basmallah. Doa ‘Amer prefaced her interview with the little girl by telling 
her audience, “Allah willing, may our God give us the strength to educate our children the same 
way, so that the next generation will turn out to be true Muslims who understand that they are 
Muslims and know who their enemies are.”4 Ms. ‘Amer brought the child onto the stage and into 
view of the cameras.  The conversation between the talk show host and Basmallah is documented 
by Timmerman:5 


 ‘Amer:  Basmallah, how old are you? 


 Child:   Three and a half. 


 ‘Amer:  Are you a Muslim? 


                                                             
4 Ibid, page 117. 


5 Ibid, pages 117-118. 







© Copyright 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


7 


 Child:   Yes. 


 ‘Amer:  Basmallah, are you familiar with the Jews? 


 Child:   Yes. 


 ‘Amer:  Do you like them? 


 Child:  No. 


 ‘Amer:  Why don’t you like them? 


 Child:  Because . . . 


 “Amer (prompting):  Because they are what? 


 Child:  They’re apes and pigs. 


 ‘Amer:  Because they are apes and pigs? Who said they are so? 


 Child:  Our God. 


 ‘Amer:  Where did he say this? 


 Child:  In the Koran. 


Previous to the airing of this show, Saudi prince and part station owner Al-Waleed bin Talal gave 
$27 million of his own money to a government-sponsored telethon aired to raise money for the 
families of Palestinian suicide bombers.  Saudi King Fahd and Crown Prince Abdallah each 
donated $1 million, and their wives, an additional $1 million. This telethon was hosted by a 
renowned Saudi government cleric named Sheikh Saad al-Buraik, who stated on live TV, “I am 
against America until its life ends, until the day of judgment . . .My hatred of America, if part of it 
was contained in the universe, it would collapse. She is the root of all evils and wickedness on the 
Earth. . .Muslim Brothers in Palestine, do not have mercy on the Jews, their blood, their money 
and their flesh.  Their women are yours to take legitimately. God made them yours.  Why don’t 
you enslave their women?  Why don’t you wage jihad?  Why don’t you pillage them?”6 


The Saudi royal family has been spreading their strict brand of anti-Judeo, anti-American Wahhabi 
Islam throughout the world since it began its play for Sunni Muslim religious dominance in 1973.  
Between 1973 and 1993, the Saudis admitted spending upwards of $65 billion to promote Sunni 
Islam around the world.  Some examples of extravagant Saudi expenditures dedicated to the 
global expansion of Wahhabi Islam include: 


■ The construction of fifteen Islamic centers and mosques in the United states funded by Saudi 
King Fahd. 


                                                             
6 Ibid, page 119-120. 
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■ The building of mosques in Calgary, Ottawa, and Toronto Canada, along with $1.5 million 
each year to cover operational costs. 


■ King Fahd’s personal contribution of $50 million to cover three quarters of the costs to 
construct an Islamic Center in Rome. 


■ A Saudi contribution of nearly $5 million a year to subsidize the Islamic Center in Geneva, 
Switzerland. 


■ The construction and support of mosques and schools in New York, Washington, D.C., 
Maryland, Illinois, Ohio and Virginia. 


■ The grand opening of Saudi Arabia’s sixtieth, state-sponsored United States mosque in the 
city of Los Angeles in October of 2002. 


 


CHAPTER 7:  ARAFAT’S REIGN OF TERROR 


With the approval of then Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat, Palestinian kindergartens run by the 
Islamic Society in Gaza trained little children to hate and kill Jews.  At their graduation, these little 
kindergarteners were dressed in combat fatigues and carried wooden weapons.  They were made 
to dip their hands into red paint and hold them up to the approval and applause of relatives 
attending the ceremonies. Saudi Arabia funded the majority of these schools. 


In 1994 and on the personal orders of Arafat, the Palestinian Ministry of Education reprinted all 
textbooks to restore the anti-Semitic materials that had been previously removed as a result of 
past agreements.  The U.S. government offered to pay the Palestinian Authority to reprint the 
textbooks in 1999 and remove the anti-Judeo rhetoric.  Arafat refused the offer. 


Arafat believed that the anti-Semitic indoctrination of the next generation of Palestinians was 
crucial if the ultimate destruction of the Jewish state was to be achieved.  He personally assumed 
the duties of education minister and oversaw the reinstatement of anti-Semitic material into the 
Palestinian school textbooks.  Third grade students were taught a vocabulary of hate. Sixth 
graders were asked who the thieves were that stole their homeland.  The correct answer was the 
Jews. Islam is the official religion of the Palestinian state.  Arafat personally appointed all religious 
leaders, insuring that children in schools and mosques would be taught to hate and fight the Jews. 


Many nations, following the United States’ lead, contributed billions of dollars to Arafat and the 
Palestinian Authority.  The intent was for the money to be used to improve the plight of the 
Palestinian people.  The money was misused by Arafat and his associates.  Arafat’s wife, Suha, 
co-owned monopolies that controlled the import of cement, flour and cigarettes.  These companies 
accumulated profits of between $150 million and $350 million each year. Not one cent of this 
money ever went to the Palestinian public treasury. Arafat continually pledged to provide detailed 
accounts of how money was spent.  He never did so.  The international community continued to 
fund him.  
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From the financial aid that was sent to the Palestinian Authority to improve the lives of everyday 
Palestinians, Arafat began moving $8 million each month into his global bank accounts beginning 
in 1993.  The money he diverted for his personal use came from Japan, the United States, 
Europe, and Arab nations.  Between 1995 and 1997, Arafat tapped into the Gaza Employees 
Pension Fund, draining it completely.  Arafat even admitted to auditors that he owned more than 
$70 million in cash, $165 million in telecommunications investments, and a $28 million stake in the 
Oasis Casino and Resort in Jericho. Arafat, under the guise of anti-Semitism, exploited the 
Palestinian people for his own personal gain.  He never intended to provide peace or prosperity to 
his people.  Arafat betrayed the Palestinians every step of the way, aided by billions in U.S. 
taxpayer dollars. 


 


CHAPTER 8:  THE BIG LIE 


Through careful study and analysis, Timmerman concluded that Yasser Arafat and his inner circle 
never really sought the founding of a Palestinian state. Professionals who monitored Palestinian 
television note that from 1996 through 2000, anti-Israeli video clips averaged fifteen minutes of 
airtime each day.  In the year 2000, when Israeli Prime Minister Barak was offering to give to the 
Palestinians 98% of the territory they were demanding, the anti-Semitic clips on Palestinian TV 
were increased to two hours per day. 


Another misconception by many Westerners is that suicide bombers come from lower class, 
impoverished societies. Timmerman tells us that as a result of the decades of anti-Semitic rhetoric 
promulgated by the Arafat administration, suicide bombers began to emerge from all facets of 
Palestinian society. 


Palestinian psychologist Doctor Shafiq Massalha conducted a study during which he asked a 
random sampling of 150 Palestinian boys and girls age ten and eleven to write down their dreams 
every morning for ten days and to illustrate them with drawings. An alarming 78% of these 
children’s dreams were political and anti-Semitic in nature.  Fifty percent of these children 
dreamed of being suicide bombers for the cause of the Palestinians.  


Well-respected, Palestinian Muslim preachers such as Doctor Ahmed Yusuf Abu Halabiya preach 
televised sermons that tell Muslim followers to kill Jews at every opportunity.  He tells followers of 
Islam that the mandate to kill Jews is not a political but a religious one. Doctor Halabiya reminds 
his followers that the requirement to kill non-believers is not an order from human authorities but a 
directive from Allah himself. “The Jews are Jews. There never was among them a supporter of 
peace. They are all liars. . . They are terrorists. It is therefore necessary to slaughter them and 
murder them, according to the words of Allah.”7 


Former President Clinton’s negotiator Dennis Ross related to FOX News’ Brit Hume that President 
Clinton, with Israeli approval, offered Arafat and his Palestinian Authority 97 percent of the West 
Bank, a Palestinian capital in East Jerusalem, the return of all Palestinian refugees to the newly-


                                                             
7 Ibid, page 189-190. 
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established Palestinian state, and $30 billion to compensate all Palestinian refugees.  Israel 
additionally agreed to a land swap to permit the Palestinians to create a land bridge between 
Gaza and the West Bank.  Palestinian negotiators urged Arafat to accept the offer.  They realized 
that this was the finest offer the Palestinians would ever be presented by the Israelis and the 
Americans. Arafat refused it.  According to Dennis Ross, if Arafat ended the conflict, he would 
have nothing left for which to fight. Without the struggle to eliminate the Jews entirely, Arafat had 
no purpose in life. 


Though Arafat had signed a truce with Israel in a meeting in Stockholm in 1996, Arafat referred to 
this truce as “despicable.” He issued a statement in Stockholm on January 30, 1996: “You 
understand that we plan to eliminate the State of Israel and establish a purely Palestinian State.  
We will make life unbearable for the Jews by psychological warfare and population explosion. 
Jews won’t want to live among us Arabs. . .I have no use for Jews;  they are and remain Jews!”8 


Timmerman reminds his readers that Islamist, suicide bombings are cash cows for surviving 
family members. As suicide bombings became more commonplace at the turn of the century, Arab 
nations rewarded the families of suicide bombers with substantial sums of money.  The Saudis 
gave $5,000 to the families of suicide bombers.  Arafat’s Palestinian authority kicked in an 
additional $2,000.  The governments of the United Arab Emirates and Qatar donated $500 each.  
Iraq’s President Saddam Hussein gave the families as much as $25,000 if their loved ones went 
to their deaths having carried out operations of high quality.  The bottom line is that a suicide 
bomber who did exceedingly well could lavish his surviving family with upwards of $ 33,000.  The 
suicide attacker could die for the cause of Allah, achieve eternal salvation, and leave his family 
financially secure - a win-win-win outcome.  


 


CHAPTER 9:  THE NEW ANTI-SEMITISM IN EUROPE 


Timmerman tells his readers that the 21st Century brought a new wave of anti-Semitism to 
European nations. The European, atonement cry of “never again” is slowly being replaced by 
chants of “death to the Jews.”9  Since the turn of the century, newspapers in countries such as 
Greece, Italy and Norway publish anti-Semitic cartoons portraying Israeli soldiers as Nazi 
murders. In Belgium, the anti-Jewish sentiment became so fierce that the mayor of Antwerp told 
Jewish citizens to stay at home and lock their doors on the Sabbath day, because law 
enforcement could not guarantee their protection.  French anti-Semitism has become so 
commonplace that everyday citizens ignore it.  For the first time in more than a generation, attacks 
against Jews have occurred post-2000 in Germany, Belgium, France the United Kingdom, Italy, 
Greece and Finland.  


Timmerman visited France in July of 2002 and singled out that nation as an example of what is 
taking place throughout European countries.  He discovered that since the year 2000, Jewish 
synagogues had been firebombed, and a bus full of Jewish school children had been rammed by 


                                                             
8 Ibid, page 197. 


9 Ibid, page 209. 
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a car driven by Arabs.  French authorities did nothing.  During an eighteen-month rampage of anti-
Semitic violence throughout France, French President Jacques Chirac never once visited a 
Jewish community that had been targeted or spoke to the Jewish constituency. 


 


CHAPTER 10:  THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF AMERICA 


Timmerman is concerned with the rising number of post 9/11, anti-Semitic college campus 
incidents in the United States that go virtually unchallenged.  In this chapter, he presents his 
readers with several examples: 


■ San Francisco University in 2002: a crowd of students surrounded approximately fifty 
students and faculty after a pro-Israel demonstration on campus.  The crowd shouted slogans 
threatening the lives of the Jewish demonstrators, screaming that they would finish the job that 
Adolph Hitler started. 


■ University of California, Santa Barbara and George Washington University in Washington, 
D.C.: dormitories were plastered with anti-Semitic graffiti.  


■ UC Berkley and UC San Diego: Muslim students handed out flyers that accused the Jews of 
permissibly raping, cheating and perjuring. 


■ University of Chicago:  Harassment of Jewish students became almost a daily event in 2002. 


Timmerman says that the growing anti-Semitic sentiment on college campuses stems from a 
combination of increasingly larger Muslim populations within American institutions of higher 
education and a growing number of Americans who are quick to blame their own country for the 
ills of the world.  “No one better typified the hate-America-first faction of campus radicals than MIT 
professor Noam Chomsky, who has churned out books and pamphlets and speeches worldwide 
with one message alone: America is the Great Satan; it is the fount of evil in the world.”10 


The concerted effort by the Saudi Arabian government to control the Muslim population in the 
United States dates back to the 1980s.  Former U.S. diplomat and convert to Islam, Dr. Robert 
Crane, told Timmerman that in 1983 he was asked by the Saudis via their Washington, D.C. 
embassy to oversee a cultural center in the Watergate building.  Crane quickly uncovered the fact 
that this was not to be a cultural center but a Saudi intelligence operation to monitor the activities 
of American Muslims and influence them at every viable opportunity.  It was central to the Saudi 
Arabian political agenda that American Muslims did not oppose, but rather supported Saudi 
interests and global exportation of their Wahhabi brand of radical Islam. 


Steve Emerson, a renowned anti-terror expert, was the first to expose terrorist activities in 
America conducted under the guise of humanitarian and charitable organizations. Through his 
books and film documentaries, Emerson exposes the terror organizations that have exploited the 
civil liberties of the United States to coordinate terror support operations on American soil.  


                                                             
10 Ibid, page 263. 
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“Thanks to the openness of U.S. society, Hamas, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Hezbollah, the Islamic 
Salvation Front of Algeria, the Muslim Brothers in Egypt, the Jama at Muslimeen of Pakistan, and 
holy warriors from Chechnya to the Philippines have been able to work and coordinate their 
activities, raise money together, spread propaganda, and establish clandestine support cells that 
would ultimately serve the purpose of their most flamboyant avatar, Osama bin Laden.”11  One 
such cell was orchestrated by a Palestinian, University of South Florida professor named Osama 
(Sami) al-Arian, who, until the time he was exposed as a terrorist abettor, operated a U.S. base for 
the Palestinian Islamic Jihad.  Al-Arian was caught in an FBI video tape supporting a colleague 
who was asking $500 at a fund-raising event to kill a Jew. In February 2003, the FBI arrested al-
Arian and other accomplices on fifty counts of racketeering and conspiracy.  


The Saudis moved quickly after 9/11 to conceal their support of terror activities within the United 
States.  The Saudi government hired expensive public relations firms to improve their image after 
it was disclosed that fifteen of the nineteen 9/11 hijackers had been Saudi citizens.   “. . . the 
Saudis hired the PR firm Burson-Marsteller and spent $2.5 million to buy national newspaper ads 
to counter the negative image of Saudi Arabia as the home of fifteen of the nineteen hijackers.   
They spent another $3.8 million hiring a Republican spin shop, Qorvis Communications, through 
one of Washington’s best-connected lobby firms, Patton Boggs.”12 


In the years following the September 11, 2001 attacks on our homeland, many Muslim charitable 
and professional organizations registered as non-profit companies within the United States were 
exposed as being associated with and/or funneling money to the likes of Hamas, Hezbollah and al 
Qaeda.  These organizations operating on American soil included: 


 ■ The Holy Land Foundation for Relief and Development 


 ■ InfoCom, an Internet company based in Richardson, Texas 


 ■ Muslim Students Association 


 ■ Islamic Association for Palestine 


 ■ American Middle East League for Palestine (AMELP) 


 ■ Global Relief Foundation 


 ■ Benevolence International Foundation 


 ■ International Islamic Relief Organization (IIRO) 


 ■ International Institute of Islamic Thought (IIIT) 


 ■ Islamic Committee for Palestine 


                                                             
11 Ibid, page 272. 


12 Ibid, page 275. 
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 ■ World Islamic Studies Enterprise 


 ■ SAAR Foundation (Saudi Sheikh Suleiman Abdul Azziz al-Rajhi) 


Probably the most politically influential and powerful Muslim lobby organization in the United 
States is CAIR, the Council on American-Islamic Relations.  Present day, CAIR wields a lot of 
clout and political pressure.  U.S. politicians and corporate leaders have catered to CAIR’s 
demands, even though CAIR regularly endorses speakers who preach Islamic dominance over 
the United States constitution.  “CAIR chairman Omar Ahmad addressed a crowd of California 
Muslims in July 1998 . . .’Islam isn’t in America to be equal to any other faith, but to become 
dominant.  The Koran . . .should be the highest authority in America, and Islam the only accepted 
religion on Earth.’”13 


 


CHAPTER 11:  ISLAM ON THE MARCH 


Kenneth Timmerman began a journey in 1998 to travel to Afghanistan, find Osama bin Laden and 
interview him.  If he could not obtain an interview with bin Laden himself, he was intent on 
interviewing as many others close to bin Laden as possible in an attempt to unravel the many 
mysteries surrounding this emerging leader within the realm of radical Islam.  Bin Laden had 
already issued his fatwa (ruling) that it was the duty of every individual Muslim to kill Americans, 
Jews and their military and civilian allies around the world. 


Timmerman began with a trip to London to meet with a friend whose sister was married to a 
member of the bin Laden family.  Here it was revealed to Timmerman that even though the Saudis 
had officially severed ties with Osama, certain members of the royal family were still secretly 
supporting bin Laden and his radical endeavors. 


The author received many eye-openers during his many journeys and interviews.  Some of the 
highlights include: 


■ In England, Timmerman interviewed Sheikh Omar Bakri Mohammad, a Syrian in his forties, 
who whole-heartedly supported bin Laden’s agenda.  Sheikh Omar told Timmerman that he 
actively recruited men for bin Laden’s terror training camps in Afghanistan, as well as camps in 
Lebanon, Algeria and Nigeria.  The Sheikh stated that, “There are twenty-six million Muslims in 
Europe. In the U.K. alone we have 385 fundamentalist organizations, 1,200 mosques, 800 
Muslim organizations.  We form a fifth column, and we will create chaos . . . Muslims in Britain 
want to change society, to make the Islamic flag fly over Downing Street.”14 


■ In northern London, Timmerman spoke with Khaled Fuawaz in an effort to get closer to 
Osama bin Laden.  Khaled provided Timmerman with the name of a man in Pakistan who 
could contact bin Laden by satellite phone.  Fuawaz turned out to be one of the first al Qaeda 


                                                             
13 Ibid, page 291. 


14 Ibid, page 300. 
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members to be arrested by British authorities in connection with the bombing of two U.S. 
embassies in Africa.  He was identified as a member of the al Qaeda senior leadership.  The 
U.S. Treasury Department froze his assets in 2002. 


■ From London, the author went to the Egyptian capital, Cairo, where he met with Mohammad 
Abdul Moneim, who served as the deputy director of the Egyptian daily paper Al-Abram in the 
1990s. Moneim had been Egyptian President Mubarak’s spokesperson from 1989 through 
1994 and was very well connected in government.  Referring to the attack on the Luxor in 1997 
that virtually shut down tourism to Egypt and to the machine gun attack on Mubarak’s 
motorcade in Ethiopia in 1995, Moneim told Timmerman that bin Laden establishes and then 
uses multiple organizations in countries to carry out al Qaeda operations.  He did so in Egypt.  
On the surface, these many organizations appear to have no connection, but in reality they are 
all working together to achieve strategic objectives as set forth by bin Laden. 


■ The author arrived in Pakistan in March 1998. Iran and India were attempting to destabilize 
Pakistan through bomb blasts orchestrated by their respective intelligence arms, the VEVAK 
Iranian Ministry of Information and Security) and the RAW (Research and Analysis Wing of 
Indian intelligence).  Timmerman was the only Western reporter in Islamabad, as there was 
still little interest on the part of the American media in bin Laden or his fatwa in 1998.  
Timmerman interviewed Pakistani General Hamid Gul, who is credited with leading the jihadist 
to their final victory over the Soviet Union in Afghanistan in 1989.  General Gul was an 
unofficial emissary to bin Laden and had made several trips to Afghanistan to meet and speak 
with OBL.  Timmerman asked Gul what this new jihad was all about, given that the Soviet 
Union had been defeated and driven out of Afghanistan.  General Gull explained to him how 
an engrained belief among Muslims in a Jewish conspiracy to subjugate them, with America 
riding trail boss for the Jews, resulted in a fight for Islamic survival in the world.  Gull explained, 
“America has lost all morality.  It is a country with no standards. It supports dictators in Egypt 
and Saudi Arabia who are oppressing their people.  It’s all because of the Jews that are 
running the country (America).  We know this. Everywhere they go they cause so much 
trouble.  The Jews will destroy America if you don’t take care of them.”15 


 Timmerman concludes by pointing out that the great irony in anti-Semitism is that it is strongest in 
countries that have no Jews, such as Saudi Arabia.  In a country such as Saudi Arabia, the Jew in 
effect is a faceless and nameless person on the outside upon whom all of the ills of Saudi society 
can be blamed.  Israel is blamed for many of the problems in the Middle East, yet the author 
argues that many of the Middle East’s woes are totally out of Israel’s control. Examples include:  


■ The manner in which Saudi leaders continue to waste the oil wealth of their nations on 
personal luxuries, casinos and palaces, leaving the general population uneducated and poorly 
employed at best. 


■ The late Yasser Arafat’s diversion of hundreds of millions of dollars in international aid 
marked for his Palestinian people into his own bank accounts. 


                                                             
15 Ibid, page 304. 
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■ The rules of admission to the University of Cairo, where the sole entry requirement is not 
prior academic achievement or even grades, but the ability to memorize the Koran. 


Timmerman tells us that if we are concerned about the continuing violence in the Middle East, we 
need to understand that the parties involved in the conflict are not guided by the same value 
system or logic.  Those raised in the Judeo-Christina tradition are taught that respect for life is one 
of God’s greatest mandates, but to some brought up in the traditions of Islam, justice is more 
important than life.  The need to seek justice can be shaped to fit the religious or political agenda 
of the day. 


The author concludes his book by reminding us of an opinion offered by George Washington: “If 
Jews can thrive in America, then any group – no mater how downtrodden or vilified in their country 
or origin – can take part in the American dream. Conversely, if Jews are attacked, then the doors 
to oppression and bigotry stand open.”16   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                             


16 Ibid, page 317. 
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Mark Steyn is a world-renowned writer on politics and war.  He contributes regularly to the 
Washington Times, the National Review, the New York Sun, Orange County Register, and 


Philadelphia Evening Bulletin.  Steyn has appeared as a subject matter expert on many TV and 
radio talk shows to include Hannity & Colmes, Laura Ingraham, Rush Limbaugh, and Hugh Hewitt. 


Steyn is a hard-hitting, pull-no-punches author who tells his readers exactly what he thinks, backs 
his opinions up with numerous and disturbing facts and mixes all of it with a healthy dose of humor 


to ease the pain of the truths he exposes.   


The much-lauded New York Times bestselling author and FOX News contributor, Michelle Malkin, 
says of this book, “Mark Steyn is a human sandblaster.  This book provides a powerful, abrasive, 
high-velocity assault on encrusted layers of sugarcoating and whitewash over the threat of Islamic 


imperialism. . .”1 


John O’Sullivan, editor-at-large for the National Review, calls Mark Steyn “. . . the funniest writer 
now living.  But don’t be distracted by the brilliance of his jokes.  They are neon lights advertising 
a profound and sad insight:  America is almost alone in resisting both the suicide of the West and 


the suicide bombing of radical Islam.”2 


                                                             


1 Steyn, Mark. America Alone:  The End of the World as We Know It. Washington, DC; Regnery Publishing, Inc., 
2006, back cover. 


2 Ibid. 
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Introduction 


In his introduction, Mark Steyn makes insightful and disturbing observations backed up by facts.  
The premise of this book is that in a prolonged war of ideology – such as the one currently being 
waged against radical Islam – the outcome will be determined by demographics. 


Victory in a drawn-out war of ideology will be won by the side that has the most bountiful, youthful 
population.  For the past several decades, many nations have stressed the need for zero 
population growth.  Their citizens have responded by ceasing to multiply in large numbers. Steyn 
accuses much of the Western world as having engaged in nationalist, auto-genocide.  Russians, 
Italians, Germans, French, Britons, Belgians, Greeks, and the Dutch, just to name a few, have 
ceased to have large families.  Islamic immigrants in all of these countries, however, are raising 
large families; far surpassing the birth rates of their host nations’ indigenous citizens.  Steyn warns 
that if this trend continues, the Islamization of the much of the Western world will become a reality.   


Precisely when Muslims will become the majority in Europe cannot accurately be predicted due to 
currently unquantifiable factors such as future birthrates, immigration trends, and world events.  
Steyn tells us to not think too much about how the future will unfold and more as how it is 
dangerously transforming present day.  Here are some facts that Steyn presents to his readers, 
demonstrating that Islamic influence and control over European governments, freedoms, and 
rights are already taking deep root: 


● In Brussels, Belgium, the capital of the European Union (EU), ten out of the eighteen 
members of the ruling caucus are Muslims, pushing an Islamic agenda for the EU. 


● Gay-bashing is becoming more and more prevalent in formerly “tolerant” European cities 
such as Amsterdam.  Moroccan Muslim men are targeting the city’s gay population at an 
alarming rate; so much so, that the Dutch government has commissioned a study to determine 
why these Moroccan Muslims are on the offensive. 


● The Archbishop of Canterbury, during a BBC interview, stated that the introduction of 
Islamic, Sharia law to the United Kingdom was inevitable, and that it was dangerous to have 
just one common law for all of Briton’s citizens. 


●The traditionally Christian city of Oxford, England, has now yielded to Muslim demands that 
the five-time daily calls to prayer be electronically broadcast throughout that town over 
loudspeakers from the mosques. 


Whereas the Cold War freedom cry was “better dead than Red,” our author says that the 
European mantra is now “better screwed than rude.”3  Europeans will not challenge the Islamist 
challenges to their freedoms for fear of being called a racist or Islamophobic. 


Steyn points out that this book is soon to be banned in Canada because powerful, Muslim lobby 
groups will force the Canadian government to ban it.  Freedom of speech and the press is slowly 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page xix. 
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but surely giving way to the lockstep rules of Islam.  The Canadian Islamic Congress, Canadian 
Human Rights Commission, the British Columbia Human Rights Commission and the Alberta 
Human Rights Commission have all motioned to have this book banned on the grounds that Steyn 
is Islamophobic.  Steyn points out that the head of the Canadian Islamic Council, Mohamed 
Elmasri, who slams Steyn for hate speech against Muslims, stated during a 2004 TV interview that 
is was perfectly legitimate to kill any Israeli civilian, male or female, who was more than eighteen 
years old. 


Steyn says that that this book is about what happens when tolerant societies permit its intolerant 
members to carve it apart from the inside.  


 


Prologue:  To Be or Not to Be 


In the 1970s, the developed nations of the world had a two-to-one advantage over the world’s 
Muslim population.  Thirty percent of the world was non-Muslim and fifteen percent was Muslim.  
In just thirty years, Muslims have achieved global parity in numbers.  It is all about demographics -  
Muslims are reproducing at rapid rates and non-Muslims are not. 


Greece has one of the lowest reproduction rates in the world at 1.3 births per couple.  No society 
in history has ever survived with a sustained birth rate this low. Most alarming, Greece’s rate of 
1.3 births per couple is the highest in Mediterranean Europe. Italy’s fertility rate is 1.2 children per 
couple.  Spain’s is 1.1.  America maintains one of the highest birth rates at 2.1 per couple.  At its 
current fertility rate, by 2050, sixty percent of Italians will not possess any brothers, sisters, 
cousins, aunts or uncles.  The big, pasta-eating Italian family gathered around the long dinner 
table will be a thing of the past. 


Europe’s fading manpower and lack of any credible will to counter the growing Islamist supremacy 
is leading the continent down a path of destruction.  Muslims in Europe are not assimilating. The 
author believes they are attempting to rebuild European nation states as Islamic Republics.  The 
author makes an interesting point:  How can European nations become more demographically 
Islamic without eventually becoming more politically Islamic? 


In a 2005 Freedom House survey of personal liberties and freedoms globally, five out of the eight 
countries that scored the lowest were Muslim.  Of more than forty nations whose populations were 
Muslim majorities, only three were scored as free states. Of an additional sixteen nations whose 
population ranged between twenty and fifty percent Muslim, only three nations were deemed to be 
free:  Benin, Serbia/Montenegro and Suriname. Mark Steyn predicts that France will become the 
fourth.  


 


PART 1:  THE GELDED AGE: DEMOGRAPHY, DEMOCRACY, DESTINY 


Chapter One:  The Coming of Age - Births vs. Deaths 
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By Steyn’s research, countries need to maintain a fertility rate of at least 2.1 live births per woman 
to sustain themselves both economically and socially.  If the 2.1 rate cannot be maintained, then 
over time populations become older and retire, with fewer younger people entering the workforce.  
As more citizens reach retirement age, states must pay out more benefits.  But with fewer younger 
people working a lifetime to pay for those benefits, the states face serious and long term financial 
difficulties.  The answer to the financial woes of any country experiencing a declining workforce is 
to open the gates and let in more immigrant workers.  Someone has to pay for social programs.  If 
the nation state’s indigenous population cannot provide the necessary revenue, then migrant 
workers – legal or illegal – become the only viable solution.  Nations with low fertility rates are 
eventually forced to cancel social programs, open their borders to foreign workers, or implode. 


The United States is maintaining its birthrate at right around 2.1. Canada is at 1.48, Europe at 
1.38, Russia at 1.14 and Japan, holding at 1.32.4  Birth rates are falling almost everywhere on the 
planet, but one group’s birth rates have skyrocketed for decades across the globe - the Muslims. 
Groups which hold out the longest and keep their birth rates the highest will have the 
demographic, political and social advantages. Our author predicts that if current trends are 
permitted to continue, within a few decades Russia will possess an Islamic majority and European 
Union will become a semi-Islamic organization.  Steyn provides some little know facts that show 
how rapidly Europe is becoming Islamized.5  For example, nearly half of the population of 
Rotterdam is now Muslim.  The most popular boy’s name in Belgium, Amsterdam and even 
Malmo, Sweden is Mohammed. 


The survival of any nation’s identity and its ability to sustain itself as a world power, while 
maintaining its identity, is all about demographics. Having done the math, Steyn tells us that China 
will never become the global, economic superpower everyone expects it to be by 2025.  Its 
population will become too old too soon.  Older societies are not as motivated as younger ones, 
do not work as hard or as long, and are not inclined to take risks. Demographics pure and simple 
will kill China’s dream of becoming the world’s economic superpower in this century.  


Today, the industrial world’s populations are decreasing faster than any unaffected by war or 
disease in the history of the human race.  The populations of developed countries which promote 
equal justice, the arts and sciences, free thought, are founded on freedom of speech and the 
press, are declining rapidly. Undeveloped, predominantly Muslim nations, such as Somalia (birth 
rate 6.76), Niger (birth rate 7.46), Afghanistan (birth rate 6.69) and Yemen (birth rate 6.58) are 
producing tens of thousand of new immigrant workers that will be needed for countries like New 
Zealand (birth rate 2.0), Ireland (birth rate 1.9), Australia (birth rate 1.7), Canada (birth rate 1.5), 
Austria (birth rate 1.3) Russia and Italy (birth rates 1.2) and Spain (birth rate 1.1) to survive 
financially and economically.6 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 2. 


5 Ibid, page 6. 


6 Ibid, page 10. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


5 


Though accused by some Islamic organizations as being racist and Islamophobic, Steyn defends 
his concerns about the growing Islamic assimilation of free nations not on religious or ethnic 
grounds, but in the interest of promulgating the free, open and honest societies that exist today.  
He says that historically, Islamic nations have not been big on free thought, free speech and 
expression, or individual rights. Islamic nations do not explore the answers to new scientific 
questions or push the envelop of knowledge because in their strong religious beliefs, all of the 
questions that need to be asked and answered have already been asked and answered through 
the Koran and the Prophet Mohammad.  A credible United Nations survey in 2002 discovered that 
more books are translated into the Spanish language in a year than have been translated into 
Arabic in the last one thousand years.  Why?  The authors says it is because the thirst for 
knowledge and the drive to open the mind to new concepts and ideas simply does not exist within 
the Arab, Muslim populations at large.  What they need to know, they are told by their imams.  
Two books that have been translated into Arabic and can be found in every Muslim library and 
book store – even in London book stores, are two of the most infamous, anti-Semitic works ever 
created:  Mein Kampf and The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.   


The often blatant refusal of many Muslim religious leaders to accept known, documented fact is 
particularly disturbing to Steyn, as it further reflects the inherent disregard for the truth when it 
does not fit neatly into the Islamist agenda.  For example, a poll conducted in 2001 surveyed all of 
the Muslim imams in Canada from coast to coast.  All but two said that no Muslims were involved 
in the 9/11 attacks.  A British survey in 2005 found that eighty-three percent of British Muslims did 
not believe that there was any Arab involvement in the 9/11 attacks. 


 


Chapter Two:  Going . . . Going . . . Gone - Demography versus Delusion 


Steyn cites Russia as a classic example of a nation state in rapid, demographic decline.  At the 
time of the fall of the Soviet Union in 1992, Russia’s population was at an all-time high of around 
148 million.  If current trends of 1.2 children per woman and a seventy percent abortion rate 
continue, Russia will be down to an indigenous population of 130 million by 2015 and as few as 60 
million by the end of the twenty-first century. With fewer births, Russia’s population will become 
older as the overall population numbers decline.  At some point, there cease to be enough young, 
Russian men to enter military service and protect Russia’s vast borders. Of Russia’ more than 
eighty, federal districts, only twelve are showing substantially high birth rates.  All twelve are 
Muslim. 


Civil disobedience is a young man’s game.  Older citizens generally do not take to the streets or 
resort to violence to achieve their social objectives or to accelerate the government’s response to 
their demands.  In rural France today, thirty percent of all men age twenty and under are Muslim.  
In the heavily populated cities, Muslims constitute almost fifty percent of young men.  Throughout 
the European nations, by 2015 more and more white, Christian men will have passed away and 
younger, healthy and motivated Muslim men will be taking their places in society. 


The author says that either Europeans do not see what is happening to their countries, are too old 
and tired to fight it, or simply no longer care.  Even Libya’s eccentric leader-for-life Colonel 
Gaddafi gets it. “There are signs that Allah will grant Islam victory in Europe – without swords, 
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without guns, without conquest.  The fifty million Muslims of Europe will turn it into a Muslim 
continent within a few decades.”7 


Among those countries headed for transformation to Islamic Republics is Spain.  On March 11, 
2004 train bombs exploded in Madrid killing several hundred people.  Al Qaeda was behind the 
operation.  In their national election a few days after the bombings, frightened Spaniards voted out 
their leader and America’s ally, President Jose Maria Aznar, and voted in the leftist Socialist 
Worker’s party which promised, if elected, to withdraw Spanish troops from Iraq.  Spain caved 
under pressure from Osama bin Laden.  Spain apologized to Islamists everywhere for incurring 
their wrath, essentially telling the Islamists, “We’ll vote you in, but please, leave us alone.  No 
more bombs.”  For the first time in modern history, Islamists toppled a European government with 
a few attacks on one day. (If they desired to do so, Islamist terrorists could not kill Spaniards as 
quickly as the Spaniards are killing themselves, halving their population every generation with low 
fertility rates.) 


Slowly but surely, Muslims are breaking down age-old traditions and symbols of nationalism 
throughout Europe.  The indigenous populations are caving at every juncture to the religious 
demands of their welcomed, Muslim immigrants: 


● Austria: Muslims are demanding that laws be passed to make the wearing of head scarves 
mandatory among all female teachers during classes. 


● United Kingdom:  The Muslim Council of Britain wants Holocaust Day abolished because it 
focuses on the Jews and does nothing to promote awareness of the ongoing Palestinian 
Holocaust.  


● Seville, Spain: King Ferdinand III, by popular, Muslim demand, has been removed as the 
patron saint of that town’s annual festival because his success in fighting the Moors for 
Spanish independence is seen as insensitive to Spanish Muslims. 


● London:  A judge dismissed Jews and Hindus from jury duty because the Muslim 
defendant’s legal council argued that a Muslim could not get a fair verdict from a Jew or a 
Hindu. 


● United Kingdom:  The Church of England is seriously considering a motion to remove St. 
George as the country’s patron saint because many Anglican leaders (not Muslims) think that 
the warrior nature of this saint might be too offensive to British Muslims. 


In Europe today, Western woman are producing 1.4 children in their lifetime.  Muslim women in 
the same European countries are having 3.5 children.  Europe’s future is being played out in a war 
of child birth.  It is all about demographics. 


 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 36. 
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Chapter Three:  Men are From Venus – Primary Impulses versus Secondary 
Impulses 


Any country’s dependency upon large numbers of restricted sources of immigrants – in Europe’s 
case, Muslims – cause that country, in effect, to become a colony of those migrants.  The author 
believes that European nations are sacrificing their primary impulses – the need for strong 
national defenses, autonomy, family, and breeding - for secondary impulses such as providing a 
lifetime of welfare benefits for those who need and qualify for them. These nations’ welfare costs 
are multiplying much more quickly than the populations needed to fund them.  


Europe is marginalizing religion.  The result is that only the marginalized actually have religion.  
Who are the marginalized in almost every European nation - Muslims.  Post-9/11, the hard 
cultures are the ones most likely to survive, with the soft cultures going by the wayside.   Europe 
and the West at large are saturated with soft culture: state pensions, guaranteed employment, a 
month and a half of paid vacation annually, and less than forty-hour work weeks – all of which are 
not sustainable the given low birth rates.  


Our author (who is Canadian and lives in New Hampshire) says that, “There is one (partial) 
exception to the softening of the West:  a nation that still breeds, still puts in a full work week, and 
still maintains a vigorous military. And what’s the reaction of the rest of the developed world (plus 
the Democratic Party, the mainstream American media, and the “international law groupies in the 
Supreme Court)? It demands America quit monkeying around and sign up to the suicide pact with 
the rest of ‘em.”8 


More and more prominent persons are calling for the United States to fall in line with the European 
model and join the world.  That would mean, of course, reducing America’s defense expenditures 
to the dangerously low levels enjoyed by European nations and Canada.  That would also mean 
less world assistance by the United States in times of natural disasters, such as the Sri 
Lankin/Indonesian tsunami. No more carrier battle groups to sail in and provide aid and hospital 
ships.  Only the United States can react quickly, bringing its power and resources to bear in 
support of needy countries.  Our author says that America does not have to “join the world” 
because more often than not, it is being called upon to lead or rescue it. 


Pure demographics are bringing an end to social-democratic states throughout the world. At the 
top of the demographic death spiral are the former Communist nations of Russia, Latvia, Bulgaria, 
Slovenia, and Ukraine. Following in a close second are European nations, holding onto nineteen 
of the globe’s twentieth, lowest birth rates.  On the other hand, we have the U.S., currently the 
only advanced country in the world that is reproducing at a survivable and sustainable population 
replacement rate.  Europe, as we know it, is dying.  America is not.  So why would America or 
Americans want to become more like Europe and Europeans?  Our author believes that if 
Americans truly understood the dangerous and inevitable transition taking place in Europe today, 
they would cease their demands for more European-like conduct on the part of U.S. leaders.  


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 48. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


8 


 


PART 2:  Arabian Night: Believers, Converts, Subjects 


Chapter Four:  Flying the Coup – Big Mo versus Big Mac 


Islam differs from other religions such as Christianity in that Islam is not just a religion but a legal 
code.  Christianity has no civil law.  Today, Islam is not only a religious movement but a political 
project, pushing for total dominance over other religions that do not possess a civil, legal agenda 
or code, such as Christianity, Judaism, Hinduism, and Buddhism. 


Even though almost all religions have had their bloody periods, none have proved to be as violent 
as Islamism.  Even the Spanish Inquisition, which still today denotes Christian violence and 
ruthlessness in the name of God, killed fewer people in an entire century than the current, Islamist 
jihad does in a single year.  


Our author believes that Americans are often duped by the same Islamists that subvert Europe 
today. He says the move to Islamize the United States in well on its way and growing stronger. In 
2003, for example, an Islamist named Abdurahman Alamoudi was convicted and jailed for 
laundering money from a Libyan terrorist charity to Syrian terrorists groups via London.  This is the 
same man, by virtue of his leadership in the Saudi-funded American Muslim Armed Forces and 
Veterans Affairs Council, was the one trusted by the Department of Defense to certify Muslim 
chaplains for the United States military forces until 1998.  Alamoudi is also the one who 
successfully initiated a three-week, public awareness course on Islam in California public schools.  
During this program, students take on Muslim names, wear Islamic clothing, give up TV and candy 
during the Muslim holy month of Ramadan, memorize sections of the Koran, profess the Muslim 
faith with prayers that begin with “In the name of Allah . . “, and are taught that “jihad” means 
“personal struggle.”  This is happening in the same district in which the ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals ruled that the Pledge of Allegiance was unconstitutional because of the words “under 
God.”  Alamoudi was also, before his arrest and incarceration, Hillary Clinton’s personal advisor 
on Islamic matters. 


Jihadists have targeted the prison populations of the United States, Canada and Australia for 
conversion to and radicalization within Islam.  Becoming an Islamist jihadist can be fun, too.  
Assem Hammoud, the man convicted of plotting to blow up New York’s Holland Tunnel, told 
authorities that Osama bun Laden told him to blend in with the local population.  This included 
drinking alcohol and having sex with infidel women.  


All of the 9/11 bombers subscribed to Wahhabism, the strict brand of Islam exported globally by 
the Saudis for more than fifty years. The Saudi Arabians continue to finance and build Wahhabi 
mosques and schools around the world and within the United States.  And who is paying for this 
subversion?  To a large extent, the American public every time it purchases petroleum products.   


In 2005, an American citizen named Ahmed Omar Abu Ali was convicted of plotting to assassinate 
the president of the United States.  This young man was honor graduate and valedictorian from 
his high school – the Islamic Saudi Academy in Falls Church, Virginia, funded solely by the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.  The school’s curriculum is based upon materials approved by the 
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Saudi Ministry of Education.  The author provides a sample exercise provided by the Saudi 
ministry for first graders attending the Falls Church Islamic Saudi Academy: 


 


Fill in the blanks with the appropriate words: 


Every religion other than _____________  is false.  (correct answer: Islam) 


Whoever dies outside of Islam enters _____________. (correct answer: hellfire) 


And what do America’s president and the secretary of state . . . say in return? 


The Saudi are our _______________. (correct answer:  friends)9 


Western societies will not survive Islamist subversion and conversion unless they attack the 
Islamist symptoms as well as the disease.  International law enforcement has become very good 
at breaking up terror cells and plots, but they are doing nothing to eradicate the Islamist ideology 
that successfully recruits and employs a seemingly endless supply of bad guys to replace those 
removed via good police or military work. 


 


Chapter Five:  The Anything They’ll Believe In – Church versus State 


Muslims immigrants are assimilating magnificently within their host nations.  They are learning the 
laws, creating strong non-profit charities and political groups, and joining forces to claim unfair 
treatment and prejudice against them as inadvertently caused by existing laws and traditions.  
Many examples of the slow but sure exploitation and Islamization of free societies are provided by 
Mark Steyn: 


● The Massachusetts Supreme Court ruled that the prison system in that state did not show 
just cause as to why Muslim prisoners should be denied special feast-day meats such as oxen 
and camel. 


● Half the bathrooms in British prisons are being rebuilt at taxpayer expense because inmates 
complained that the toilets face Mecca, which intentionally or unintentionally presents a clear 
insult to Muslims. 


● Abdul Nacer Benbrika, is the jailed leader of an Australian terror organization. His wife 
receives state benefits amounting to $ 50,000 a year. 


● An al Qaeda recruiter living in England soaked the British taxpayers for welfare payments 
until the British government uncovered the fact that this man was on al Qaeda’s payroll and 
had accumulated ₤ 150,000 in his bank accounts. 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 72-73. 
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● Palestinian-born Souleiman Ghali came to the U.S. and co-founded a mosque in San 
Francisco that preached dignity and respect for all.  Ghali fired one of the mosque’s imams, 
Safwat Morsy, in 2002 for encouraging California Muslims to follow the examples of 
Palestinian, suicide bombers.  Morsy sued in court and was awarded $ 400,000.  Mr. Ghali 
was forced off of the board of directors of the mosque he helped to found by Islamist 
extremists.  Safwat Morsy, on the other hand, started his own radical mosque which is thriving 
to this day. 


● Anjem Choudary and his wife are British welfare recipients.  Choudary is a British Muslim 
leader who praised the 9/11 attackers as having been magnificent heroes.  When asked in an 
interview by the BBC why he simply did not just chose to live in a country that already has 
Sharia law instead of the UK, Choudary replied that the Brits do not own Great Britain, Allah 
owned it and that Islam needed to be the way of life in that country. 


● According to various surveys and sources, more than 75% of the Muslim religious leaders in 
Canada are said to be radical in their views and preaching.  It is not the “moderate” Muslims 
who attend their services on Fridays. 


● The UK is building its stadium for the 2012 Olympic games.  Tablighi Jamaat, an Islamic 
missionary group, announced plans to build a mosque in the East End adjacent to the new 
Olympic stadium.  The London Markaz Mosque will be the largest in the UK, seating 70,000 
people- ten thousand fewer than the new Olympic stadium. Tablighi Jamaat plans to raise the 
₤ 100 million with donations from within the UK and “abroad.”   Tablighi Jamaat is an openly 
Islamist organization which, according to the FBI, serves as an al Qaeda recruiter.  


● The Archbishop of Canterbury, Doctor Rowan Williams, stated during the Afghan war effort 
that United States Air Force pilots and suicide bombers were moral equivalents. 


 


Chapter Six:  The Four Horsemen of the Eupocalypse – Eutopia versus 
Eurabia 


The author tells us that Europe cannot survive its current demographic freefall.  By 2050, the 
United States will pay out 6.5 percent of its GDP in pensions and benefits to its citizens.  During 
that same time period, however, European nations such as Germany, Greece and Spain will be 
paying their pensioners in double, GDP digits.  For European nations, it may not be a question of 
having to reduce benefits, but one of having to cancel these benefits altogether.  Statesmen know 
the dangers of this demographic creep, but will not address them, as it is the political kiss of death 
for anyone desiring to keep their re-election bids afloat.  The European welfare states rely upon 
two things for their continued existence: economic growth, which is now barely observable, and 
population growth, which is in serious decline or in some cases, reverse trends already. 


Between the actuality of events and rampant denial throughout Europe, immigrant Muslims are 
realizing their opportunities to gain control and are making their power plays virtually unopposed. 
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PART 3:  The New Dark Ages . . . And How to Lighten Up 


Chapter Seven:  The State-of-the Art Primitive – The Known Unknowns versus 
the Knowingly Unknowing 


If the world continues along its current path, a new Dark Ages may come to fruition.  This new 
Dark Age will be characterized by the United States losing its ranking as the world’s superpower, 
but not being replaced by any other as top dog.  Our author suggests the possibility of a world with 
no particularly dominant power.  Steyn speaks of a world in which countries such as North Korea, 
who cannot even feed their indigenous populations, or nations like Saudi Arabia, whose practice 
of beheading convicted prisoners is not only alive and well today, but has been reintroduced by 
Islamists all over the world as the particularly gruesome execution of choice for deserving infidels 
such as Nick Berg, Daniel Perl and British hostage Ken Bigley, spread their neuroses. 


“There are three strategies Islam deploys against a dying West:  first, demography; second, 
conversion; and third, the murky intertwining of modern technology and ancient hatreds.  Primitive 
acts once thought to have faded away with the advance of the human race have returned to the 
forefront of the Islamist quest for domination. In the lobby of the Sheridan Hotel in Cairo, Egypt, 
terrorists gunned down the prime minister of Jordan.  As he lay dying, the terrorist drank his 
gushing blood in a victory ritual.  When the author last visited the Palestinian territories, grade 
schools there were in the middle of a letter writing contest.  The winner, a twelve-year-old, wrote 
that he would one day acquire a weapon, remove his shackles, and hurl his living-dead body into 
the arms of his enemies. 


Mayor of London, Ken Livingstone’s favorite imam, Yusuf al-Qaradawi was invited to address a 
2004 “Our Children Our Future” conference hosted by the Metropolitan Police and the Department 
for Work and Pensions.  At this conference, al-Qaradawi was quoted as saying, “Israelis might 
have nuclear bombs but we have the children bomb and these human bombs must continue until 
liberation.”10 


Steyn fears that there are really no root causes to the Islamist movement, other than the 
conversion of all men to Islam or the destruction of those who refuse to comply.  Enough 
prominent Islamists have made their objectives clear; it is just that the free world is not listening to 
what it is being told.  Former Hezbollah leader, Hussein Massawi, stated, “We are not fighting so 
that you will offer us something.  We are fighting to eliminate you.”11  The global posting of the 
video showing the beheading of Wall Street Journal reporter Daniel Pearl sent a clear message to 
all infidels:  death awaits you. 


 


Chapter Eight:  The Unipole Apart – America versus Everyone Else 


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 146. 


11 Ibid, page 151. 
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Our author asks if America can win the long war.  He also maintains that if America can not, than 
no other nation can. 


The Islamists respect strong forces and immediately move to destroy the weak ones.  In May 
2003, months after the invasion of Iraq, American forces were perceived to be a strong force with 
which to be reckoned.  Our author, dressed in a Western business suit, went into the dangerous 
town of Fallujah in May 2003 to dine and was not threatened even once.  One of the safest places 
in the Muslim world was Fallujah only weeks after its dictator was toppled.  But as time 
progressed, America showed signs of weakness, and the Iraqi awe and fear of it dissipated. 


As America began to play the role of compassionate and forgiving conqueror, showing the world 
that it wanted victory but could not stand the publicity that came with substantial body counts, 
Iraqis and al Qaeda moved to exploit America’s weaknesses. The Islamists, knowing U.S. combat 
history since Vietnam and seeing America’s approach in Iraq, concluded that America had a tough 
exterior but a fragile and weak interior. 


During the 2003 football season, Muslim community leaders pushed for, received and applauded 
the decision of a Catholic high school in San Juan Capistrano that changed the name of its 
football team from the Crusaders to the Lions, so as not to offend community Muslims.  Twenty 
miles down the road in Irvine, California, however, the teams playing in the Muslim Football 
League’s New Year’s tournament included the Intifada, the Mujahideen, and the Sword of Allah. 
What if Christians in the communities had moved to have the names of these Muslim teams 
changed?  There would have been cries of racism and Islamophobia on the part of the Muslim 
lobby groups. 


After the trial of the twelfth 9/11 hijacker, Zacarias Moussaoui, jurors were interviewed. Nine of the 
twelve said that Moussaoui was not entirely responsible for his actions because he suffered 
emotional abuse as a child.  Saddam Hussein could have claimed the same during his trial, but 
the Iraqi jury did not operate under the same touchy-feely guidelines as do European and 
American juries. 


The author asks when the United States is going to realize, accept, and fight back against the 
increased alienation it has suffered for more than a decade by its “friends” in the United Nations. 
In the eighty-five “yes” or “no” votes cast in the UN in 2003, European Union members voted 
against the U.S. almost fifty-five percent of the time.  The Arab League voted counter to the U.S. 
position eighty-eight percent of the time. The Islamic Conference members went against the 
United States eighty-four percent of the time. African nations voted against the U.S. position by 
eighty-three percent, and ASEAN members, by eighty-four percent.  Five years after 9/11 ample 
evidence surfaced to show that the Saudis were clearly supportive of the 9/11 attacks and the 
continued funding of global jihad.  The only change America made in its policy towards the 
Wahhabi state was to give it even more money.  America is doing nothing to regain its place on 
the world stage.  It just keeps taking its licks vote after vote, still lavishing huge sums of money 
upon those nations that will not align with it. 


America is also losing the war on terror on the informational battlefield.  The U.S. is doing a good 
job of capturing and killing jihadists, but doing virtually nothing to kill the ideology that keeps the 
ranks of the enemy filled.  America’s self-imposed restraints – legalities, multilateralism, and 
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political correctness – all play right into the enemy’s hands.  Our enemy knows us well.  The 
reverse cannot be stated with any definitive proof. 


The president and other U.S. leaders constantly state that America shares common values with 
Europe.  Steyn says that though the two may share common values, only one – the United                
States – is willing to fight for those values.  Bottom line, the U.S. spends 3.4 percent of its GDP on 
defense.  Other NATO members spend only 1.9 percent on average.  


Demographic trends may soon place the U.S. in the same no man’s land as the State of Israel 
today, finding itself striving to survive virtually alone in the world, as the Islamic veto is heard 
louder and more regularly on the voting floors of organization such as the UN.  America must 
maintain its credibility in the world and clearly demonstrate its will to survive and prosper as the 
world’s superpower and voice for equality and justice.  The prime minister of Singapore, during a 
visit to the United States in 2004, demonstrated a grasp on reality shown by very few American 
politicians in Congress when he stated that, “The key issue is no longer WMD or even the role of 
the UN.  The central issue is America’s credibility and will to prevail.”12 


  


Chapter Nine:  The Importance of Being Exceptional – Citizens versus 
Dependents 


Steyn says America must stay strong and remain every bit as American as it is today.  He takes 
common accusations pointed at the U.S. and turns them on the accusers: 


● Americans are self-righteous:  Steyn says that if one wants to see a culture convinced of its 
own, self-destructive righteousness, there’s no better example than today’s Europeans. 


● Americans are gun-totin’:  The author says yes they are, because Americans are assertive, 
confident, and self-reliant.  Americans have guns because they want to have guns. 


● Americans love their military.  So true.  And let’s hope that never changes. 


● American’s are sister-marryin’: It’s all about demography again; You can’t be a sister-
marryin’ German, Spaniard or Italian – not with a birth rate of 1.1 children per couple; there are 
no sisters to marry. 


● Gay-loathin’:  Homophobically speaking, America’s fundamentalist Christians cannot hold a 
candle to their Muslim counterparts in Europe where Paris’ gay mayor was stabbed by a gay-
loathing Muslim and where gay men in Amsterdam at attacked by Muslim gay-haters on a 
regular basis. 


Steyn says that Americans are not afraid to take charge of their own destiny.  They do not wait for 
a government to tell them precisely what they must do or when they must do it.  His example is 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 176. 
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Flight 93 on 9/11.  Using their cell phones, passengers ascertained that the Islamists were going 
to crash the plane into a government building in Washington, DC.  Knowing that, they took charge 
and downed the plane themselves into a Pennsylvania field.  The U.S. government’s inability to 
enforce its own immigration rules or update high jacking instructions to flight crews in light of new 
terror threats, led to the success of the 9/11 attacks.  Government regulation failed miserably, but 
American self-reliance and innovation saved many lives that day.  American’s will say, “Let’s roll!”  
Europeans will attempt to get a consensus that does not offend any one minority before taking any 
actions at all. 


Steyn makes an interesting point. “ . .  the only reason a box cutter can bring down a tower is 
because on September 11 our defense against such a threat were exclusively the province of the 
state.  If nineteen punks with box cutters had tried to pull some stunt in the parking lot of a sports 
bar, they’d have been beaten to a pulp. . . my basic rule of thumb since 9/11 is that anything that 
shifts power from the individual judgment of free citizens to government is a bad thing . . .”13 


Current demographic trends may change. Today’s demography is not necessarily tomorrow’s 
destiny.  If current trends continue, however, Europe will become Islamic.  Current EU calculations 
predict that Europe at large needs an additional fifty million immigrant workers to continue the 
sumptuous social programs for its aging populations.  The only available sources for immigrants in 
these large numbers are from North Africa and the Middle East, both of which are predominantly 
Islamic.   


The author believes that America has a chance to avoid Europe’s fate, but only if it permits its free 
citizens to fight and win the war of ideologies, and does not permit the a nanny-state to negotiate 
a settlement for them. 


Chapter Ten:  The Falling Camel – Last Legs 


“This book isn’t an argument for more war, more bombing, or more killing, but for more will.”14  
More will to preserve nationalism and traditions.  More will to demand that immigrants assimilate 
to their new nations, or leave, as have many immigrants before them.  More will to demand that 
the rights of many never yield to the religious agendas of the new and few. More will to confront 
and deport such men as London’s Sheikh Omar Bakri Mohammed, who said publicly, after the 
train bombings in Spain, that Islamists in England were prepared to do the same thing on English 
soil but on a much grander scale, and that no distinction would be made between civilians and 
non-civilians, innocents or non-innocents, and that some day the banner of Islam would fly from 
Downing Street.  


Steyn says that there are only three solutions available to the free world in the face of global, 
Islamic domination:  submit to Islam, destroy Islam, or reform Islam.  The author chooses reform. 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 187. 


14 Ibid, page 193. 
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But non-Muslims cannot reform Islam.  Only the Muslims themselves can do that.  So Steyn 
recommends creating conditions which will make it ripe for Muslims to reform themselves:15 


 ● Support women’s rights; legal ones and not feminist agendas. 


● Put a stop to exportation and spread of global, Islamist extremism such as that exported by 
Saudi Arabia and promulgated by Iran and others. 


● Promote economic and political freedom in the Muslim world. 


● Refuse to grant Muslim nations that persecute non-Muslims legitimacy and exclude them 
from world bodies such as the UN. 


● Cut off the funding of radical mosques, schools, charitable organizations, non-profit think 
tanks and any other subversive activity paid for by the Saudis, Iranians and others. 


● Develop a global strategy to successfully combat the ideology of Islamism. 


● Marginalize and eventually shut down organizations which are no value added, such as the 
United Nations, NATO, and the International Atomic Energy Agency.  Redirect their resources 
to organizations that prove they can make a difference by solving tough problems. 


● Reform the energy industry away from its dependence upon oil and stop giving money to oil 
dictators who will never be reformed.  


● Take down the current Iranian regime. 


● Strike militarily when a good opportunity presents itself. 


Mark Steyn closes his book with a call for all freedom-loving men to protect their values and 
traditions from being slowly but most assuredly surrendered. “We have been shirking too long, and 
that’s unworthy of a great civilization.  To see off the new Dark Ages will be tough and demanding.  
The alternative will be worse.”16 


 


Steyn’s book remains controversial in this era of political correctness.  We at JPR think that 
his “out-of-the-box” argument - that simple demographics may be what ultimately enables 


Islamists to topple free societies - coupled with abundant research and sound 
documentation, provides our clients with a very different, controversial and highly debatable 


perspective that will keep us all thinking in new directions. 


 


                                                             


15 Ibid, page 205-206. 


16 Ibid, page 214. 
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UNDERSTANDING THE NATURE OF THIS WAR AGAINST AL QAEDA 
AND ITS ALLIED, ISLAMIST ORGANIZATIONS 


Michael Scheuer believes that Americans have been misled by leaders of both 
political parties as to the motivation of Osama bin Laden and other lslamists 
conducting their global campaign of terror.  Further, Scheuer maintains that 
America’s uncorrectable blunders in both Afghanistan and Iraq stem from an 
outdated, Cold War mentality embraced by leaders who do not understand the 
wars they are waging.  Among the guilty he includes George W. Bush, Dick 
Chaney, Condoleezza Rice, Donald Rumsfeld, and Colin Powell, and a host of 
general officers. 


Scheuer says our government would have us believe that Osama bin Laden and 
his growing number of Islamist followers seek to destroy the United States of 
America because of our lifestyles, perceived immorality, religious beliefs and 
freedoms. According to Scheuer, the issue driving the likes of al Qaeda to fight 
against us is not our American way of life, but a consternation with American 
foreign policy in the Muslim world.  Osama bin Laden repeatedly preaches that 
U.S. foreign policy, backed by its military presence and use of force in sovereign 
Muslim lands, displays tangible proof of America’s intent to destroy Islam and its 
believers.  


Scheuer believes that U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East – policy that has 
been in existence for more than 30 years - has become outdated, obsolete, 
politically ineffective, and no longer serves the economic or strategic defense 
needs of our nation.  He feels that our leaders have lost sight of the primary 
objectives of U.S. foreign policy; specifically, to ensure the safety and security of 
the United States of America, to promote economic prosperity at home, and to 
serve as a role model for the free and yet-to-be free world.   


Our current “ruling elite” (as Scheuer refers to them), exemplified by the second 
Bush administration, fails to back up its stern international rhetoric with the 
decisive military force necessary to achieve victory over our enemies. The U.S. 
maintains the strongest military in the world but lacks the leadership to commit it 
totally and effectively.  Examples include recent American exploits and 
misadventures in Haiti, Somalia, the Balkans, Afghanistan and Iraq. 


Scheuer objects to Mr. Bush’s extended, pre-war efforts to form global coalitions. 
The long and publicized lead-up to the invasions of both Afghanistan and Iraq 
simply gave our opponents ample time to prepare for our arrival. Instead of 
taking six weeks to prepare and publicity mount a post 9-11 attack on the Taliban 
and al Qaeda in Afghanistan, the United states should have ruthlessly and in 
great numbers invaded Afghanistan within days of 9-11, run Osama bin Laden, al 
Zawahiri, their lieutenants and the Taliban to ground, killed them all in huge 
numbers, and then returned home, leaving the nation who hosted our enemies to 
clean up the mess.  Had America acted in this enlightened manner, it could and 
would have sent a clear message to any nation thinking of hosting trans-
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nationals such as Osama bun Laden:  “Do so, and there will be an intolerably 
high price to pay.” Essentially, “Don’t mess with the U.S.” unless you want some 
of the same. 


Scheuer maintains that Clinton is just as guilty as Bush of poor leadership in his 
refusal to capture or kill bin Laden on the several occasions he had the 
opportunity to do so.  The Clinton administration failed to retaliate with sufficient 
force after Americans were murdered by al Qaeda in embassy bombings, 
barracks explosions, and the assault against the USS Cole in Yemen. 


Michael Scheuer served as a career CIA agent from September 19, 1982, until 
he resigned from the agency on November 12, 2004.  During the final nineteen 
years of his career, he served with the CIA’s Directorate of Operations, managing 
covert actions in the Middle East and Southwest Asia.  He formed the CIA’s bin 
Laden unit in 1995 and ran it until 1999. Scheuer maintains that Clinton and his 
national security team had no less than ten opportunities to kill or capture Osama 
bin Laden between May 1998 and May 1999.1  By inexcusably refusing to 
neutralize bin Laden, the Clinton administration allowed al Qaeda to plan and 
execute the 9-11 attacks and pursue its acquisition of weapons of mass 
destruction. 


HOW AMERICAN POLICY, ACTIONS AND INACTIONS IN THE 1970s PAVED 
THE WAY FOR BIN LADEN AND AL QAEDA 


In 1973, America’s response to two challenges set the stage for how the U.S. 
would respond post 9-11.  The first challenge was posed by the 1973 Arab-Israeli 
war.  Under the leadership of President Richard Nixon and his Secretary of State 
Henry Kissinger, the United States risked war with the Soviet Union in its resolve 
to provide unconditional support for the nation of Israel.  In order to keep the 
Soviet Union from tipping the balance in favor of Israel’s Arab foes, the U.S. re-
supplied the Israeli military in enough time and measure to enable Israel to rally 
and defeat the attacking Arab coalition.  Rather than serve as a stopgap 
measure, this U. S. support for Israel tuned overnight into a limitless and 
unconditional flow of economic, diplomatic and military aid. At the risk of being 
labeled anti-Semitic, Scheuer objects to the current U.S.-Israeli relationship from 
a purely America-centric, “America first,” perspective.  Nixon gambled nuclear 
war with the Soviets in order to give Israel what it needed to achieve victory in 
1973.  Today, with more than one billion Muslims in the world, America stakes its 
security and future almost exclusively on a small nation state that Scheuer says 
contributes little if anything to America’s prosperity, security, or proliferation of its 
freedoms.  


                                                             


1 Scheuer, Michael. Marching Toward Hell: America and Islam After Iraq. New York: Free Press, a division of 
Simon and Schuster, Inc.,2008, page 17. 
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He quotes from George Washington’s advice to his fellow Americans on the 
occasion of his retirement from public life and the office of the president: 


“A passionate attachment of one nation to another produces a                             
variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite nation, facilitating the                       
illusion of an imaginary common interest, in cases where no real   
common interest exists . . . betrays the former into a participation                              
in the quarrels and wars of the latter, without adequate inducement          
or justification. It leads also to concessions for the favorite nation of 
privileges denied to others, which is apt doubly to injure the nation   
making the concessions . . .”2 


Scheuer states that he respects Israel’s right to exist and has nothing against 
Israel or any other free nation state.  He feels, however, that America’s 
unconditional support of Israel works to America’s detriment and poses threats to 
the security and stability of the United States that are disproportionate                       
to the U.S. benefits of their relationship. 


Scheuer states that the United Sates cannot continue to play both sides of the 
international fence, supporting Israel on one hand while aligning itself with the 
Saudi monarchy on the other.  Both cannot be America’s allies.  Plainly 
articulated, Saudi Arabia is clearly more of an enemy to the U.S. than a friend.  It 
was Saudi Arabia that authorized the first oil embargo against the United States 
in 1973.  It is the Saudi’s who support the price hikes in oil that are crippling our 
economy today.  Yet our elites continue to list Saudi Arabia’s monarchy among 
our staunchest allies and supporters.  The world sees the hypocrisy. Muslims 
take note the world over. Osama bin Laden continues to exploit the fact that 
America remains the oil slave of corrupt, Middle East Arab monarchies.  


America weakened itself substantially by not taking Saudi King Faisal to task for 
the 1973 oil embargo and his blatant attempt to destroy the U.S. economy. 
Coupled with its inauguration of a total commitment to support the state of Israel, 
America took on two task masters in 1973, both of whom pose threats to U.S. 
national security to this day. 


 


The U.S. intelligence community (IC) has collected and documented the rise of 
Islamism and terrorist training camps since 1982.  Yassir Arafat’s Palestine 
Liberation Organization (PLO) stood up the first terror training camps in that year. 
The Hezbollah terror organization was started in 1982.  Camps established in 
Lebanon’s Biqa Valley served as the models for Shia extremist training grounds 
around the world. Though Hezbollah condemned and threatened the United 
States from it inception, its camps remained untouched by the U.S.  A few years 
                                                             


2 Ibid. page 26. 
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after the Hezbollah Shia camps were created, the Sunni Muslim camps began to 
form in Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, Somalia, Kashmir, Yemen, Syria and the Sudan.  
The one thing that these camps all had in common is that they continued to 
operate without any hindrance from the United States until October 2001. 


Western governments did little if anything to take out these camps where sworn 
enemies of the United States and Europe trained day after day.  Anti-terror 
rhetoric remained strong, but our enemies quickly realized that cheap talk was no 
threat to their global operations.  One of the primary reasons that no American 
president ever ordered a preemptive strike to eradicate these Islamist training 
camps prior to October 2001 was that the political elites were afraid that any 
attack on the Islamist camps might hurt the never-ending and always-ongoing 
Israeli-Arab peace talks.  Scheuer says clear and present dangers to America’s 
citizens and freedoms were left to fester for decades so that the Israeli-Arab 
peace process could continue.  


The United States played into Osama bin Laden’s propagandist hands once 
again in 1990, when it placed its infidel boots upon Saudi Arabia’s soil. Many 
prominent Saudi citizens – to include bin Laden – told Saudi King Fahd that if he 
defied the Prophet Muhammad’s prohibition against the presence of non-Muslims 
in the peninsula and permitted the American-led coalition into Saudi Arabia, the 
American would never leave. The 1991 U.S.-led war against Saddam Hussein 
only served to weaken America in the eyes of our transnational, Islamist 
enemies. Why?  Because, despite the tough rhetoric of the U.S. president and 
his administration, Saddam survived - proving that the U.S. would not commit its 
forces in the Middle East in a manner that achieved unconditional victory. And 
precisely as bin Laden warned and predicted, U.S. forces remain in Saudi Arabia 
today - almost eighteen years after Desert Storm. 


When the U.S. invaded Iraq a second time in 2003, it permitted more than 
400,000 Iraqi soldiers to not only survive the ravages of combat but to flee with 
their guns, blending into the local indigenous population to eventually become 
participants in a growing insurgency against our military forces.  America’s 
continued refusal to annihilate its enemy’s armies, permitting them to regroup, 
rearm and fight another day in both Iraq and Afghanistan, provides 
encouragement and hope to Islamists everywhere.  


 


STILL PRETENDING THAT THE SAUDIS ARE OUR FRIENDS 


Between 1995 and 1999, Michael Scheuer was chief of the CIA unit in charge of 
collecting intelligence to better understand Osama bin Laden and the threat he 
posed.  In early 1996, Scheuer’s unit submitted a request for information to the 
Saudis, asking for some basic information on their citizen, Osama bin Laden.  
This request remained unanswered by the Saudis even as late as November 
2004 when Scheuer retired from the CIA. Yet America’s leaders, bowing to their 
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need for fossil fuel, continued to treat Saudi Arabia as if it was a great and 
treasured ally. 


Information recently surfaced that lends credence to suspicions that the Saudi 
government knew of the imminent 9-11 attacks perpetrated by fifteen of its 
citizens. Saudi Prince Bandar, former ambassador to the United States, who 
enjoyed unlimited access to Presidents George H. W. Bush, Clinton, and George 
W. Bush, is now the Saudi King’s national security advisor.  In 2007, Bandar told 
Al-Arabiya television that Saudi intelligence was “actively following” most of the 
9-11 plotters “with precision” and that had United States officials engaged their 
Saudi counterparts in a credible manner, 9-11 could have been avoided.3 This 
blatant slap in the face on the part of Bandar went completely unchallenged by 
any of the presidents, members of Congress, or other top-level officials who 
befriended Prince Bandar during his more than 20 years in Washington, DC.  


FAILURE OF OUR LEADERS TO UNDERSTAND AND DEAL WITH 
TRANSNATIONAL THREATS 


Scheuer says our rulers do not understand the nature of transnational threats.  
They cannot possibly understand it, as they continue to react to world challenges 
with Cold War solutions such as NATO expansion, more expensive and 
sophisticated weapons systems, air strikes, and sanctions against Iraq and Iran –
all of them nation-centric, ineffective responses in dealing accurately with 
transnational terrorists. 


Two of the greatest threats to our national security remain our open borders with 
Canada and Mexico and our refusal to commit the resources necessary to the 
former Soviet Union’s nuclear arsenal.  Open borders and unaccounted for 
nuclear devices are extremely dangerous, as al Qaeda has been seeking a 
nuclear capability since 1993. 


Our enemies are encouraged and no doubt confused by America’s military track 
record of proportional response and ineffective retribution.  For example, during 
Bill Clinton’s administration in 1998, al Qaeda destroyed the U.S. embassies in 
Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, and Tanzania. More than five thousand 
people were wounded and several hundred lost their lives. What was America’s 
response? The U.S. launched about one hundred cruise missiles at two al 
Qaeda-associated training facilities near Khowst in southeastern Afghanistan. 
The attacks were executed at night when few people were present in the target 
areas.  A lot of brick and mortar was destroyed, but few if any of the enemy.    
One hundred million dollars worth of sophisticated guided missiles did the work 
of what day laborers with sledge hammers could have done.  To our enemies, we 


                                                             


3 Ibid. page 72. 
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squander our weaponry in a meaningless display of technological superiority that 
does not intimidate them in the least. 


Our leaders continue to employ the Cold War tactic of sending messages to our 
Islamist enemies via a modulated and tightly controlled use of force.  Those 
messages were effective during an era characterized by mutually assured, 
nuclear destruction (MAD).  But in an age of transnational terror, limited use of 
force sends signals of weakness and timidity to our enemies, as well as a clear 
and dangerous message that America still does not understand the war it is 
fighting or the enemy it opposes. 


On September 11, 2001, Osama bin Laden’s repeated six-point indictment of the 
United States was known by few in our executive or legislative branches of 
government.  Those who were aware of it dismissed it as the ravings of a 
madman. The six points, which have remained unchanged since 1993, are: 


 U.S. presence on the Arabian Peninsula 


 U.S. military presence in Muslim lands 


 Unqualified support for Israel 


 Support for countries that oppress Muslims, such as Russia, China, 
and India 


 Theft of Muslim oil 


 Protection of Muslim tyrannies 


 


AMERICA’S RULING ELITE’S REFUSAL TO BELIEVE THAT THE 
LESSONS OF HISTORY APPLY TO THEM 


For thousands of years, religious beliefs, tribal loyalties, graft, corruption, and 
violence have been the order of the day in both Afghanistan and Iraq.  Religious 
differences spawning extreme hatred and acts of unspeakable violence between 
the Shia and the Sunni Muslims have played out since the death of the Prophet 
Muhammad. The Soviet Union waged a brutal and inhuman war against the 
Afghan Muslims for ten years and was driven from that land in utter defeat.  Yet 
America remained convinced that it could wage a less harsh, more limited and 
humane conflict and still come away the victor in just a few short months of 
“shock and awe” combat.  Refusing to acknowledge the tactics of their enemies,  
our military strategists ignored the Afghan method of extended warfare as 
espoused by senior al Qaeda commander Sayf al-Adl: “We say to those that 
want a quick victory that this type of war waged by the mujahedin employs a 
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strategy of long-breath and the attrition and terrorization of the enemy, not the 
holding of territory.”4 


For decades, the Afghan poppy fields and subsequent heroin production have 
been sources of terrorist funding. Yet for some unknown reason, the Afghan 
heroin factories were never included on the Rumsfeld target list for the U.S. 
invasion of that country.  The U.S. Secretary of Defense left untouched the 
cultivated poppy fields and the heroin production infrastructure that today 
establishes Afghanistan as the largest heroin producer and distributor in the 
history of mankind.  


Cold War thinking permeated the U.S. military’s actions in the hills and caves of 
Tora Bora, where bin Laden and his cadre were trapped and cornered.  Since the 
generals knew that U.S. casualties would bring criticism from the home front, 
they foolishly paid mercenaries to go into the caves and hills, hunt down Osama 
and his followers, and kill them. By employing Afghan tribal proxies to hunt bin 
Laden down and Pakistani proxies to secure the borders, the military outsourced 
the job of killing our enemies, only to be betrayed by tribal war lords who allowed 
Osama and his inner circle to escape into the no man’s land between 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. 


Noted historian and American advocate Sir John Keegan warned the United 
States not to get involved in a protracted conflict in Afghanistan.  Sir John was 
not saying that the U.S. should not attack in Afghanistan.  He advised the U.S. to 
enter Afghanistan, hunt down and kill bin Laden, al Zawahiri, their lieutenants, 
and the Taliban, and then quickly pack up and depart the country.  Keegan 
reminded us that “efforts to occupy and rule Afghanistan usually end up in 
disaster.  But straight forward punitive expeditions . . . were successful on more 
than one occasion.” 5  We did not heed the advice of global experts such as Sir 
John Keegan.  Today, America is paying the price for its imperial hubris and is 
losing the war in Afghanistan. Scheuer says our generals, continually acquiesced 
to Donald Rumsfeld and permitted an inadequate number of fighting forces to be 
deployed into Afghanistan.  They then committed them to combat indecisively 
and in a manner that permitted the enemy to flee and subsequently return to fight 
at a place and time of its choosing.  


Another lesson of history that our leaders failed to heed is that security and 
stability is everything when attempting to obtain the cooperation and support of 
the indigenous persons whose country is being attacked.  For all of its ills, the 
Taliban brought needed and desired stability, security, law and order to 
Afghanistan.  Subsequent to our invasion, the U.S.-led coalition utterly failed to 
replace this Taliban-installed stability and security with any effective, workable 
                                                             


4 Ibid. page 102. 


5 Ibid. page 110. 
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substitute.  Ergo, lawlessness, tribal warfare, and crime returned to the people of 
Afghanistan. What the Soviet Army could not do with 120,000 soldiers and the 
most brutal of tactics, the leaders of the U.S. believed they could do with a 
kinder, gentler campaign and a mere 50,000 troops. 


WHY AMERICA IS LOSING BOTH THE WARS IN AFGHANISTAN 
AND IRAQ 


A great mystery to any learned student of military history is why the United States 
invaded Iraq before it had even come close to achieving victory in Afghanistan. 
Did Saddam Hussein really pose a credible threat? Scheuer thinks not. Saddam 
remained under the watchful eye of the free world 24/7. He could have never 
employed weapons of mass destruction against any nation without incurring the 
full wrath – to include a nuclear response – of the United States. Al Qaeda and 
Islamists at large hated and distrusted Hussein as much or more than did the 
West.  Ironically, Iraq presented the one 21st century case in which the Cold War 
strategy of containment was working well.  The U.S. was not satisfied to contain;  
it was compelled to sacrifice victory in Afghanistan and the support of numerous 
Muslims in its global war on terror for the satisfaction of taking down what in 
essence was a dictator under house arrest. 


Though our leaders will never admit it, Saddam’s Iraq held fast as a barrier to 
Islamist insurgents attempting to infiltrate Turkey and the Arabian Peninsula - a 
barrier that collapsed shortly after the U.S.-led invasion.  Shortsighted leadership 
and failed planning on the part of Donald Rumsfeld and his generals fueled the 
current insurgency in Iraq by disbanding the Iraqi Army, firing the leading Iraqi 
bureaucrats because of their affiliation with the Ba’ath Party, failing to control 
contractor corruption and inadequately sealing Iraq’s borders with Syria and Iran. 


The Muslim regimes in the Middle East knew that America’s efforts in Iraq would 
fail for two primary reasons.  First, the predictable and inevitable Sunni-Shia civil 
war negates any attempts to solidify a democratic government. Secondly, the 
ruling Sunni monarchies do not want and will not permit the U.S. to succeed. The 
creation of a Shia-led Iraqi oil state allied with Iran is a clear and present threat to 
the oil producing Sunni nations such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, and the 
United Arab Emirates.  The American leadership failed to accept the realities of 
the age-old Sunni-Shia intra-national and international conflicts.  Sectarian 
opposition and regional national security issues were bound to force Iraq’s Sunni 
neighbors to clandestinely intervene and thwart U.S. efforts in Iraq.   


Michael Scheuer documents the fact that, since the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, 
Arab nations of the Middle East have teamed to fuel the insurgency in Iraq by 
releasing thousands of Islamists from their prisons between November 2003 and 
February 2007.  The many examples Scheuer provides include: 


 November 2003: Yemen released 92 suspected al Qaeda members 
from its prisons. 
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 January 2005:  Algeria freed 5,065 prisoners, many of whom are al 
Qaeda members. 


 November 2005: Morocco released 164 Islamist prisoners. 


 November 2005:  Saudi Arabia freed 400 “reformed” Islamists. 


 February – March 2006: Algeria pardoned or reduced sentences for 
3,000 convicted, suspected terrorists. 


 May 2006: Kuwait released five of their nationals who had been held at 
Guantanamo Bay for raising money for al Qaeda. 


 July 2006:  The Saudis announced that seven Islamist prisoners were 
“missing” from a Riyadh prison.6 


Donald Rumsfeld and other leaders believed that invading Iraq would be a simple 
task given U.S. weapons’ superiority and technological advantages at all levels.  
Our leaders spent more than a year announcing its intention to invade Iraq and 
preparing to do the same. Scheuer questions why no one within our civilian or 
military leadership suspected that Saddam Hussein would use those twelve 
months to prepare for a prolonged guerilla war. He asks why our generals 
permitted the greatest military force in the world to be severely handicapped by 
deploying a mere 140,000 troops – the majority of whom were not combat, but 
combat support and combat service support soldiers – to conquer, stabilize, and 
secure a territory as big as the state of California.  Did Rumsfeld actually believe 
that an Iraqi population of nearly twenty-three million could be secured and 
stabilized by a mere coalition force of 140,000?  That equates to 164 coalition 
soldiers controlling one million Iraqi citizens.  Furthermore, how could our general 
officers – War College and advanced degree graduates – not imagine that 
porous borders among Iraq, Iran, Syria, Jordan, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia would 
permit insurgents to bring warriors, supplies, arms and ammunitions into Iraq? 
How could they have missed this glaring reality?  Scheuer believes they did not 
miss it; they simply agreed to ignore it, to the detriment of the American 
servicemen and women whom they sent into harm’s way. 


To this day, the United States blames the Iraqis for failing to cement a truly 
democratic government.  The Americans, who invaded and forced its political 
model on a society ill-experienced to understand, let alone adopt it, exhibited a 
huge level of ignorance and arrogance.  It took our nation more than two hundred 
years to hone our democratic republic to the point of stability and we are still 
working to perfect it.  Is it fair that we would expect a culture so totally foreign to 
the American democratic ways to perfect the process in five years?  Ten years? 
Twenty years?  According to Scheuer, any politician or general officer who 
                                                             


6 Ibid. pages 134-135. 
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possesses even a modicum of respect for the evolution and success of the 
American form of government and way of life, the hardships endured and the 
great achievements accomplished, could never in their right mind expect a nation 
like Iraq to both embrace and perfect our form of government in a mere handful 
of years.  


 


DEALING WITH REALITY 


For more than a decade, the Islamists have announced their indictments against 
the United States.  These indictments have fallen upon deaf political ears.  They 
have not been shared with the American citizenry at large.  Scheuer believes that 
failure to acknowledge the enemy’s expressed purposes for waging war is to fight 
this war blinded by reality. For more than ten years, Osama bin Laden’s globally-
embraced indictment against the United States has remained unchanged, exact 
and consistent: 


 The U.S. military and its civilians must vacate the Arabian Peninsula 


 The U.S. must cease its unconditional support for Israel 


 The U.S. must cease allying with states that suppress their Muslim 
populations, such as Russia, China, and India 


 The U.S. must end its exploitation of Muslim oil and the suppression of 
the price of oil 


 The U.S. military must cease its occupation of Muslim lands such as 
Afghanistan and Iraq. 


 The U.S. must end its support, protection and funding of Arab police 
states such as Saudi Arabia.7 


Osama bin Laden has no problem building a case to persuade Muslims that by 
refusing to change its foreign policy, America seeks to subvert Islam and its 
followers.  Scheuer says that as long as the United States refuses to 
acknowledge al Qaeda’s indictment, more and more Muslims will be recruited 
into the ranks of Islamists, resulting in a stronger adversary and a vulnerable 
America in denial. 


Proof that the United States is being attacked not for how it thinks and lives but 
for its perpetuation of a foreign policy that breeds contempt and presents a 
double standard to much of the Arab and Muslim world can be seen in polls 


                                                             


7 Ibid. page 150. 
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taken by reliable and credible organizations such as Pew, Gallup, BBC, and 
Zogby.8  Great majorities of people in Muslim countries have expressed 
consistent opinions in these polls for more than fifteen years. Sixty to ninety 
percent express hatred for the same U.S. and Western policies that Osama and 
other Islamists tag as attacks against Islam.  A University of Maryland poll, 
conducted in 2007, shows that eighty percent of Muslims globally agree with bin 
Laden that America is hostile to or an enemy of Islam.  Yet sizable majorities in 
these same countries say that they admire and respect Americans for their 
political and social equality, generosity after disasters, and their ability to find 
work and provide good health care and education for their children.9 


Osama bin Laden enjoys increasing success in growing the Islamist resistance to 
the United States.  He credibly justifies actions against America as a defensive 
jihad that, based upon guidance in the Koran, morally obligates Muslims to 
participate.  Another important contributor to bin Laden’s increasing popularity is 
the discrediting of the leading Muslim clerics within Arab governments who are 
bought and paid for, in a carrot and stick manner, by the rulers whom they serve.  
In countries such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Egypt and the United Arab 
Emirates, clerics who can find Koranic justifications for the oppressive policies 
and acts of the ruling class are rewarded - those who do not suffer the 
consequences.  Osama has to a large extent exposed the hypocrisy of these 
“bought and paid for” blasphemers of Islam.  Bin Laden tells Muslims not to 
follow the mandates of corrupt imams, but to decide for themselves how to best 
protect and foster their religion, beliefs and desired ways of life. 


Scheuer maintains that, in effect, bin Laden is simply demanding that Muslims be 
granted the same inalienable rights that our own Thomas Jefferson referred to in 
the Declaration of Independence:  life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness, all of 
which include freedom from the rule of oppressive and corrupt monarchies and 
foreign intervention in Muslim lands.  The West remains in denial and appears to 
be insensitive to a Muslim world that increasingly sees itself not as a 
conglomeration of nation states but as the “ummah” or community of united 
believers as demanded by Allah and espoused by the Prophet Muhammad.  


 


MORE TROUBLED SPOTS AHEAD 


Scheuer identifies what he terms the “six most worrisome sites”10 guaranteed to 
cause more Islamist and economic problems for America. 


                                                             


8 Ibid. page 155. 


9 Ibid. page 155. 


10 Ibid. page 168. 
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 The North Caucasus in Russia:  Increasing Islamist militancy and 
regional insecurity, coupled with Washington and Moscow’s inability to 
fully secure the former Soviet Union’s nuclear arsenal, present a clear 
and present danger to U.S. and global security as al Qaeda continues 
to vie for possession and employment of these weapons of mass 
destruction.  Additionally, as the Islamist gain more control in this 
region, they will come to own the increasingly valuable natural gas and 
oil reserves. 


 Bangladesh: The world’s third most populous Muslim nation with 
approximately 150 million inhabitants. More than 80% of the country is 
Muslim. The tempo of Islamist activity has increased immeasurably in 
the last five years.  Prime Minister Begum Khaleda Zia can do little to 
stop the rise of Islamist extremism in the country because her political 
future is tied to Islamist support.  Many Taliban fighters fled to 
Bangladesh after the 2001 U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan.  Along 
with the Bangladeshi Islamists, they are growing the insurgency and 
are increasing support for the cause of al Qaeda. 


 Nigeria: Inhabited by more than 70 million Muslims – more than exist in 
Egypt.  Militant Islam has grown considerably in Nigeria ever since the 
Muslim provinces in the north began ruling according to Islamic sharia 
law in 1999.  The violence between Christians and Muslims has 
escalated to brutal proportions.  Nigeria boasts the largest energy 
industry on the continent of Africa.  It is currently the fifth largest oil 
exporter to the United States and is predicted to supply the U.S. with 
25% of its needed fossil fuel by the year 2012. 


 Thailand: For more than half a century, the southern provinces of 
Thailand remain predominantly Muslim.  The Buddhist ruling class in 
the capital city of Bangkok continues to discriminate against the 
Muslim region economically and socially. Resentment has festered for 
decades and periodic spurts of rebellion and armed Muslim resistance 
are not uncommon.  In 2005, martial law was declared within the 
southern provinces and Thai forces were given a free hand to deal with 
the Muslim insurgents and local populations.  As casualties bled into 
the thousands, a military coup installed a Muslim general as 
commander of Thai ground forces.  Washington is treaty-bound to 
protect the sovereignty of the Thai government.  If the insurgency 
reaches threatening proportions, America may have to assist militarily. 


 Somalia: An overwhelmingly Muslim country of no particular strategic 
importance to the United States.  This war-torn country on the horn of 
Africa is characterized by anarchy, tribal warfare, poverty and 
starvation.  It was the sight of America’s brief and once again 
indecisive military action followed by a hasty and humiliating 
withdrawal in 1992.  Somali Islamists fought the tribal war lords in an 
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attempt to bring rule of law back to the country and appeared to be 
gaining success in mid-2006.  The Islamists installed sharia law, 
bringing stability to the ravaged nation for the first time since 1991.  
Ignoring increasing stability in a nation that is of little value to the U.S., 
Washington supported a December 2004 invasion of Somalia by 
Ethiopia. The Ethiopians easily defeated the existing government’s 
forces and installed its own leadership.  At present, Somali Islamists 
are angered at America’s support for the Ethiopian invasion.  Distrust 
of the United States within the horn of Africa is at an all time high, 
making it more difficult for the U.S. to quell the rise of Islamism in that 
region, once again giving the perceived moral advantage to the likes of 
Osama bin Laden. 


 Europe: With the rise of the European Community (EU), Europeans 
have renounced nationalism in favor of a bureaucratic super authority 
that, as then-cardinal Joseph Ratzinger (now Pope Benedict XVI) 
observed, is consciously severing “its own historical roots depriving 
itself of the regenerated forces from which it sprang, from the 
fundamental memory of humanity, so to speak, without which reason 
loses its orientation.”11  Much to the joy of the Western Islamist 
movement, Europeans appear to have abandoned tradition, faith, and 
nation and replaced them with appeasing multiculturalism.  Whereas 
Europeans embrace zero population growth, European Muslims 
continue to foster large families.  The Islamists have time, 
demographics, and an appeasing, clueless European leadership on 
their side.  As time and demographics transform Europe into a Muslim 
state, the U.S. can do little more than wait and watch. 


 


WHERE AMERICA STANDS TODAY 


Scheuer contends that America’s leadership continues to ignore the lessons of 
history. It does not share the true consternation of its Islamist enemies with its 
citizens.  America’s leaders are content to lie to its people about the enemy’s 
growing numbers, motivations, and hostile capabilities.  The United States – 
seven years plus after 9-11- still has no public information or diplomacy 
campaign capable of winning the minds and hearts of Muslims world-wide.  
Islamist warriors, taking their lead from and inspired by Osama bin Laden and his 
al Qaeda organization, conduct an ever-widening, global insurgency against the 
United States. The war goals espoused by Osama bin Laden are slowly but 
certainly being accomplished throughout the many regions within which 
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America’s might and resources are committed and now stretched to the breaking 
point:   


 Cause the United States to over commit its military combat and 
intelligence community resources. 


 Slowly but surely bleed the United States into bankruptcy from the 
costs of maintaining its war tempo and the lavish bribes it must pay to 
maintain its allies in the war on terror. 


 Erode the combat effectiveness and morale of America’s military by 
forcing the same soldiers back into combat zones for a fifth, sixth, and 
seventh tours of hazardous duty. 


Scheuer believes the United States is operating globally under a dangerously 
false assumption that it can continue its offensive military operations limitlessly.  
This is simply not the case. Our military is currently stretched to the breaking 
point.  The perceived or real need to invade and fight in yet another country such 
as Iran is simply not possible when one matches America’s non-committed 
military numbers to those of our potential adversaries.  


Experts say that waging a successful counterinsurgency campaign requires ten 
counterinsurgent fighters to every one insurgent adversary.  Even with the 
reintroduction of conscription, the U.S. could not muster the numbers necessary 
to defeat an Islamist enemy that could potentially, if left unabated, number into 
the hundreds of millions.  America’s population currently hovers at around 300 
million.  The Muslim world outnumbers Americans by almost five to one; there 
are roughly 1.4 billion Muslims in the world today.  The United States would be 
hard pressed to defend against these numbers let alone remain on the global 
offensive. 


Our Islamist enemies are well-dispersed to every corner of the globe.  Sunni 
militants can strike U.S. citizens or assets at any time from almost anywhere on 
Earth. Utilizing rudimentary weapons, communications, and improvised explosive 
devices, determined Islamists literally have the most technologically advanced 
military the world has ever seen pinned down in both Afghanistan and Iraq. 


Sadly, America cannot seem to win any conflict it begins, whether against a weak 
enemy such as Haiti, or a strong one such as the Taliban.  Michael Scheuer 
sadly offers a paraphrase of Caesar’s famous words as an appropriate motto for 
today’s U.S. military: “We came, we saw, we claimed to conquer, and we left 
defeated with the enemy in tact and reinvigorated.”12 


                                                             


12 Ibid. page 192. 
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Through our military actions in both Afghanistan and Iraq, the United States 
proved to our adversaries that its unmatched speed and agility in mobilizing and 
deploying its sophisticated armed forces is ultimately negated by its leadership’s 
indecisiveness, lack of definable and achievable military objectives, and refusal 
to commit its forces to total victory.  


In the hearts and minds of al Qaeda, the United States posses no viable threat to 
its ultimate Islamist objectives. America has too few combat troops, to many rules 
of engagement for its soldiers, a lack of boldness on the battlefield, and no 
credible enemy body count that inhibits or intimidates its foes. 


Al Qaeda seeks to separate the United States from its coalition allies.  To some 
extent, it appears to be succeeding.  Bin Laden and his number one, al-Zawahiri, 
identified twenty-three countries by name that allied with the U.S. in Afghanistan, 
Iraq, or both nations. They vowed to attack in each country.  As of the 2008 
writing of Scheuer’s book, al Qaeda had made good on its threats in all twenty-
three. The pro-U.S. government of Spain’s Prime Minister Jose Aznar suffered 
an election defeat weeks after al Qaeda bombed Madrid’s Atocha train station.  
Spain has since withdrawn its forces from Iraq. In 2006, pro-American Italian 
Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi was narrowly defeated by the new Prime 
Minister Romano Prodi who kept his promise to the voters and withdrew Italian 
troop from Iraq in 2006.  British Prime Minister, and George Bush’s staunch ally, 
Tony Blair was forced to announce that he was stepping down far sooner than he 
had intended due to public anti-American sentiment and resulting political 
pressures. 


HOW TO PROCEED? 


According to Michael Scheuer, the way out of our current predicament requires 
our civilian and military leaders to take both a realistic and honest approach.  
First, our leaders must admit that we have been bested by Osama bin Laden.  
He is winning the information war, the publicity campaign, and the battle for the 
minds and hearts of Muslims. Bin Laden has remained on message and on 
target for more than a decade, utilizing Al Jazeera and Al Arabiyah television and 
the Internet with unrelenting consistency and effect.  America must align its 
foreign policy to be one of fairness and equity, free from the support of and 
alliance with corrupt, tyrannical Arab monarchies. 


“The need to correct American misperceptions of what motivates our Islamist 
foes is obvious, mandatory, and easy to carry out; our elites must simply stop 
lying and tell the truth.  The hatred being generated by Guantanamo Bay, 
rendition, the killing of Iraqi and Afghan civilians, moreover, is an unavoidable 
price of fighting a war against a non-uniformed, nonstarter actor . . .but we need 
to be mindful that their cost is more than mere public relations fallout; that hatred 
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for Americans as well as their government is growing in the Muslim world, and 
the solution to this problem lies in winning – and winning soon.”13 


Scheuer proposes that there needs to be substantive changes in U.S. foreign 
policy that bring our nation back to an honored position in this world.  These 
foreign policy changes must put the national security needs of the United States 
above all else. Our level of military power must be increased massively.  Our 
increased military power in numbers of boots to ready to deploy anywhere in the 
world must be used decisively destroy any and all of America’s sworn enemies.  
Our wars must be fought with definable and achievable military objectives, 
ruthless force, and with a commitment to total and unconditional victory. We must 
cease sacrificing the lives and limbs of our brave men and women for wars that 
we know we cannot or will not commit to winning. 


He demands that the borders of our nation be guarded and protected by the 
United States Army and Marines.  He calls upon the state governors to exert their 
control over military units that fall under their jurisdiction, refusing to relinquish 
control of them to the federal government without justifiable cause and 
discernable, achievable objectives. Scheuer states that we must mount a 
national effort to be energy self-sufficient – an effort that makes Operation 
Manhattan pale in comparison. Finally, Michael Scheuer believes that our nation 
should realign its foreign policy in accordance with the intentions of our founding 
fathers: “noninterventionist, commerce-oriented, non-ideological, focused on 
genuine life and death national interests, and under girded by an inflexible bias 
toward neutrality in other peoples’ wars.”14 


 


 


                                                             


13 Ibid. page 208. 


14 Ibid. page 263. 
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Russian TV, France24, C-SPAN, al Jazeera and many more. He is a professor at Florida Atlantic 
University and at the National Defense University.4 


INTRODUCTION 


Walid Phares tells his readers that the United States, as well as the West at large, 
failed, pre-9/11, to acknowledge that an ideological war was being waged against free 
and democratic nation states. Jihadists and other dangerous radical elements rose to 
power in the Middle East, apparently under Western radar, and struck at the heart of the 
free, international community before it knew what was happening to it. 


In this new millennium, should the free world refuse to recognize and take on the 
mounting world-wide terrorist threat, or fail to confront it in a proper and effective 
manner, then the Islamist threat will become further entrenched, more drawn out and 
widespread. Civilized societies cannot and will not survive by living in denial. They must 
recognize and confront any and all hazards to their individual freedoms and collective 
rights. 


Today’s jihadists and their supporters are motivated by a completely radical ideology 
and an endless resolve to absolutely destroy all those who will not conform to their 
religious beliefs. There exists today much confusion and dispute as to how to best deal 
with the global jihadist threat. 


 


CHAPTER 1: REDEFINING THE WAR 


With respect to how global war against Jihadism can be won, two schools of thought 
exist. One is that the war must be fought and won without stating specifically how this 
objective can be accomplished.  The other maintains that the free world was wrong to 
take on the enemy in the first place especially since the opponent has been made 
stronger as a result of the confrontation and associated publicity. The free world is in the 
midst of a critical stage in its survival.  The author believes that we must commit to the 
defeat of the Jihadists or accept the Jihadists’ destruction of democracy. 


Victory over the Jihadists demands the universal acceptance of a common definition of 
the threat.  The conflict must be framed in quantifiable terms if the enemy is to be 
effectively isolated and eradicated.  The Jihadists understand this need to quantify and 
demonize the enemy. They do it well.  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Ibid. 
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Islamist Jihadists employ two tactics that enable them to achieve varying degrees of 
success: they frame the conflict in understandable terms and demonize the opposition. 
The conflict must be outlined in a manner that makes demonization palatable to the 
target population. The Jihadists have successfully used and manipulated the wheels of 
democracy – free media, political process, academia, the intelligentsia and vast sums of 
money – to demonize the United States and the Western world at large. History shows 
us that once a government or country is successfully branded by its opposition, it is 
extremely difficult, if not impossible, for that government to maintain the support of the 
international community, mount coalitions, or sustain the trust and confidence of the 
general public. 


Successful branding of the United States by the Jihadists occurred almost overnight 
after the events of 9/11.  America was accused of having invited the attacks with its 
military presence in Saudi Arabia, its support of the Israelis during the Arab-Israeli 
conflicts, its use of the word “crusade,” and its sanctions against Iraq. 


The Jihadists manipulate propaganda aimed at convincing the global public that they 
(the Jihadists) pose no threat to freedom and democratic process.  Jihadists brand the 
concept of an Islamist global threat as paranoid and delusional. Western corporations 
and Zionist lobbyists are made out to be the perpetrators of these Jihadist conspiracy 
theories. Where the Jihadists have executed a brilliant psychological warfare campaign 
is in convincing much of the general public that there is absolutely no conflict between 
them and the free world. Jihadists work tirelessly to convince Westerners that there 
simply is no war at all. 


The Jihadists proclaim that America’s foreign policy in the Middle East is invasive, 
hegemonic and Israeli-leaning rather than democratic in its vision and objectives.  Walid 
Phares says that the facts simply do not support such claims. For instance, the Jihadists 
claim that America’s support of Israel is everlasting and unconditional. Historical records 
prove otherwise. In the 1990s the U.S. sold advanced military systems to Arab states, 
ignoring the objections of the Israeli government. Jihadists state that the presence of 
American troops on Muslim soil – primarily in Saudi Arabia – demonstrates U.S. 
hegemony in the region. The reality of the situation is that the United States was asked 
to bring their troops onto Middle Eastern soil by the Arab Muslim governments in need 
of protection against the aggression of their fellow Muslims; namely, Saddam Hussein. 


Our author says that we must define the war we are fighting and accept the fact that this 
war is: 


 ■ Waged by the global Jihadists. 


 ■ Targeted at civilian societies and human rights around the world. 
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 ■ Aimed at world domination. 


 ■ Threatening international security and peace.5 


 


CHAPTER 2: WESTERN RETHINKING 


Walid Phares believes that the West has to adopt new intellectual approaches to the 
conflict against international terrorism. Misconceptions embraced by Westerners play 
into the hands of Jihadist propaganda machine and must be articulated and 
subsequently dismissed from the minds of the general public: 


■ Jihadists are basically uneducated and come from poor, underprivileged 
backgrounds: Some do, but far too many do not. The men who bombed the 
subway in London and the trains in Spain came from comfortable, middle  class 
families. Those who flew the planes on 9/11 mostly hailed from middle and upper 
middle class families and were extremely well-educated.  The primary influence 
on these well-to-do young men, turning them to Islamist extremism, is the  radical 
preaching of their Muslim clerics. 


 ■ Jihadists are mainly funded by common, everyday Muslims from all over the 
 world who are anti-Western, anti-Judeo and anti-Christian: Not so.  Nearly nine- 
 tenths of all Jihadist funding comes from the rulers of the oil rich regimes in 
 the Middle East.  


 ■ Jihadists turn to violent Islamist extremism because of their hopeless, socio-
 economic condition: Although this may be true for some, scientific studies and 
 research show that the primary impetus turning young men to Jihad is radical 
 teaching and preaching in schools and mosques.  


 ■ Jihadists seek a better quality of life for the Muslim peoples of the world:  Not 
 really.  The Jihadists do not strive to establish social justice or economic parity 
 with the modern world.  They do not fight for any redistribution of wealth or 
 universal health care or human rights.  They struggle for the purely ideological 
 objectives of radical Islam.  


“. . .the West and the Free World in general must rethink their understanding of the 
Jihadi conflict with democracy. This is not a struggle of the poor against the rich, but a 
war by a form of totalitarianism against all free people, a war to empower an ideological 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Ibid, page 27. 
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elite who would rule all strata of society according to a so-called divine model defined by 
them.”6 


AL harb al Islam means war against Islam. It has been the Jihadist battle cry throughout 
the Middle East, aimed at the West and fueled since 9/11 by radical, Islamist Arab 
media such as al Jazeera television. The Jihadists seek to convince Muslims that the 
West has declared war against the religion of Islam and their God, Allah. The 
manipulation of Muslim minds by the Jihadists is brilliant. It permits them to conduct 
terror attacks and seek increasing, global support for those attacks by accusing the 
West of trying to destroy Islam. To a large extent, the Jihadists have been very 
successful, as they continue to recruit followers in India, Russia, Africa, Europe and 
even within the United States. 


Islamist forces throughout the world are well-funded, supported by the global, Islamist 
media and gaining strength.   


Walid tell his readers that the third War of Ideas, which began shortly after 9/11, is being 
won by the Islamists because they have been able to thwart the spread of any real 
freedom or democracy in both Iraq and Afghanistan.  Westerners – even with the best 
of intentions – have been proven to be incapable of achieving their democratic 
objectives in the Middle East and Central Asia. The Jihadists can win simply by insuring 
that their American adversaries do not. 


 


CHAPTER 3: CULTURAL REVOLUTION IN THE WEST 


Walid Phares maintains that the critical element that is missing in this War on Terror is 
common knowledge among the citizenry and the subsequent, necessary public action 
that must follow. He says that the American public, prior to 9/11 and through present 
day, has been denied the truth by its government and has been intentionally kept in the 
dark. Our author believes that it is time for the masses to instigate a political revolution 
in America, lest common ignorance strengthen the Jihadist effort and lead to our 
ultimate defeat.  Walid Phares offers the following: 


 ■ Americans must elect legislators at all levels of government who truly 
 understand the roots, goals and methods of the Jihadists and how democracies 
 can best combat and ultimately defeat them. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Ibid, page 33. 
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 ■ To win this ongoing War of Ideas citizens, must develop a new political culture 
 in which Americans demand that their government spread freedom to other 
 parts of the world not as a political handiness but as a core value of democracy. 


 ■ Americans must demand that laws are passed which counter Jihadism. Laws 
 must criminalize terrorist beliefs in order to rally everyday citizens to participate in 
 the fight and their own defense against the Islamist ideology. 


 ■ Laws must support freedom of religion but make a clear distinction between 
 a religion and an ideology that seeks to subjugate the religions of others. 


■ American education must be jilted back onto the glide path of reality. To date, it 
has been corrupted and skewed by the influence purchased by millions upon 
millions of Islamist petro dollars pouring into American colleges and universities 
from coast to coast since the 1970s. 


 ■ Americans must demand a more balanced, educated, responsible and 
 enlightened media. The Jihadists, capitalizing upon the political correctness and 
 social sensitivities of the West, continue to successfully frame the issues of our 
 day in ways that postpone and often obstruct the advance of freedom and 
 democracy throughout the world. 


Walid Phares maintains that the West is in need of an intellectual revolution capable of 
re-grounding its citizenry to reality.  It is only when the public is aware of the truth 
behind the ongoing War of Ideas that it will become capable of credibly mounting a 
defense against Jihadism and its cause of global, Islamist domination and subjugation. 


 


CHAPTER 4: ECONOMIC REVOLUTION 


Citizens of liberal democracies are often told by their leaders that fighting against 
terrorism or oppressive regimes and ideologies will result in negative economic and 
international consequences. As a result, the West often refuses to put an end to social 
injustice, murder, and even genocide.: 


 ■ Sudan in the 1990s: Even though more than one million people had been 
 murdered by the Islamist regime there, the West refused to intervene to stop the 
 genocide. 


 ■ Syria in 1990:  Syrian forces invaded Lebanon.  They decimated the Lebanese 
 government and subsequently jailed and tortured thousands of Lebanese 
 citizens. The West did nothing. 
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 ■ Afghanistan in 1996:  The Taliban seized power and put an end to all political 
 opposition.  It did away with freedom of religion and totally suppressed women in 
 Afghan society.  The West took no action. Two years later, from its bases in 
 Afghanistan, al Qaeda launched successful attacks against American 
 embassies in Africa. The Clinton administration wanted to take retributive 
 actions against al Qaeda in Afghanistan. Pressure from the oil-rich nations of the 
 Middle East  advised  the  Clinton  administration that  to  intervene would be 
 economically unwise for the United States. The U.S. took no action. 


The academic community and private sector lobbyists argue that if Washington clamps 
down on the Jihadists, there will be a huge economic and political price to pay.  These 
groups maintain that if the United States chooses to confront the Jihadists in the 
ongoing War of Ideas, that the oil-rich Arab states will initiate another petroleum boycott, 
sell their products to China, purchase Russian weapons and even move to convert their 
dollars to Euros. These threats loom large within our capitalist society.  


Walid calls the power that oil-rich Islamist regimes hold over the West “Petro-Jihadism”. 
The controlling, Arab regimes of the Middle East wage economic warfare against the 
West through Economic Jihadi Imperialism (EJI).  Led by the Wahabi power circles of 
Saudi Arabia and Qatar, and the major Shia oil exporter, Iran, power is gained and 
maintained over Western markets. Energy–producing regimes that support EJI include 
Sudan, Libya, Indonesia, Malaysia, Algeria, and the United Arab Emirates.  


Millions upon millions of petrodollars were lavished upon avaricious American college 
and university campuses by the wealthy, Wahabi Arab regimes during the latter part of 
the twentieth century. These grant monies were provided to encourage the teaching of 
Islamic and Middle East studies and history with the single objective of producing U.S. 
college graduates sympathetic to the Arab regimes and extremist, religious attitudes. 


Walid Phares says that “if the intellectual, mental, cultural, ideological and political 
conditions for an uprising against the plague of petrodollars are mustered”7 that the 
following economic measures would have to be taken to insure a modicum of success: 


 ■ The United States government, in cooperation with the private sector and 
 academia, would have to control and curb the influence of Middle Eastern 
 petrodollars and the influence they purchase.  This would mean turning down 
 Arab donations to American colleges and universities, libraries, the media, and 
 governmental education organizations. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 Ibid, page 70. 
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 ■ The United States government, in cooperation with the private sector, would 
 have to branch out with respect to its oil exporting partners. The U.S. would 
 have to wean itself from the oil of warring and religiously ideological nation states 
 such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Qatar, and work to make up the differences 
 with oil imports from Russia, Canada, Nigeria and other oil-exporting nations 
 that do not tie ideological agendas to their exports. 


 ■ The West would have to accumulate such a vast oil reserve that it could never 
 effectively be threatened by a Jihadist boycott from Middle Eastern, oil-exporting 
 nations. 


 ■ The United States, in cooperation with the European Union, must engage in  
 counter-Jihadist negotiations and strategies with Russia, China, India, Japan and 
 Brazil – the larger industrial global powers – to restrain Middle Eastern oil 
 imperialism. 


 ■ The United States, along with its economic allies, must endeavor to bolster the 
 minority groups within the oil exporting, Arab regimes, assisting them to gain 
 control of their national resources and effect a more equitable distribution of 
 national wealth among the Arab citizens of the Middle East, oil-rich nations. 


 ■ United States, along with its economic allies, must attempt to pressure the oil 
 monarchies to distribute and share their national oil wealth more equitably with 
 their citizens.  A program of nation royalties, fairly paid to all  recognized citizens, 
 would serve to insure public oversight over oil exports and any ideological 
 mandates that otherwise would accompany international petroleum sales. 


 ■ The free world should demand that the Jihadi, oil-exporting regimes re-channel 
 their investments from ideology and Islamist warfare to humanitarian assistance 
 for the suffering peoples of their own region.  


 


CHAPTER 5: DIPLOMATIC REVOLUTION 


For many decades the peoples of the Middle Eastern, Arab monarchies have been 
denied freedom of choice and expression, restrained and controlled by Islamist 
ideologies and oppressive governments. Our author maintains that the great moral clout 
and astounding resources of the United States could and should have played a pivotal 
role in containing the growth and expansion of global Jihadi terror, but the United States 
failed to rise to the occasion and confront the challenge.  The United States disregarded 
its need to contain the spread of Islamist extremism in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. Its 
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main failing was that it was so obsessed and occupied with the defeat of the former 
Soviet Union and with the free flow of affordable, Middle East petroleum that it 
neglected to predict and circumvent the rise and spread of anti-Western, Jihadi 
terrorism. It was only after the 9/11 attacks that America was forced into a defensive, 
anti-Jihadist stance. 


Europe also failed to recognize and outwit the rise of Jihadism. Political correctness, 
coupled with blatant kowtowing to all things Islamic, resulted in the ability of Jihadism to 
cripple the capability of European governments to preemptively respond to the Islamist 
threats. “. . .When al Qaeda and other Jihadists attacked Madrid and London and 
committed violence in the Netherlands, France, and elsewhere in Europe, the 
continent’s elites had a hard time accepting the fact that the terrorists were emboldened 
by the spread of their doctrines and the weaknesses of the European foreign policies 
toward them.”8 Such power was wielded by the Arab League and the Organization of 
Muslim States that their support and export of Jihadism effectively encountered no 
opposition during the latter part of the twentieth century. The ideology and politics of 
Jihadism, nurtured by the Saudis, Egyptians, Taliban, Sudanese, Libyans, Qataris, 
Pakistanis and Malaysians have spread and taken root in Jordan, the United Arab 
Emirates, Morocco, Bangladesh, Senegal, Lebanon, Kuwait, Turkey and many 
countries within Central Asia. 


As within other regions of the free world, the Jihadi propaganda machine seeks to deny 
Westerners – and especially Americans - the ability to recognize the truth and danger 
behind Jihadi ideology and radical ambitions.  


Walid Phares tells his readers that if the United States is to successfully revamp its 
strategic policies for the extended fight against global Jihadism, it must take several 
steps sooner rather than later. In particular, the United States must: 


 ■ Revamp the State Department’s U.S. Foreign Service Corps.  Train, develop 
 and maintain an elite corps of Foreign Service Officers who speak Arabic and 
 Farsi, who understand the Arab world and the Muslim religion and its competing 
 sects, and cultures.  


■ Work within the presidential administration and Congress to establish 
consistent and definable foreign policy that equitably supports and promotes 
human rights and self-government while confronting oppressive regimes and 
ideologies that pose a danger to the tranquility, independence and rule of 
international law.   


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Ibid, page 83. 
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■ A solid alliance with the United Kingdom and France is needed to combat 
terrorism and the spread of Jihadism. The alliance of the Americans, French and 
British remains essential to the defense of Europe against Islamist  ideology. 
This alliance, focused to bolster the Spanish and Italian resolve to fight Jihadism, 
would put Europe on a collective path to unshackle the European  continent 
from the slow erosion of its democratic processes at the hands of the Jihadis. 


 ■ Leverage the new and energized American-European, anti-Jihadist alliance to 
 invigorate and strengthen the anti-Jihadi resolve of Canada, Australia, and New 
 Zealand. 


 ■ Work closely and effectively with the Russian Federation to form an effective, 
 anti-Jihadi alliance.  Islamists have been working for decades to establish pieces 
 of the global Caliphate-to-be within the vast regions of the Russian Federation. 
 By joining forces in a fight for mutual survival against the Jihadists, America and 
 Russia could win half of the War on Terror by themselves. 


 ■ Support anti-terror efforts in India and Pakistan in Central Asia, motivated by a 
 common, anti-Jihadi cause. To counter the spread of Islamism in Africa –  and 
 especially from radical movements in Sudan – Americans and Russians could 
 assist Jihadi resistance in  Ethiopia, Eritrea, Somalia, Chad, Kenya and the 
 Central African Republic. 


“Finally, this projected diplomatic revolution would have a direct effect on the behavior 
of the United Nations. For when permanent members of the Security Council, on one 
hand, and a majority of the members of the General Assembly on the other, produce a 
consensus on containing Jihadi terrorism and assisting victims everywhere, the 
confrontation will become a downhill battle.”9 


 


CHAPTER 6: REVOLUTION IN THE ARAB MUSLIM WORLD 


Walid Phares defines the turbulent, geopolitical landscape of the Middle East as 
follows:10  


 ■ Morocco, Jordan, Oman, Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates: non-warring 
 nation states and constitutional monarchies that are slowly becoming more liberal 
 with respect to the rights afforded their citizens. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 Ibid, page 98. 


10 Ibid, page 100. 
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 ■ Egypt, Yemen, Algeria, Mauritania and Tunisia: nation states in very sluggish 
 transition from authoritarian states to pluralistic ones. 


 ■ Libya and Syria: mega-nationalist, socialist nation states dominated by 
 dictatorial regimes. 


 ■ Saudi Arabia: an absolute monarchy. 


 ■ Iran: a totalitarian, Khumeinist Islamic republic. 


 ■ Sudan: an Islamist republic torn by human rights abuses at the hands of its 
 dominant, Arab-Jihadist regime. 


 ■ Somalia: a government in transition, battling to survive a Jihadist takeover bid.  


 ■ Afghanistan: a democratic government made up of multiple, Islamic 
 groups, still challenged for power by the Taliban. 


 ■ Iraq: a constitutional government torn apart by continuous conflicts among the 
 pro-Iranian Shia Muslims, the Sunni Muslims, the Kurds, and others. 


 ■ Qatar: a constitutional monarchy and home of the extremely influential, pro-
 Jihadist television network, al Jazeera. 


 ■ Lebanon: a democratic government that is plagued with sectarian violence 
 and the active presence of Hezbollah. 


 ■ Pakistan: a major player in the Middle East although not a Middle Eastern 
 nation; a nuclear power whose democratic elections are heavily influenced by its 
 military. 


 ■ Cyprus: still partitioned between the Turks in the north and the Greeks in the 
 south. 


 ■ Israel and the Palestinians: yet to resolve their ethnic and territorial 
 disputes despite their agreement to a peace process more than a decade and a 
 half ago. 


This “Middle Earth” region (as Phares refers to it) has been characterized for centuries 
by radical, religious ideologies, sectarian violence, poverty, dictatorial governments, 
subjugation of women, and genocide.  It remains that way today.  Whereas many 
nations in the twenty-first century are transitioning from authoritarian to democratic-style 
governments – especially in the former Soviet bloc nations of Eastern Europe, Latin 
America and vast sections of Asia – Middle Earth languishes in despair and repression. 
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Throughout the twentieth century and into the twenty-first, social progress has been 
stifled in the Middle East and neighboring Central Asian countries by firmly-rooted 
ideologies that place the wants and needs of the ruling and religious classes above 
those of their citizens.  The Western demand for oil from the region continues to draw 
accusations in the War of Ideas that oppressive governments will continually be 
supported by and allied with the United States as long as the oil keeps flowing 
westward. 


Walid Phares tells us that, all-too-often, the Jihadists, through use of the Internet and 
radical media such as al Jazeera, take it upon themselves to speak for the Arab and 
Muslim peoples.  For example, the myths that Arabs and Muslims do not want 
democratic forms of government and that democracy is incompatible with Islam are 
fueled by the Jihadists who have constructed many global platforms from which to 
speak as the voice of all Arabs and Muslims.  In the War of Ideas, many lobbyists and 
politicians in the West succumb to the propaganda and echo it when attempting to 
influence U.S. foreign policy in the region. 


Since 2001, the freedom of the Internet has done much to spark political change in the 
Middle Earth region. It provides a venue for free willed persons to verbally combat 
Jihadist rhetoric. Through use the Internet and related technologies as adeptly as the 
Islamists, the anti-Jihadist Arabs and Muslims are gaining ground in the War of Ideas 
and becoming credible players in the arena of global politics. 


Phares says that the “the genie of freedom has gotten out of the bottle and it is going to 
be difficult for the authoritarian and ideological order to suppress it.”11 He believes that 
the arguments, tactics and procedures of the Jihadists are wearing thin on the Arab and 
Muslim worlds.  The more liberalized and educated younger Arabs and Muslims are 
rejecting the call to Jihad and are allying with reformers and supporting more 
democratic forms of government. He cites as examples (1) the Iraqi fight against and 
rejection of al Qaeda’s attempt to establish an Islamist stronghold within the Sunni 
Triangle; (2) the newfound freedoms of Afghani women and youth that sustain the fight 
against the Taliban there; and (3) the will of the Lebanese never to let their nation return 
to an occupied, police state.   


Our author predicts that in the years to come there will be reform of many of the 
repressive regimes in Middle East region, followed by a sweeping rebellion against 
Jihad. The West must assist in the process to speed things along and ensure that the 
Jihadists become the losers in the War of Ideas.  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Ibid, page 119. 
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CHAPTER 7: WAR OF IDEAS INTENSIFIED 


Citizens of despotic regimes need to take control of their destiny, aided by the 
governments of free societies. Their efforts are hampered by the Jihadists who have, to 
a large extent, seized the disinformation high ground on the Internet and throughout the 
Middle East media. Only an infinitesimal number of Muslim moderates openly confront 
and defy the Islamist vision of a global caliphate under Sharia law.  Therefore, the 
Jihadist propaganda spreads all-too-often without reproach. If the spread of truthful 
philosophies and ideologies is to take hold where the Jihadists now hold an advantage, 
free nations, their leaders and their diplomats will have to respond immediately and 
effectively to the falsehoods promulgated by the Jihadists and their supporters. 


One of the primary myths publicized by the Jihadists and accepted as truth by all too 
many in the Western world is that Jihad is not a violent movement, but an inner struggle 
and a spiritual experience. The Jihadists preach this position publically while privately 
teaching Islamist followers the most violent methods of terrorist warfare to be employed 
against the non-believers or kuffars. “This lethal culture was initiated by the Muslim 
Brotherhood and Islamist intellectuals throughout the West. But more importantly it was 
adopted by the academic and media elite who are supported by the oil powers.”12 
Phares maintains that a free world victory in the War of Ideas is dependent upon which 
pontifications are accepted as truth among the majority of the world’s Muslims. The 
Western world, despite its political correctness and hesitancy to criticize all things 
Muslim, must take a stand, expose the totalitarian and oppressive true ideologies of the 
Jihadists, and thus, promulgate the ascendance of Muslim opposition to Jihadist 
Wahabism, Salafism, and Khumeinism.  


Walid Phares calls for an information campaign on the part of the West to inform the 
citizens of the free world about the truth and ideological dangers posed by the Jihadists 
in their quest to form a world-wide, repressive Islamist caliphate. The North Americans, 
Europeans and other free peoples of the world must be made to acknowledge that 
ongoing political struggles are not between Muslims and non-Muslims, but within the 
Muslim world itself, between free and self-determined Muslims and the Jihadist Muslim 
dominators. 


 


CHAPTER 8: ISOLATING JIHADISM 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 Ibid, page 125. 
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Our author makes an interesting distinction between the past evils of Nazism and 
Communism and current ones surrounding Jihadism.  The ruthless dictates of the 
Bolshevik Revolution and the murderous cruelty of the Nazis both permitted followers to 
enjoy life as they saw fit as long as it was on the regimes’ terms. Jihadism, on the other 
hand, asks its followers to make the ultimate commitment of death and martyrdom for its 
ideological cause. Whereas Nazism and Communism challenged citizens to find ways 
to survive and live, Jihadism asks for the sacrifice of life itself as the supreme measure 
of commitment to Jihadism and Allah. What makes the Jihadist ideology so much more 
poisonous than that of the Nazis and the Communists is that the Jihadist ideology seeks 
to convince its followers that their deaths are the will of their God, and that upon their 
death for their God, the most prized Earthly pleasures will be afforded them in the 
hereafter.  


Jihadism stunts the economic growth and public advancement of its followers in that it 
places the commitment to Jihad far above socioeconomic advancement and distribution 
of wealth among its citizens. Phares tells us that the oil wealth of Saudi Arabia alone – if 
channeled in the proper directions – is capable of rejuvenating the economies of 
Yemen, Jordan, Palestine, Somalis, and Eritrea. Libya’s oil revenues could revitalize the 
economies of neighboring Chad and Egypt.  The cash and reserves possessed by 
Middle East and African nations could easily repair the damaged economies of the 
Muslim world were it not for the Jihadist momentum, backed by Arab and Muslim nation 
states’, to spend these monies on the destruction of the non-believers and the Western 
democracies. 


Our author asks the question, “Why is it that most oil-producing regimes in the region 
refrain from launching Arab Muslim Marshal Plans to assist the most deprived societies 
in the Greater Middle East? Arab oil could lift the minuscule Palestinian economy into a 
thriving and prominent financial position.  Gaza doesn’t have to be slums, and the West 
Bank could mirror Jordan’s middle class. Egypt, with the largest Arab population, 
doesn’t have to be at the mercy of the annual two billion dollars provided by American 
taxpayers.”13 


Due to the ancient ways of the Jihadists, an entire region of the world is being held back 
from achieving the social and economic advancements long embraced and enjoyed by 
the flourishing West.  In this War of Ideas, the Jihadists seek to: 


 ■ Continue to fuel religious conflicts in order to thwart economic and social 
 liberation for the Arab and Muslim peoples. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Ibid, page 135 
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 ■ Promote their radical, Islamist educational system in an effort to stifle 
 intellectual and cultural progress. 


 ■ Keep women segregated and oppressed, thus lessening the advancement of 
 Arab and Muslim societies at large. 


 ■ Drain the energy and initiative of the Arab and Muslim youth by misdirecting 
 their fervor and passion away from democratic and progressive issues and 
 towards hatred for the West. 


 ■ Retard scientific progress in the Arab and Muslim worlds, a direct result of the 
 strict beliefs, teachings and prohibitions found in radical Islamic Wahabism, 
 Salafism and Khumeinism. 


■ Continue to encourage radical clerics and dictators in the region to spend their 
trillions of dollars on anything other than combating Islamism; i.e., finding cures 
for cancer, AIDS and addressing many of the world’s challenges and problems. 


“Ironically, isolating Jihadism doesn’t mean eliminating it as a historical and political 
phenomenon, but rather, denying it the capacity to harm international society.”14 


  


CHAPTER 9: U.S. HOMELAND SURVIVAL 


From the Jihadist beginnings with the Muslim Brotherhood in the mid-twentieth century, 
followers have been taught to infiltrate the infidel nations and to penetrate their political 
and educational systems. Today, the Jihadists endeavor to penetrate all sectors of 
influence in the Western world and especially within the United States.  Simultaneously, 
they push for a complete withdrawal of all U.S. military forces from the Middle East 
region.  The Jihadists tell anyone who will listen that a U.S. military presence in the 
region is an expression of America’s desire to dominate the Arab and Muslim worlds. 
This detracts from the genuine reason why the Jihadists want America out of the Arab 
and Muslim lands - so that the Jihadists can easily and without resistance seize upon 
the governments of the Middle East and eventually turn them into Islamist republics, 
rooted in Sharia law and the ancient ways of the Wahabists, Salafists and Khumeinists. 


Walid Phares defines the current confrontation between the United States and the 
terrorists as a serious, national security issue:  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 Ibid, page 141. 
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 ■ America is leading the world in the War on Terror.  If the Jihadists can weaken 
 U.S. resolve and cause our country to back down, the rest of the free world will 
 follow and the Islamists will eventually achieve their long-sought victory. 


 ■ If America was somehow taken out the fight by the Jihadists, Europe would not 
 be able to stand on its own against them and would fall. 


 ■ Today the ongoing race continues between the new U.S. homeland security 
 initiatives and the terror of the Jihadists.  The Jihadists had a head start; they 
 have been infiltrating and waging their war against the West in earnest since 
 1991. The United States did not seriously get into the game until after the 9/11 
 attacks. 


Phares defines the clear and present threats to U.S. national security as follows: 


 ■ Jihadist infiltration of our homeland: They seek to place personnel deep within 
 the Department of Homeland Security’s bureaucratic infrastructure, the federal 
 law enforcement agencies, the military and every branch of government. In doing 
 so, the Jihadists are able to provide bad advice and information to the 
 government entities where they are employed and relay back to the Jihadist 
 leadership critical anti-Jihadist information, plans and operations being 
 assembled by the Americans. 


 ■ Jihadist infiltration of our national defense infrastructure: They have and will 
 continue to place their followers in all branches of the U.S. military and the 
 department of defense intelligence agencies and the intelligence community (IC) 
 at large. A penetration of our defense and its industrial complex achieves two 
 objectives for the Jihadists: (1) it makes it possible to warn the Jihadist 
 community of upcoming military plans and operations against them; and (2) over 
 time it would facilitate enough of an infiltration in units and agencies deployed 
 within combat zones to enable a myriad of subversive and deadly Jihadist 
 activities. 


 ■ Jihadist incursion into U.S. strategic weapons operations: With respect to 
 nuclear, biological and chemical munitions, all are vulnerable to attack or 
 interception when being transported within the United States or abroad. The 
 Jihadists could recruit operatives from homegrown U.S. citizen sympathizers or 
 Islamist subscribers to enlist in the military forces and acquire sensitive 
 strategic weapons positions within the Department of Defense. 


 ■ Jihadist employment within sensitive, advisory positions inside the United 
 States government: This will enable Jihadists, as trusted “good Muslims,” to ill-
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 advise the most senior of our American decision makers and policy developers, 
 thus wreaking havoc within the national security infrastructure of our nation. 


 ■ Jihadist manipulation of the judicial system:  This would enable the Jihadists to 
 negate the prosecution of those accused of and tried for terror-related crimes in 
 the United States. 


Phares articulates the Jihadist threats that pose the most likely dangers to the security 
and survival of the United States: 


 ■ The employment of nuclear weapons by the Jihadists against Americans on 
 U.S. soil:  The danger lies not only in the explosion of even a single nuclear 
 device within the homeland, but the psychological effect upon U.S. citizens post- 
 detonation and the possibility of subsequent U.S. submission to the 
 demands of the Jihadists. 


 ■ The conduct of urban, terror warfare on U.S. soil: Such an urban Jihad would 
 involve Islamist forces within the United States – combinations of foreigners and 
 homegrown terrorists – conducting sabotage, security and military operations 
 within our cities. Our author provides examples of how recruiting activities for 
 these pockets of prepared fighters has been ongoing for years. “From Virginia’s 
 ‘Paintball Jihadists” to the Fort Dix cell in New Jersey, from Miami’s mutant 
 terrorists to Oregon’s training camps, one can read the emerging map:  They are 
 populating the U.S. homeland with brigades ready for action.”15  The recruitment 
 of waves of homegrown Islamist militants, if left unchecked, will negate the future 
 need for Jihadist leaders to import warriors into our country.  Phares warns that if 
 the Jihadists are permitted to raise their number of homegrown American fighters 
 to the point where warriors no longer have to be imported into the U.S., that 
 urban warfare in America will explode from coast to coast. 


In order to confront and negate the Jihadist threat within our homeland, Phares says 
that we must educate the American people and our leaders so that they will come to 
understand and acknowledge the Jihadist subversion and infiltration that is taking place. 
Once the Jihadist threat is fully realized and accepted, officials at all levels, encouraged 
and aided by the common citizenry, must act to protect and secure our national security 
infrastructure, our defense infrastructure, and our judicial system. 


  


CHAPTER 10: A GREATER EUROPE TO CONFRONT JIHADISM 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 Ibid, page 150. 
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Europe remains in denial with respect to the dangerous levels of Jihadist penetration, 
infiltration and subversion threatening its free societies. The ascendance and social 
control of radical Islam throughout Europe is an embarrassment among its ruling class. 
As the European, Jihadist movement gained a foothold, leaders were hesitant and 
reticent to confront it, because in doing so, they would have had to butt heads with 
those Middle Eastern regimes that served as oil suppliers and economic partners.  
Adjudication as to what was transpiring throughout Europe as a result of radical Islam 
was unfortunately left to European, academic experts to ascertain.  The consequence 
was a head-in-the-sand denial that cloaked the spread of Islamist beliefs and political 
influence within a shroud of a social phenomenon, one not worth losing sleep over and 
that would eventually pass. 


Jihadism achieved it first major, political victory in Europe with the Madrid train 
bombings in Spain in March of 2004. Both sides of the Spanish political spectrum, just 
weeks before a national election, refused to unite and confront al Qaeda as the 
perpetrators of the terror attacks. A frightened and cowardly public and their newly-
elected elite succumbed to al Qaeda’s political agenda in Spain.  A liberal government 
was elected to power and Spain withdrew its support from the U.S. coalition in Iraq. 


“The Jihadist forces within Europe are of three types: (1) mainstream Wahabi, Muslim 
Brotherhood and authoritarian regimes and lobbies; (2) al Qaeda and combat Salafist 
networks; (3) and Iranian intelligence and Hezbollah cells.”16  The European, Jihadist 
landscape is quite evolved and established: 


 ■ United Kingdom: The 7/7 attacks on the London subway, the 2006 summer plot 
 to blow up U.S. airliners over the Atlantic Ocean after departing the UK, and 
 terror cells uncovered in Birmingham, Leeds, Manchester, Brighton, Edinburgh 
 and London demonstrated to authorities that the Jihadists had a solid foothold 
 within the UK and was continuing to recruit and build its cells throughout that 
 country. 


 ■ France: In 2004, the suburbs of Paris were wrestled from state control by 
 Islamists who rioted in the streets for many weeks, lighting cars on fire and 
 destroying public and private property. By fall of 2005, it is estimated that radical 
 clerics and Jihadist operatives in France had recruited tens of thousands of 
 French youth and were training them to serve as an urban, Jihadist army. 


 ■ The Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg: A large number of Salafi militants 
 occupy and operate within Holland and Belgium. In Amsterdam, the Jihadists 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 Ibid, page 162. 
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 have openly confronted the government and the media and Dutch authorities are 
 scrambling to restrain the spread of radical Islam and the Jihadist movement in 
 their country.  With the murder of famous Netherlands film producer Theo Van 
 Gogh, the Jihadists proved that they are willing to administer their own violent 
 justice to anyone who would slander the name of Islam in a film, in the media, or 
 anywhere else within the Netherlands. 


 ■ Germany: This nation has been fighting terrorists of one sort or the other since 
 the end of World War II.  From the Marxist Baader-Meinhof to the Neo-Nazis 
 after the fall of the Berlin wall, Germany has been no stranger to terror attacks.  
 Germany is home to millions of Middle Eastern immigrants. It suffers from the 
 tensions among cultures and ethnicities. German Islamists endeavor there to fuel 
 these tensions and  prevent the nationalization of immigrants in Germany.  The 
 majority of Jihadists in Germany fall into the Salafist, al Qaeda camp or the 
 Khumeinist, Hezbollah one.  In fall of 2007, a terror cell planning to attack  U.S. 
 military bases within Germany was uncovered. 


 ■ Switzerland and Austria: Though possessing some of the most strict 
 immigration laws and control within Europe, these nations have not been immune 
 to Jihadist infiltration. It goes back many decades. The internationally-renowned 
 terrorist Carlos the Jackal  attacked OPEC headquarters in Vienna in 1975.  In 
 the 1980s, the PLO attempted an attack on the Vienna airport.  Switzerland, 
 though not impenetrable, has probably the strictest citizenship requirements in 
 Europe. Homegrown, native Swiss Jihadists are currently the main threat. 


 ■ Scandinavia: Of the five countries that comprise Scandinavia, two – Finland 
 and Iceland - have  experienced Islamist propaganda.  The remaining three – 
 Denmark, Norway and Sweden – are experiencing a rise in Jihadist activities. 
 Norway was placed on the al Qaeda target list as being a supporter of NATO.  
 Denmark rose to notoriety after media there published the now infamous 
 Muhammad political cartoons that sparked violence by enraged Muslims around 
 the world.  


“Like the United States and the rest of the free world, Europeans must undertake a 
cultural revolution and implement economic reforms and a diplomatic reconfiguration to 
handle the crisis of Jihadism. But. . . there are tremendous difficulties awaiting 
Europeans in the endeavor – far more than those faced by the United States, Australia, 
New Zealand and Canada.”17 European nations are dependent to varying degrees upon 
Middle East oil flowing from totalitarian regimes.  Whereas the European Union (EU) 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17 Ibid, page 175. 
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members can legislate and team to fight Jihadism through the EU Commission and 
Parliament, the nonmember nations have to come to their own conclusions as to how to 
best address the spread of Islamism. Some European nations are members of NATO, a 
defense structure that could work well to combat Jihadism.  But not all are members, 
such as Switzerland, Sweden and Serbia. 


Somehow, European leaders must find a way to fuse their anti-Jihadist efforts across 
political spectrums and military alliance boundaries. The intellectuals and politicians 
who truly understand the threat must push for vast public education on the issues and 
tactics of Jihadism and move for rapid reform and protectionism. 


Education of the masses that includes exposing the tactics, techniques and procedures 
of Jihadist infiltration and penetration is of paramount importance to the defeat of the 
Islamists on the European battlefield. 


Europeans must pass legislation that puts Islamist Jihad on the same punishable levels 
as social discrimination and racism. 


With public education and awareness, stronger governments supported by new laws 
and harsh penalties for convicted Jihadists, Europe will be able to gain ground against 
Islamism and eventually defend and preserve its freedoms. 


CHAPTER 11: RUSSIA’S WAR ON JIHADISM 


Russia has been attacked by Islamist forces that embrace the same ideologies as those 
targeting the United States.  Al Qaeda has encouraged terror attacks on both nations by 
anyone and any means possible.  Though Russia and the U.S. are confronted by the 
same Jihadist foe, the two countries have yet to combine strategies, capabilities and 
forces to combat the common threat.  The Jihadists claim that Russia, like the United 
States, is a kuffar country – a nation of infidels that has declared war upon Islam and its 
followers. Russia is marked by the Jihadists as dar el harb (a house of war) against 
Islam. 


“In 1979, two major events inflamed the Jihadis.  In Iran, the Shia Islamists seized 
power under Khumeini, and next door the Soviets invaded Afghanistan. Sunni Islamists 
from all over the world rushed to fight the invading Russians, an ideal context for their 
Jihad.  They were able to engage the Soviets with the backing of the Free World.”18   


After a decade of fierce fighting, the stalemated and frustrated Soviets withdrew from 
Afghanistan in 1989.  With the assistance of money, arms and supplies from the United 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 Ibid, page 185. 
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States, Saudi Arabia and Pakistan, the Soviet Union was repelled from Afghanistan, 
firmly cementing the regional power and capabilities of Jihadists, such as Osama bin 
Laden, and opening the door to the rise and eventual dominance of the Taliban within 
that region. The combination of the Soviet defeat in Afghanistan and the fall of the 
Soviet Union itself just a few years later were viewed by the Jihadists as a supreme 
victory for Allah over the infidels.  The Jihadists dedicated their efforts to continuing their 
pursuit and defeat of the Soviet Union’s follow-on nation state, the Russian Federation. 
Islamist fundamentalists from the Middle East and Asia strove to rally their Muslim 
brothers against the Russian Federation and its puppet rulers in the associated 
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) in Central Asia.  Jihadists flocked to CIS 
countries Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan. They mobilized 
radicals in Chechnya, the Balkans, Cyprus and Kashmir. 


The Islamist Jihad against the Russians was particularly violent in the 1990s and after 
the 9/11 attacks in the United States. In 2002, more than three dozen Chechen 
Jihadists seized the Nord Oust theater in Moscow, taking more than 800 men, women 
and children hostage and threatening to kill them all if their demands were not met by 
the Russian government. On the first day of school in September, 2004, Islamist 
Jihadists took more than 1,100 school children, parents and teachers hostage at the 
Middle School Number One in Beslan, Russia. The standoff between the Jihadists and 
the Russian soldiers at Beslan lasted three days.  A battle ensued. When it was over, 
more than 300 persons were dead, including 186 school children. 


Video tapes made by both Osama bin Laden and Ayman Zawahiri in 2008 condemned 
Russia as one of the primary, infidel powers in the world.  These leaders of al Qaeda 
called upon their Chechen, Muslim brothers to support the ongoing Jihad against the 
Russian government. 


The top priority of the Jihadists in Russia at the turn of this century was to acquire 
military equipment and nuclear weapons. Planning on nuclear weapons from Pakistan 
eventually falling into Jihadist control, the acquisition of Russian nukes would be an 
additional benefit to the cause and destructive capability of the Islamists. 


The first world leader, post-9/11, to boldly declare that the objective of the Jihadists was 
to establish a global Islamist caliphate was Russian President Vladimir Putin. He plainly 
stated who the enemy of Russia was and his staunch determination to defeat Islamism. 
Unfortunately for the Russian defense against Islamism, the country maintained its 
alliances with nations such as Syria, Sudan, and Iran – all Jihadist-supporting states.  
Russia provided the oppressive Assad regime in Syria with advanced technologies and 
weapons that enabled the Syrians to support jihadist assassinations in neighboring 
Lebanon. Russia gave bomber jet aircraft to Sudan, which enabled that government to 
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conduct Jihadi attacks in Darfur. “Backing Iran and Syria meant supporting Hezbollah, 
Hamas and Islamic Jihad by default - three renowned terror groups. By backing the 
latter, Moscow would be allowing them to channel support to the Jihadist web around 
the world, including those who have killed Russian adults and children in the last few 
years.”19 


Our author believes that new Russian foreign policies are needed in the Middle East 
and Central Asia to combat Jihadism and protect the Russian Federation: 


 ■ Russia should join the Western alliance in strictly opposing Iran’s attempts to 
 develop a nuclear weapons capability. 


 ■ Russia would be wise to shield Lebanon from the terrorist influence of 
 Hezbollah and the conflicts with the Israelis that it promulgates in Lebanon. 


 ■ Russia should do everything in its power to help central Asian nations to repel 
 the Jihadist influences in cooperation with the United States. 


 ■ Russia should promote the development of free and democratic governments 
 in Iran, Syria and Palestine as a hedge against and counter to the influences of 
 Islamist Jihadism. 


 ■ The Russian diplomatic corps should team with its American counterpart to 
 force both Pakistan and India to place limits on their nuclear stores in order to 
 diminish the possibility of a nuclear confrontation in the region that would only 
 open new doors for the Jihadists to seize control in both nations. 


 ■ If Russia would agree to deploy its troops in support of the coalition in Iraq, a 
 clear message would be sent to the Jihadists of the world that despite U.S. -
 Russian differences, the two powers of the modern world are united in an attempt 
 to contain and wipe out Islamist extremism. 


 


CHAPTER 12: CONFRONTATION IN THE GREATER MIDDLE EAST 


In the Middle East, the Jihadists proclaim that too many of the world’s Muslims strayed 
from true Islam during the early part of the twentieth century. They tell Muslims that until 
all followers of Islam are united under one global caliphate, and the infidels are 
defeated, Allah will not be appeased.  Within Islamism, there can be no free expression, 
no democratic governments, no equality for women and no challenging to the Islamist 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 Ibid, page 190. 
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leadership.  Everything other than Islamism must be either subjugated or destroyed, 
with no exceptions. Jihadists completely ignore the realities of evolving, present day life 
around the world. International law, modern Muslims’ rejection of the establishment of a 
global caliphate, women’s and human rights movements and governments that reflect 
the will of their citizens are ignored –in toto - by the Islamists. “The contemporary 
Jihadists want to use twenty-first century military and defense technology to achieve 
seventh-century goals- a terrifying proposition for the Free World.”20 


The defeat of the Soviet Union in Afghanistan and its subsequent disintegration in the 
early 1990s convinced the Jihadists that Allah had himself entered the fight and had 
unmistakably taken the side of the Islamists.  Allah had enabled his followers to defeat a 
world power in Afghanistan.  The Jihadist thought process concluded that certainly Allah 
would support a Jihadist victory against the remaining kuffar powers – first and foremost 
the United States. 


Walid Phares identifies the primary battlefronts in the ongoing War of Ideas: 


 ■ Afghanistan  


 ■ Iraq 


 ■ Lebanon 


 ■ Syria 


 ■ The Palestinian Territories 


 ■ Iran 


 ■ Turkey 


 ■ The Arab Brothers (the Arab League founded in 1945) 


 


CHAPTER 13: THE SOUTHERN BATTLEFIELDS 


The Asian, Jihadist battlefields are situated in the nation states of Central Asia, India, 
Indonesia and within the Philippines, primarily coordinated by the Salafi Jihadists.  The 
Salafis seek to establish seven new Islamist republics in central Asia by transforming 
the governments of Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Afghanistan, and the Sinkiang province within China. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20 Ibid, page 197. 
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The government of Thailand has an anti-Jihadi fight on its hands as Jihadist forces are 
working hard in the southern portions of the country to incite Muslim citizens to 
overthrow the current Thai government. Malaysia is also marked for Islamism.  Jihadists 
there have tagged the tiny nation for Talibanization. Indonesia, laying claim to the 
world’s largest Muslim population, is a breeding ground for al Qaeda propaganda and 
recruitment. 


The Jihadists are perpetrating a full court press within many of the African nations.  
Sudan, Somalia, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Djibouti and Tanzania are all under assault 
from Jihadist propaganda and recruitment. Across northern Africa – especially within 
Egypt – Jihadism is alive and well and threatens the reigning, non-Islamist governments 
in that region.  


Islamism is even attempting inroads within the staunch, Christian Latin American 
countries. Syria remains a big player as a Jihadist recruiter in that region. It seeks to 
form influential relationships with the elites of the Latin American nations.  


Al Qaeda is firmly entrenched within Latin and Central Americas.  Salafi Jihadists work 
successfully within Venezuela. Hezbollah is achieving success in Central America and 
Mexico, and utilize the porous, U.S.-Mexican border to transport Spanish-speaking 
Jihadists into the Southwestern United States. 


 


 


CHAPTER 14: THE STATE OF CONFRONTATION 


Walid Phares lays out the ground rules for fighting and winning the war on knowledge 
between the free peoples of the world and the Jihadists and their followers. Basically, 
the following realities must be embraced and form the basis of the democracies’ fight for 
survival: 


 ■ We are in the midst of a serious and difficult war: The free governments of the 
 world and their citizens must acknowledge that what is transpiring between them 
 and the Jihadists is much more than an occasional confrontation. It is a full- 
 fledged, all-out war of ideologies.  


 ■ We are at war with a known and definable entity. We are not at war with 
 terrorism itself, as terrorism is an age-old tactic and not a targetable entity. We 
 are at war with radical, religious fanatics who will not cease until they achieve 
 submission over the free peoples of the world or die in the attempt. 
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 ■ We are not the aggressors – they are: It is not the West that has initiated a 
 conflict with the Islamist extremists, but the Jihadists who have decided that for 
 all men, it is their way or no way at all. 


 ■ The jihadists are presently winning the war: “Compared to the depth and 
 sophistication of Jihadi indoctrination and propaganda, Western understanding of 
 the war – though improving – is still ridiculously primitive.”21 


 ■ This war with the Jihadists will be a long one. The duration of this ongoing 
 conflict will be determined by how quickly and effectively the free nations of the 
 world and their citizens admit that they are in a fight for their very survival and 
 subsequently confront the threat head-on. 


Major world leaders – to include those in America, Russia and Europe – have yet to 
make a quantifiable statement as to how long this war against Islamism may last.                  
“. . .the public has received three conflicting versions from their leaders: (1) This is a 
conflict initiated  by the West and thus can be stopped as soon as the West ceases its 
so-called War on Terror; (2) This is a war with terrorists but it can still be ended quickly 
if the Free World responds with massive force; (3) This is a War on terror, it will be a 
long one, but we don’t know how long.”22  Walid Phares maintains that the sooner the 
Free World accepts the fact that the fight against Jihadism will be a long and hard one, 
the shorter the confrontation will actually turn out to be.  The resolve and effective 
actions that will follow the acknowledgement that the fight will be lengthy will ultimately 
bring it to a quicker end. 


 


CONCLUSION 


In order to prevent a devastating Jihadist penetration and infiltration of our national 
security, cultural, judicial, intelligence and defense infrastructures, three guidelines must 
be embraced and followed as soon as possible by those leading our government: 


 ■ The Department of Homeland Security must divorce itself from all missions not 
 directly related to fighting Jihadism and global terror. Primarily, the Department of 
 Homeland Security should direct its efforts and resources towards the 
 mobilization and recruiting of Jihadists within the United States.  If it fails to do 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 Ibid, page 241. 


22 Ibid, page 242. 
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 so, the United States will face many years of urban turmoil and assaults from 
 “home grown” Jihadists. 


 ■ Afghanistan must be successfully rescued from the jaws of extremist Islam.  If 
 Afghanistan can be saved from the grip and threats of the Taliban and Islamist 
 Jihadists, then a major blow can be dealt to the Jihadist movement world-wide. 


 ■ The United States must continue to form and maintain international alliances 
 dedicated to the eradication of Islamist Jihad. It is only through a united front on 
 the part of the leaders of the free world and their peoples that a successful anti-
 Jihadist effort can be mounted. 


 ■ The United states must prevail in Iraq.  If the United States and its coalition 
 forces withdraw from Iraq before the Iraqis themselves can defend their nation 
 against the penetration and infiltration of Jihadism, Iran’s power and influence will 
 dominate all of the Shia Muslim regions of Iraq. AL Qaeda would undoubtedly 
 seize control of the Sunni Triangle. A land connection between Tehran and 
 Damascus will be established to the detriment of the Middle East and the Free 
 World at large. 


 ■ Develop an international strategy that deals effectively with Syria and prevents 
 it from being a threat to the sovereignty of Lebanon. 


 ■ The United States and its collation members must successfully contain the 
 expansion of the Iranian Islamist regime.  One military move that would help 
 achieve this goal would be to seal the border between Iraq and Iran, thus cutting 
 off Iran’s strategic thrust toward the Eastern Mediterranean regions. 


 ■ The Palestinian homeland issue and the Arab-Israeli conflict must be resolved 
 once and for all. 


 ■ Pakistan must be shielded from Jihadist takeover and Talibanization. The 
 Afghan-Pakistani border regions must be controlled and protected to prevent the 
 transit of Taliban and other Jihadist forces back and forth between the mutual 
 borders. 


 ■ An international, anti-Jihadist coalition must work to encourage Southeast 
 Asian nations to create solid security infrastructure that prevent the infiltration 
 and penetration of Jihadists.  The nations of concern include Indonesia, 
 Malaysia, Bangladesh, Thailand, the Philippines and Timor-Leste. 


 ■ The Horn of Africa is a major breeding and recruiting ground for the Jihadists.  
 The epicenter of the Jihadist battle for control of the African continent is Somalia, 







27	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


 with close seconds including Sudan, Eritrea, East Africa and Chad. A UN force, 
 supported by indigenous African elements, must unite to support a national unity 
 government in Somalia, and form an anti-jihadist alliance with Eritrea, Djibouti 
 and Uganda to contain Jihadism in the Horn of Africa and prevent its spread 
 further inland. 


New direction is needed on the part of the Free World in this ongoing War of Ideas.   
The global public must be better informed of the facts and popular support for anti-
Jihadist actions must be solicited and obtained. Anti-Jihadist support must be obtained 
from the Arab and Muslim leaders.  Legislation needs to be passed making Jihadist 
propaganda and recruiting illegal, punishable offenses.  Al-Qaeda and the Taliban must 
be stopped from establishing political footholds and bases for the training and 
deployment of terrorists internationally. 


“In the final analysis this struggle is intimately and internationally intertwined. The more 
educated Westerners are about the threat, the more able they will be to help Easterners 
free themselves; the more liberated Easterners are, the more secure the Free World will 
be.”23 
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1 Gold, Dore. Hatred’s Kingdom: How Saudi Arabia Supports the New Global Terrorism. Washington, DC: 
Regnery Publishing Company, Inc., 2003, back cover. 
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TERROR’S ROOTS 


Saudi Arabia’s Wahhabi brand of Islamic Fundamentalism (commonly referred to as 
Islamism) has provided the religious foundation for the creation and promulgation of 
Islamist extremist organizations such as al Qaeda, Hamas, the Islamic Salvation Front, 
and the gangs of Islamist fighters that now permeate Chechnya and Dagestan within 
the Russian Federation.  Wahhabi Islam is the motivation behind the indoctrination and 
brainwashing of Islamist terrorists.  It is the bedrock that enables them to dehumanize 
their victims, showing no mercy even to the children they kill.  So strong is the call of 
Wahhabism that growing numbers are driven beyond the natural instincts of self 
preservation towards the ultimate sacrifice of becoming a shahid (martyr). 


Saudi Wahhabism represents a most severe and fanatical brand of the Sunni Muslim 
religion.  Wahhabis are intolerant of any religious beliefs aside from their own. They feel 
that they are obligated to purge the world of its false idols or Hubal. When Osama bin 
Laden and his al Qaeda followers refer to Americans as the “Hubal of the age,” 2they 
are invoking Wahhabi terminology. Over the past few hundred years, Sunni Wahhabis 
have attacked and slaughtered thousands upon thousands of their rival Shia (also 
called Shiite) Muslims.  Even Sunni Muslims who did not subscribe to the Wahhabi 
brand of Islam often suffered the same fate as the Shia Muslims. According to Wahhabi 
belief, mass murder of the non-believers – especially during the annual, holy month of 
Ramadan – serves as an act of faith that brings the murderers closer to Allah.  Within 
the Wahhabi traditions, Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda designates non Wahhabi 
believers as infidels and polytheists, thus making them eligible for slaughter. 


Some argue that the Saudi religious extremism is fostered and fueled by Saudi fringe 
elements.  Many facts prove otherwise. Today, radical Wahhabism remains an integral 
part of Saudi mainstream society and culture, financed and perpetuated by the wealth 
and power of the Saudi royal family and its monotheistic government. 


The creator of Wahhabism is Muhammad ibn Abdul Wahhabi who was born in the 
village of Uyaina in east-central Arabia. He studied Islam initially with his father, a 
religious judge in the region.  He moved to Medina where he studied under Hanbali 
Islamic scholars.  These scholars embraced the teachings of a 14th century Islamist 
named Ibn Taymiyya who believed that horrible foreign influences had crept into Islam 
after the Mongol invasions of the Middle East.  Muhammad Wahhabi traveled 
throughout Ottoman and Persian cities and became convinced that the purity of Islam 
was being threatened and corrupted by too many foreign influences.  He returned to 
Arabia and developed his own unique brand of Islam.  He endeavored to restore the 
purest version of Islam, as he believed the Prophet Muhammad would want him to do. 
Abdul Wahhabi’s preoccupation became a war against polytheism.  His practice of 
Islam was so strict that he resurrected archaic punishments which most of the 


                                                             


2 Ibid. page 12. 
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prominent Muslim leaders of his day considered outmoded. One such reinstated 
punishment was the stoning death of adulteresses.  


Abdul Wahhabi was eventually expelled from his home town of Uyaina as penalty for his 
radical views and teachings.  He was subsequently befriended and taken in by the ruler 
of neighboring Diriyah, a man named Muhammad ibn Saud.  The two men formed a 
team and established a covenant, or mithaq, under which Saud established the first 
Saudi state, and Wahhabi served as its religious enforcer. Ibn Saud and his followers 
protected ibn Wahhabi and enabled him to establish his brand of Islam as the religious 
law of the land.  Ibn Wahhabi reciprocally legitimized Saud’s rule over an ever-
expanding group of Bedouin tribes.  Ibn Saud eventually married ibn Wahhabi’s 
daughter, strengthening the ties between the two families.  The new community founded 
by both Saud and Wahhabi called its new political-religious movement al-da’wa ila al 
tawhid.  But Westerners named it after its founder, calling it Wahhabism, and its 
followers, Wahhabis. 


Raiding, pillage and plunder being the order of the day, ibn Wahhabi legitimized jihad 
against fellow Muslims for the first time in history. He charged that Muslims who 
participated in improper religious activities could be designated as infidels.  Any Muslim 
who engaged in any activity that Wahhabi deemed inappropriate was labeled as takfir, a 
term still in effect today among Wahhabists that basically denounces the offending 
Muslim as an infidel, and thus makes him fair game for the kill. 


The writings of Wahhabi elevated the obligation to wage jihad against infidels as central 
to the religion of Islam. In his book titled Book of Tawhid, ibn Wahhabi promulgated a 
severely anti-Christian and anti-Jewish agenda that survives among Wahhabi’s 
followers to this day. 


THE SPREAD OF WAHHABISM 


Wahhabism spread globally by way of violent actions during the nineteenth century. 
Some examples of Wahhabist aggression include the following: 


 In the 1800s, Wahhabi Islamists waged a jihad against the Sikhs in India 
(then the Punjab region) and created a Wahhabi state in the land known 
today as Pakistan. 


 In the 1830s, Sumatran Wahhabis fought the Dutch colonials during a jihad 
that lasted fifteen years. 


 In the early 1800s, ibn Wahhabi’s grandson, Abdul Rahman ibn Hasan Al al-
Sheikh survived and returned from exile to declare a jihad against Muslim 
tribesmen whom he thought to be polytheistic. 


 One of Muhammad ibn Saud’s descendents led multiple raids into the 
Arabian heartland and seized the city of Riyadh from the infidel Egyptians in 
1823. 
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 At the same time America was engaged in its great Civil War, Wahhabis 
attacked and persecuted Shia Muslims attending the annual hajj pilgrimage to 
Mecca and Medina. 


 In the early twentieth century – around 1912 – Wahhabism began to spread 
to Russia and Central Asia.    


 


THE HOUSE OF SAUD GAINS POWER AND CONTROL OF ARABIA 


Today’s Saudi Arabia, like most of the Middle Eastern nation states, arose after the First 
World War from the ruins of the Ottoman Empire.  Though Ottoman rule kept the 
Wahhabis contained, it inadvertently allowed them to consolidate power within the 
Arabian Peninsula.  The challenge for Saud and Wahhabi was to unify the Arabian 
lands.  No less than ninety-seven separate tribes lived on the peninsula in Saud’s time.  
Saud needed to find a way to unite all of the tribes under his family’s leadership and 
rule. Wahhabi Islam was the glue that he employed to cement his new dynasty. 


Ibn Saud, ever the plotter and politician, chose one tribe – the Ikhwan tribe – to be his 
standard bearer for unification under Wahhabi Islam. The Ikhwan became so fervently 
devoted to Wahhabi Islam that tribesmen would beat fellow Ikhwan who did not pray to 
Allah five times each day. In 1916, Saud issued an edict declaring that all Bedouin 
tribes of Arabia had to join the Ikhwan.  If they did not, they risked being conquered.  
Thus, the disparate Bedouin tribes were motivated to unite under Saud’s rule. 


Saud proved to be more than ambitious in his quest to unite the Bedouin tribes of 
Arabia. He terrorized much of the Middle East well into the early 1900’s. One of Saud’s 
raids, conducted by Ikhwan warriors, killed the entire population of a village outside of 
what is presently the city of Amman, Jordan.  The only force that contained Saud’s 
slaughter was the air power of the British colonial Royal Air Force. 


Saud and his followers fought continuously for decades.  In December 1924, Ibn Saud 
entered and conquered the holy city of Mecca.  His campaign to regain the city of his 
ancestors was very costly. Ibn Saud’s Ikhwan warriors killed or wounded nearly a half- 
million people. They did not take prisoners. More than a million inhabitants of the region 
fled to other countries, to include Syria, Egypt, Jordan and Kuwait. 


Ibn Saud was financially backed by the British colonialists in the early years of the 
twentieth century. Saud paid Bedouin tribal leaders to remain loyal and maintain unity 
on the Arabian Peninsula.  Saud not only paid off tribal leaders with cash, he supplied 
them, over time, with houses, cars, food and wives. 


In the early 1930’s, Saud experienced a cash flow problem.  He had to find a way to 
increase revenues in order to pay off the tribal leaders and keep them placated. He 
found the solution in granting Standard Oil of California (SOCAL) a huge oil contract 
covering more than 300,000 square miles in the eastern portion of the Saudi territory. 
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As SOCAL explored for oil, Saud received annual payments of $35,000 and loans 
amounting to more than $300,000. When SOCAL finally struck oil in 1938, Saud’s 
annual revenues jumped to $3.2 million in the first year alone. 


Ibn Saud never failed to recognize the contribution that the Wahhabi religious 
establishment made to his control and growing wealth in the region.  Wahhabi Islam 
legitimized his rule and united the Bedouin tribesmen.  Saud relied on the Wahhabi 
religious leaders – the ulama – for rulings in his favor on a myriad of political issues. He 
granted the religious leaders a virtual monopoly over the educational and religious 
policies of the land, thus insuring that Saudis learned and embraced Wahhabi teachings 
and laws.  Though both the Americans and the British identified Wahhabism as religious 
fanaticism, it remained contained in the early 1900s within the Arabian Peninsula, 
posing no threat to the interests of either nation. 


Ibn Saud passed away in 1953.  Saud’s second son, also named Saud, became the 
new king (Saud’s first son, Turki, died of influenza in 1919). Though the new King Saud 
struggled to hold his father’s kingdom together, he eventually plunged his kingdom’s 
finances into disaster and disarray.  Saudi Arabia began to drift from its Wahhabi roots. 


THE RESURGENCE OF WAHHABISM 


In the early 1960’s, under the leadership of the third Saudi king, Faisal bin Abdul Aziz, 
Saudi Arabia re-embraced Wahhabism.  The driving power behind this forceful 
emergence of Wahhabism was a move by Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser to 
promote a socialist brand of Islam in the region. Nasser’s Islam was embraced by 
several of the Saudi royal princes.  As a counter move to Nasser’s socialist Islam, King 
Faisal sponsored an international Islamic conference in Mecca, in 1962, to formulate a 
new strategy for the advancement of Wahhabi Islam.  The conference concluded with 
the creation of the Muslim World League, an international organization funded by the 
Saudi royal family and dedicated to the global spread of Wahhabi Islam. The creation of 
the Muslim World League marked the beginning of the Saudi royal family’s forty-year 
effort to officially export Wahhabi Islam to the four corners of the world. 


The Muslim World League dispatched Wahhabi missionaries all across the globe. It 
raised money to build mosques, schools and religious centers.  It mass produced and 
distributed the writings of Muhammad ibn Wahhabi. The Muslim World League became 
more and more involved with the Saudi government. In order to retain power, King 
Faisal created several new ministries, including ones presiding over religious 
endowments and education, and placed them in the hands of the Wahhabi leadership.  
The Wahhabi ulama was also granted control of Saudi universities and other institutions 
of higher education. 


The control given to the Wahhabi religious leaders over the educational system by the 
king enabled them to influence many generations of Saudis. In support of their 
increased efforts to export Wahhabism beyond the Saudi Arabian borders, the Saudi 
Ministry of Education founded the World Assembly of Muslim Youth (WAMY) in 1972.  
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Over the years that followed, WAMY became even more hard line than the Muslim 
World League.  


In response to the Arab’s 1973 Yom Kippur War with Israel, King Faisal imposed an oil 
embargo upon the United States.  The king only did so under pressure from his 
Wahhabi clerics.  He had come to a pre-war agreement with the clerics that if the war 
went badly for the invading Egyptians, Saudi Arabia would unleash its oil weapon of 
embargo. The increased oil prices resulting from that embargo made Saudi Arabia very 
rich.  Its oil revenues exploded from $2.7 billion in 1972 to $4.3 billion in 1973.  By 1974, 
Saudi oil was grossing at an amazing $22.6 billion per year.  Money to support a vast 
export of Wahhabism abounded. Wahhabism spread globally, fueled by tens of millions 
of dollars in seed money each year. 


An Islamist organization called the Muslim Brotherhood was founded in Egypt in 1928 to 
counter the socialist government.  In the 1970s, it grew to several thousand branches 
within Egypt.  Many members of the Brotherhood were driven out of Egypt under 
President Nasser’s rule.  Scores fled to Saudi Arabia, where they were welcomed and 
readily embraced Wahhabism.  The Saudi Wahhabists and the Egyptian Muslim 
Brotherhood shared a great amount of religious ideology and a desire to return Islam to 
the theistic ruling government of the Middle East and the world at large.  


Throughout the 1970s, the religious convictions of the Muslim Brotherhood and those of 
the Wahhabists melded more and more, forming an extremely powerful combination in 
Saudi Arabia’s universities and international Islamic networks.  These networks were 
fostered by King Faisal’s Muslim World League. Saudi Arabia became a veritable refuge 
for radical Islamic thought and action.  During this time, several notorious terrorists 
resided and taught within Saudi Arabia.  Sheikh Omar Abdul Rahman – the blind 
Egyptian cleric convicted for his participation in the 1993 World Trade Center bombing 
in New York City – lived in Saudi Arabia between 1977 and 1988, teaching at a girl’s 
college in the Saudi capital city of Riyadh.  Al Qaeda’s number-two man behind Osama 
bin laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, moved to Saudi Arabia in the 1980s.  One of the most 
important jihadists to take refuge in Saudi Arabia was bin Laden’s mentor, Abdullah 
Azzam.  A militant member of the Muslim brotherhood, Azzam relocated to Saudi Arabia 
and became an instructor at the King Abdul Aziz University.  There, he was referred to 
as the “Emir of Jihad.” 3 


THE SOVIET INVASION OF AFGHANISTAN AND ABDULLAH AZZAM 


The military forces of the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan in December of 1979.  
Islamic fundamentalists, led by men such as Abdullah Azzam, answered the call to the 
holy war, or jihad. The war against the Soviets superseded the Palestinian cause as the 
global Islamic rallying point.  Azzam was one of the most influential and powerful 
leaders in the Afghan resistance (until after his murder, after which Osama bin Laden 
assumed power).  He was in charge of the offices of the Muslim Brotherhood and the 
                                                             


3 Ibid. page 94. 
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Muslim World League in Peshawar, Pakistan in 1984, and taught at the International 
Islamic University in Islamabad, Pakistan.  That same year, Azzam created the 
precursor to al Qaeda, the Maktab Khadamat al Mujahideen in Peshawar, to recruit 
Arab Muslims for the fight in Afghanistan and to raise money for the war effort.  


One year before the Soviet Union admitted defeat and departed Afghanistan in 1987, 
Azzam preached and raised funds in the United States. Azzam predicted that the 
Islamic fighters would be victorious in Afghanistan.  In his speeches in the United 
States, Azzam told Muslim Americans that after their victory in Afghanistan, nothing was 
impossible for the Muslim Brothers to achieve.  He encouraged holy war wherever and 
whenever Muslims felt the need, including within the United States of America. 


SAUDI ARABIA COUNTERS THREATS TO ITS SURVIVAL AND THAT 
OF WAHHABISM 


Several closely related events in the late 1970s and early 1980s shook the Saudi 
Kingdom and its Wahhabi roots to their cores.  In Iran in 1979, Shiite Muslims under the 
leadership of Ayatollah Khomeini drove the ruling shah from power and established an 
Islamic state virtually overnight.  The Saudi Sunni Muslim royalty were shocked by the 
radical advances of the Shiites in Iran.  The Saudis had to find a way of protecting their 
Sunni Wahhabi brand of Islam.  When Iraq invaded Iran in 1980, the Saudi royal family 
threw its power and finances into the fray in support of Iraq.  The Saudis also countered 
the influence of Iran by pouring $154 million in aid to Iran’s neighbor Pakistan.  Pakistan 
is a predominantly Sunni state and thus provided Saudi Arabia a buffer to Iran’s Islamic 
Revolution and stopped the assumption of Shiite power in the region.  Saudi money 
permeated the Pakistani educational system beginning in the 1970s.  Saudi religious 
schools, madrasas, teaching the Saudi Wahhibi brand of Islam, sprang up all over the 
Pakistani state.  


The Wahhabi–Shiite rivalry of the 1800’s resurged once again in the 1970s. Many 
Iranian Shiite and Saudi Sunni clashes occurred.  In one incident in 1987, Saudi forces 
killed approximately 400 (mostly Iranian) hajj pilgrims during an extremely violent 
display of force between Iranian demonstrators and Saudi security forces.  In the end, 
aided by French Special Forces, the Saudi royal family defeated the Iranian Shiites at 
the annual pilgrimage to the holy Saudi cities of Mecca and Medina, thus re-asserting 
Wahhabi strength throughout the Middle East.  Saudi King Fahd used this victory to 
further export Wahhabism globally.  He bolstered Wahhabi Islam and granted additional 
powers to the chief clerics in order to turn their attention and religious criticism away 
from his worldly excesses, such as his $50 million yacht, his Boeing 747 jet complete 
with gold chandeliers, and his propensity for pounds of caviar and large quantities of the 
best scotch whiskey money could buy.  In his attempt to appease the clerics, King Fahd 
embarked on a massive campaign to bring Wahhabism to the entire world.  In the 
twenty years between 1982 and 2002, the Saudi government’s money built more than 
1400 mosques, 200 Islamic religious centers, and 2,000 Wahhabi schools in non-
Muslim countries alone.  In the United States, the Saudis spent seven figures on 
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mosque construction, purchased academic chairs at prestigious universities such as 
Harvard Law School, and constructed Islamic academies in our nation’s capital.  


The Muslim World League 


Islamic charities and related organizations were essential elements in the spread of 
Wahhabi Islam.  The Saudis, under King Fahd, donated billions to the Muslim World 
League, the International Islamic Relief Organization (IIRO), and the World Assembly of 
Muslim Youth (WAMY).  Through these charities, extreme Islamist organizations such 
as Hamas (which grew out of the Gaza branch of the Muslim Brotherhood) were able to 
grow.   


During the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the Saudi’s provided $4 billion in aid to the 
resistance.  During this time, as many as twenty-five thousand Saudi’s received guerrilla 
training in Afghanistan and other war-torn areas.  In Pakistan, the Muslim World League 
opened 150 Koran study centers and 85 schools for displaced Afghan students.  Osama 
bin Laden was a product of one of these schools.  In 1988, he took over the Maktab 
Khadamat al Mujahideen in Peshwar, Pakistan, after his leader and mentor, Abdullah 
Azam, was killed by a car bomb.  He changed its name to Al Qaeda that same year. 


Following the defeat of the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, Al Qaeda evolved into a 
consortium of Islamic terrorist groups.  After the Soviet withdrawal, Osama bin Laden 
set up bases in Afghanistan to train Arab volunteers.  He used his own wealth to spread 
Wahhabism among the Afghans.  By 1992, increased Wahhabi sentiments and an 
infusion of $100 million in Saudi money led to the fall of the lingering pro-Soviet 
Najibullah government in Kabul.  Infighting between Afghans for religious and political 
control soon ensued.  The United States, refusing to take part in a civil dispute, 
withdrew its support from the country. 


By 1994, the Taliban (translated as “students”) had evolved from a militia into a political 
force.  Taliban teachings had originated in the Deobandi schools of nineteenth-century 
India and were not particularly extreme.  Before the Afghan war, members of the 
Taliban were Sunni Muslims, but not Wahabbis.   As a result of the conflict, the 
movement became increasingly radical.  Saudi Arabia began funding the Deobandi 
religious movement in Pakistan and helped support the creation of radical madrassas 
and other advanced religious academies along the Afghan-Pakistani border.  Members 
of the Taliban increasingly embraced the Wahhabi brand of Islam, and the madrassas 
eventually became Taliban training centers. 


The fall of the Soviet Union contributed greatly to the growth of Saudi Wahhabism in 
Central Asia.  The Saudis began funding mosques in the former Soviet republics of 
Kyrgyzstan and Turkmenistan. Increased Wahhabi influence is credited for creating the 
Islamic organization Adolat in Uzbekistan and the attempted assassination of the Uzbek 
president, Karimov, in 1999.  In Tajikistan, Islamic armed insurgent groups clashed with 
government troops from May 1992 to 1997, resulting more than 50,000 deaths and over 
one million displaced citizens. 
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In 1998, the Wahhabi presence became quite pronounced in Chechnya.  Internal 
security in the country rapidly declined and the area around Gudermes soon became a 
base for terrorist operations.  To this day, the base is used as a staging point for 
thousands of kidnappings within Russia.   In 1999, President Mashhadov officially 
condemned Saudi Arabia for financing militant Wahhabi opposition to his government.   


In August 1999, Chechens staged an uprising in the neighboring republic of Dagestan, 
reigniting a civil war in Chechnya.  Shamil Bassayev, the Chechen rebel leader, 
proclaimed a jihad on neighboring Muslim-dominated areas in order to free them from 
Russian tyranny. The secretary general of the Muslim World League proclaimed that 
Dagestan had the right to be an independent state like Chechnya and condemned all 
Russian incursions into “Islamic territories.”4  Essentially, the Saudi’s had begun 
directing a strategy for dismembering the Russian federation.  This became even more 
evident a few months later when a series of Russian apartment buildings were bombed 
in Volgodonsk, Buinaksk, and Moscow, killing about 300 civilians.  President Vladimir 
Putin’s envoy, Sergei Kirienco, warned the Volga Federal District that hundreds of 
Muslim leaders were returning to Russia after being trained in Saudi Arabia and other 
Islamic states and were spreading Wahhabism to Russia’s Muslims. 


In March 1992, Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence from Yugoslavia, and 
the Serbian militia attacked the capital of Sarajevo.  In support of their fellow Muslims, 
about four thousand Arab Islamic veterans from the waning Afghan War joined the fight 
in Bosnia.  The majority of these fighters were from Saudi Arabia and other countries of 
the Arabian Peninsula.  Among these Saudi Afghans was Abu Abdul Aziz. Before going 
to Bosnia he was advised by Sheikh bin Baz and other leading members of the 
Wahhabi ulama in Saudia Arabia.  Bin Baz, a leader in the Muslim World League, 
supported the Balkan struggle against the Serbs and called on all Islamic organizations 
to aid the Bosnian Muslims in their struggle against “enemies of Allah.”5   Aziz 
eventually led a regiment in Bosnia consisting of over four hundred Saudi volunteers 
and additional Afghan veterans from Egypt, Pakistan, Sudan, and Algeria. 


Money for the Bosnian conflict was raised at the highest levels of the Saudi kingdom.  In 
1995, King Fahd sponsored a telethon in Saudi Arabia for the cause, raising over $100 
million in donations.  The World Assembly of Muslim Youth (WAMY) sent Muslim troops 
to fight the Serbs and evacuated wounded Saudi volunteers to Germany.  The 
International Islamic Relief Organization (IIRO), a Saudi-based charity, sent financial aid 
and relief workers to Bosnia.  The charity also provided arms and monetary backing for 
the Arab volunteers.  The IIRO also helped Afghan veterans invade other parts of the 
Balkans, including Albania. 


The Saudi volunteers and charities worked to spread Wahhabism among the Bosnian 
Muslims.  The Bosnian Muslims had been Communist for over fifty years and were 
                                                             


4 Ibid. page 139.  


5 Ibid. page 143. 
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basically European in the lifestyles – drinking, smoking, eating pork, and living much like 
their Serbian and Croatian neighbors.  The Wahhabis sought to cleanse their Bosnian 
brothers and bring their form of Islam more in line with that of the Middle East.  To this 
end, Arab volunteers smashed Bosnian cafes, urged women to wear the veil, and 
persuaded men to grow beards. 


In October 2001, connections between Saudi charities in the Balkans and international 
terrorism were discovered.  NATO forces raided the Sarajevo offices of the Saudi High 
Commission for Aid to Bosnia.  The commission was founded in 1993 by Prince Salman 
bin Abdul Aziz and had raised $200 million, ostensively to aid Bosnian war orphans.  
Instead, NATO troops discovered maps of Washington, D. C., with bull’s-eyes on U.S. 
government buildings.  They also found a computer program explaining how to use crop 
dusters to spread chemical weapons and photographs of past American targets of 
terrorist attacks.  Bosnian intelligence officials looked into the activities of the Saudi-
based al Haramain charity.  They reported that, rather than acting as a humanitarian 
organization, al-Haramain was serving as a channel for financing terrorist activities. 


AMERICAN WAHHABISM 


Wahhabi organizations have been active within the United States since the mid-1960’s 
and remain so today.  The Muslim Students Association (MSA), founded at the 
University of Illinois in 1963, publishes articles from the World Assembly of Muslim 
Youth (WAMY) on its website.  The University of Southern California’s MSA chapter 
website includes an English translation of Muhammad ibn Abdul Wahhab’s Book of 
Tawhid. 


Many Egyptians who were members of the Muslim Brotherhood fled their country during 
Nasser’s crackdown in the 1960’s.  These exiles made their fortunes in Saudi Arabia 
and Qatar and then relocated to southern California.  Many of them also became 
Wahhabis.  These relocated Wahhabi Muslims became active in Muslim organizations 
such as the Islamic Society of North America (ISNA).  Muzammil H. Siddiqi, leader of 
the ISNA from 1996 to 2000, called for an Islamic state to replace Israel and warned 
Americans at a Washington rally that “the wrath of God will come”6 in response to U.S. 
Middle East policies. 


The Saudis use an extremely effective tool to spread Wahhabism in the United States: 
money.  The Saudi-funded North American Islamic Trust (NAIT) safeguarded the assets 
of both the Islamic Society of North America (ISNAP) and the Muslim Students’ 
Association (MSA).  It is also estimated that at least half of the Islamic mosques and 
schools in the U.S. have been built with Wahhabi money from NAIT and Saudi Arabia. 


Other extreme organizations in the United States work for the advancement of Saudi 
Wahhabism.  The Michigan Islamic Assembly of North America (IANA), established in 
1993, is another example.  In 2001, the organization’s chairman admitted to the New 
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York Times that half of the IANA’s money came from the Saudi government and the 
remainder from private Saudi donations.  Author, Gold, notes that: 


“In May 2001, four months before the September 11 terrorist attacks,                  
the IANA’s website featured justifications for “martyrdom operations,”                    
including crashing an airplane “on a crucial enemy target.”7 


The Pittsburg-based Arabic journal, Assirat al-Mustaqeem, also enjoys a close 
relationship with the IANA.  The journal frequently contains articles in which Americans, 
Jews, and other types of Muslims are condemned as “infidels” or “apostates.”   They are 
also referred to as “Zionist crusaders.”   The religious message emphasizes the value of 
jihad saying: “Anyone who believes that jihad is not a duty or seeks to abrogate it is an 
infidel and an apostate.” 8 


The United States was used as an important center for fund-raising campaigns during 
the war against the Soviets in Afghanistan.  Abdullah Azzam set up major fund-raising 
centers in dozens of cities in America between 1985 and 1989, while also spreading the 
message of jihad.  These Alkifah Centers were located in Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, 
Brooklyn, Jersey City, Pittsburgh, and Tucson.  Thirty other cities were home to smaller 
subsidiaries. 


The Islamic Center in Tucson shifted it emphasis to Islamic terrorism in the early 1990’s.  
The Friday sermons began urging its members to defend Islam from the “infidels.”9   It 
also began to act as an al Qaeda recruiting center.  One of its members, Wadih el-
Hage, a naturalized US citizen (formerly a Lebanese Christian), later became Osama 
bin Laden’s personal secretary in Sudan.  He was eventually convicted of plotting the 
bombings of the US embassies in Kenya and Tanzania.  Another member of the center, 
Hani Hanjour, a Saudi student at the University of Arizona, piloted American Airlines 
Flight 77 when it crashed into the Pentagon on September 11. 


The Islamic Benevolence Committee is another Saudi-based charity that began working 
in the United States in the 1990’s.  Originally headquartered in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, its 
stated mission was to provide humanitarian assistance to Afghan civilians during the 
war with the Soviet Union, but the offices in America were set up long after the war had 
ended.  Ironically, the office in Jeddah closed soon after the US base was established, 
when Algeria and Egypt complained that Benevolence had provided the financial 
backing for Islamist opposition in their countries.  The US authorities finally raided the 
Chicago office and discovered videos and literature that promoted martyrdom.  The 
Chicago head of Benevolence, Abu Mahmud, had a personal relationship with Osama 
bin Laden and had allowed al Qaeda terrorist Mamduh Salim to use Benevolence as a 
cover for his travel documents.  Salim was later tied to the 1988 attacks on the US 
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9 Ibid. 
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embassies in East Africa.  A second bin Laden associate, Muhammad Bayazid, used 
Benevolence’s Chicago address when applying for a driver’s license.  He was later 
connected to al Qaeda’s efforts to obtain weapons of mass destruction. 


WAHHABI ACTIVISM WORLDWIDE 


When examining Saudi Islamic activism around the world, several patterns can be 
discerned: 


●    Saudi Arabia’s mammoth Islamic charity organizations are heavily               
involved – especially the Muslim World League; the International                 
Islamic Relief Organization (IIRO) – the operating arm of the Muslim                     
World League; al-Haramain; and the World Assembly of Muslim Youth    
(WAMY).  From the beginning, these organizations have been                
controlled by influential members of the Saudi power structure – including               
government ministers and members of the Saudi religious leadership              
(the ulama). 


●    Religious ideology, rather than geopolitical interests, is often the deciding      
factor in Saudi backing.  Support for the Taliban in Afghanistan and Saudi 
support in the Balkans was based on these groups willingness to embrace 
Wahhabism rather than the ability of their combatants. 


●    Saudi charities have promoted terrorism across the globe: 


○   The IIRO and WAMY supported Hamas.  


○   The IIRO in the Philippines aided the Abu Sayyaf terrorist organization. 


○   The head of the IIRO in Albania secretly worked for an extremist 
Egyptian organization tied to al-Qaeda. 


    


BACKLASH AGAINST THE WEST 


Since the early days of the Saudi kingdom, Wahhabism has maintained a strong anti-
Western sentiment.  This attitude has continued to grow over the years.  The Saudi 
universities have used textbooks espousing anti-Christian themes since the 1970’s.  
The religious leaders of the Wahhabi ulama pressured King Faisal to impose the oil 
embargo on the United States in 1973 and declared the Christian West to be 
adversarial “Crusaders”10 after America’s Gulf War deployment. 


After the majority of America’s Desert Storm forces left Saudi Arabia, a religious 
backlash against the King occurred.  Four hundred members of the ulama and 
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professors from Saudi universities demanded the repeal of those laws that conflicted 
with Islam.  They also insisted on the redistribution of wealth and a foreign policy that 
embraced Islamic causes rather than relying on alliances.  When the King refused to 
acquiesce to their demands, several of the clerics turned against the royal family.  
Sheikhs Safar al-Hawali, Al-Auda, and Abdullah bin Abdul Muhsin al-Turki began 
preaching verbally and distributing printed materials, as well as millions of audio and 
video tapes containing anti-Saudi status quo and anti-Western messages.  Some even 
called for the expelling of all Shiite Muslims from the country.  


In response to the pressure from the clerics, the Saudi royal family worked to carry out 
Islamic laws in an increasingly strict manner.  Punishments such as beheadings 
increased from 59 in 1994 to 191 in 1995.   The crimes cited in these executions now 
ranged from murder and armed robbery to such things as “sorcery.” 


Osama bin Laden criticized the Saudi royals so strongly that Riyadh eventually revoked 
his citizenship in 1994.  He issued a ten-page letter to the king accusing him of failing to 
remain true to the teachings of Sunni Islam.  He attacked the Saudi defense policy, the 
country’s squandering of its oil income, and its dependence on non-Muslims for 
protection.  He called for the king to resign, insisting that his regime was un-Islamic. 


Things began to change in the late 90’s.  In 1998, bin Laden called for a “jihad against 
Jews and Crusaders” 11  In the name of his new World Islamic Front.  His first charge 
was that “the United States had been occupying the lands of Islam in the holiest of 
places, the Arabian Peninsula.” Secondly, he blamed the West for “the great 
devastation inflicted on the Iraqi people.”   Finally, he criticized the “occupation” of 
Jerusalem.12  Interestingly, he did not include any words of criticism for the Saudi royal 
family.   


Since the 1990’s, clerics all over Saudi Arabia preached messages of anti-Christianity 
and anti-Judaism even though, according to Islam, these people were considered 
“people of the book’13 and therefore, protected.  The clerics believe that, since these 
people were not in compliance with conditions established by the Prophet for infidels 
who live among Muslims, they were justified in their condemnation.  Some of the 
conditions the clerics believe had been violated were listed by Sheikh Marzug Salem al-
Ghamadi:  the kufar (infidels) must pay the jizya (a poll tax for every non-Muslim) to the 
Islamic treasury, their churches or monasteries could never be repaired, they must 
remain unarmed, and their church bells must never ring.  If these conditions were 
violated, the infidels were not protected.  Since their followers knew full well that these 
strict conditions were impossible to meet, Christians and Jews were not considered 
protected under Islamic law.  
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The Saudi school system reinforced the clerics’ message of hate.  In 2000, the Ministry 
of Education published a text for ninth and tenth graders that declared: “Jews and 
Christians are the enemies of believers; they will never approve of Muslims, beware of 
them.”14  Another text book geared to the same age group stated, “It is allowed to 
demolish, burn, or destroy the bastion of the kufar (infidel) – and all that constitutes their 
shield from Muslims . . . “15 


Gold writes that “for those who accepted and internalized the messages presented in 
the Saudi curriculum, the leap to what bin Laden was saying at the time was not very 
great.”16 


Saudi Arabia began to show increasing reluctance in dealing with terrorism.  The first 
signs of Saudi refusal to confront terrorists came in April, 1995.  The US government 
received information that the mastermind of the 1983 Beruit bombing of the Marine 
barracks, Imad Mughniyeh of Hizballah, would be on a Middle East Airlines from 
Khartoum to Beruit with a stopover in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia.  The FBI was sent to arrest 
Mughniyeh in Jedda.  Tony Lake, President Clinton’s National Security Advisor, had 
personally coordinated the operation with Prince Bandar bin Sultan, the Saudi 
Ambassador to Washington.  Just before its arrival, however, the Saudi government 
refused to allow the plane to land.  Mughniyeh was able to get away.  The US protested 
to no avail. 


Over time, it became evident that Saudi Arabia was no longer the target of Osama bin 
Laden’s wrath.  Many other radical Muslim groups were also refraining from confronting 
their home governments, because it violated the Islamic law against fitna (a Muslim civil 
war).  Bin Laden officially advised his fellow Muslims against starting a civil war with 
Saudi Arabia because an internal conflict could destroy the kingdom’s oil industries. 


High level sources in US intelligence were sure Saudi Arabia had made a deal with bin 
Laden.  US sources confirmed that the Saudis began making regular payments to bin 
Laden in 1995.  Gold notes: “That year, the Saudi regime had gone ‘to the dark side.’ 
Saudi money was supporting extremist groups in Afghanistan, Lebanon, Yemen, 
Central Asia, and the Persian Gulf.”17 


In effect, the Saudis were more or less paying a ransom to be left alone.   Bin Laden 
began to use Saudi Arabia as a base of operations against American targets and no 
longer attacked the kingdom.   
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The first example of his new approach was the al-Qaeda bombing of the two US 
embassies in Kenya and Tanzania which killed more than 240 and injured over 4,500. 
Two of the bombers were Saudi citizens.  Next, the planners of the USS Cole attack 
were granted refuge in Saudi Arabia after their escape from Yemen.  The commander of 
the USS Cole attack was a Saudi citizen, Abdul Rahim al-Nashiri – the founder of the 
first al-Qaeda cell in Saudi Arabia.  In addition, six of the fifteen Saudis involved in the 
9-11 hijackings were recruited in Saudi Arabia and trained in their own country. 


Gold says that by the 1990’s, religious and educational elements of the Saudi 
establishment were consistently putting forth the key components of Osama bin Laden’s 
religious justification for attacking America: 


●   There was no basis for interfaith dialogue with Christians or Jews, as these 
religions were based on blasphemy, polytheism, or heresy. 


●   Christians and Jews were infidels (kufar) or even polytheists (mushrikun) and 
therefore not protected peoples but in perpetual conflict with Islam. 


●   It is permissible to “demolish, burn, or destroy the bastions of the kufar.”18 


Most of the information on Saudi involvement with bin Laden came out after September 
11, 2001.  The Saudi’s continued to condemn terrorist attacks and commiserate with 
countries such as the United States, Great Britain, France and Russia until that time. 


A CONTINUED HATRED 


For several weeks after the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, the 
Saudis continued to deny any involvement of its citizens or any responsibility for the 
attack.  In October, the Saudi minister of Islamic Affairs was quoted as saying, “There is 
no proof or evidence that Saudis carried out these attacks.”19  This comment was made 
even after the US government had identified fifteen of the nineteen hijackers as Saudi 
nationals. 


The Saudis also tried to link Osama bin Laden’s actions to other countries with greater 
technical expertise in these areas.  Finally, the Saudis claimed that bin Laden seemed 
to have been used as a “tool” by others because those Saudis involved did not “have 
the capability to act in such a professional way.”20 


Saudi religious figures continued to speak out against the West after 9-11 as if nothing 
had happened.  Sheik Hamud bin Uqla al-Shuaibi forbade Saudi Arabia’s participation 
in the US war on terrorism in Afghanistan.  He said that, “Whoever supports the infidel 
                                                             


18 Ibid. Page 184. 


19 Ibid. Page 185. 


20 Ibid.  
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against Muslims is considered an infidel,” and insisted that it was a “duty to wage jihad 
against anyone who supports the attack on Afghanistan.”21  Sheik al-Shuaibi was the 
first major Saudi religious leader to condone the destruction of the World Trade Center 
and the Pentagon and call for further destruction of the United States. 


The Saudi government dragged its feet as long as possible after the 9-11 attacks before 
cooperating with the American government.  The Bush administration noted that the 
Saudi government had refused to freeze the assets of Osama bin Laden and his 
associates for more than a month after September 11.  They were also one of the last 
countries to sever ties with the Taliban. 


Several prominent Saudi sheiks publically justified the attacks and expressed no 
remorse for the victims.  On the Al Jazeera television program, The Opposite Direction, 
aired on January 22, 2002, Saudi Sheik Adbulla bin Matruk al-Hadda, a preacher from 
the Saudi Ministry of Islamic Affairs, described American Jews as “brothers of apes and 
pigs,” saying that they were responsible for the corruption of the United States.22 


A PUBLIC RELATIONS CHALLENGE 


After September 11, the Saudi’s realized they were faced with a public image problem.  
The Saudi government hired the American advertising firm, Burson-Marteller, to place 
ads in American newspapers depicting Saudi Arabia as a US ally.  They also employed 
Qorvis Communications and Frederick Dutton, a former special assistant to President 
Kennedy to help with their PR problems.  In addition, they paid the firm of Patton Boggs 
to educate US congressmen and their staffs about Saudi issues and concerns. 


A month after the attacks, Prince al-Waleed bin Talal visited Ground Zero with Mayor 
Rudy Giuliani.  He gave the mayor a check for $10 million made out to the Twin Towers 
Fund.  While professing to feel badly for the victims, al Waleed appeared to be 
unmoved by what he saw.  Giuliani later wrote that he detected a smirk on the faces of 
al-Waleed and the members of his entourage as they toured the site.  In a press 
release, al-Waleed said,”We must address some of the issues that led to such a 
criminal attack.  He added, “I believe the government of the United States of America 
should re-examine its policies in the Middle East and adopt a more balanced stance 
toward the Palestinian cause.”23  Mayor Giuliani returned the check to the Saudis, 
unwilling to accept any justification for September 11. 


In 2002, Saudi nationals continued to be involved in al-Qaeda activities.  In Morocco, 
three Saudi were seized while planning an attack on US and British warships in the 
Strait of Gibraltar.  Saudis were also found in an al-Qaeda cell in Lebanon. 


                                                             


21 Ibid. Page 186. 


22 Ibid. Page 191. 


23 Ibid. Page 193. 
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TERROR’S MOTIVES OVERLOOKED 


Gold believes that “by and large, the West’s campaign has overlooked a critical 
component of terrorism – that is, the precise source of the terror, the ideology that 
motivates individuals and groups to slaughter thousands of innocent people, and 
perhaps even take their own lives.”24 


He also contends that Wahhabism, per se, is not the problem.  He cites the example of 
Qatar.  This sheikhdom adopted Wahhabism in the late nineteenth century, but did not 
adopt the same extremist policies as Saudi Arabia.  It has even given de facto 
recognition to Catholic, Anglican, and Orthodox churches.  Public practice of Christianity 
is banned in Saudi Arabia, and non-Wahhabi Muslim sects, such as the Shiites, are not 
permitted to build their own mosques in the kingdom. 


Bernard Lewis, noted historian on the Middle East, offered the following analogy on how 
the Wahhabi ideology gained its influence: 


Imagine if the Ku Klux Klan or Aryan Nation obtained total control of             
Texas and had at its disposal all the oil revenues, and used this money               
to establish a network of well-endowed schools and colleges all over 
Christendom peddling their particular brand of Christianity.  This is what           
the Saudis have done with Wahhabism.  The oil money has enabled               
them to spread this fanatical, destructive form of Islam all over the Muslim    
world and among Muslims in the West.  Without oil and the creation of the   
Saudi kingdom, Wahhabism would have remained a lunatic fringe.25 


Gold believes “it is essential to stop the Saudis from financing terrorist organizations, 
but moving beyond the nuts and bolts of state support for terrorism to the issue of 
incitement and hatred is just as critical.”26  He says it is a much greater challenge for the 
international community, but a vital one.  Unless the ideological motivation for terrorism 
is addressed, the war on terror cannot be won. 


He contends that the world must hold the Saudi Arabia to a minimal standard of 
international behavior and encourage Saudi educational reform.  Failure to do so will 
have devastating consequences.  He says that, “under present conditions, the Saudi 
leadership senses that it can get away with its own internal extremism.  It faces no 
negative sanction.”27 


                                                             


24 Ibid. Page 214. 


25 Ibid. Page 219. 


26 Ibid. Page 225. 


27 Ibid. Page 228. 
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Gold warns that, “Unless the Saudi regime feels pressure to change, the hatred that has 
motivated a horrifying series of worldwide terrorist attacks . . . will only go on.  And as 
long as the hatred continues, the terror will go on.”28 
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“A stunning, deeply disturbing book . . . A must read for all Western policy makers and 
President Obama before they implement any new strategy for Afghanistan and 


Pakistan.”1 


-- Ahmed Rashid, New York Times bestselling author of Taliban and Descent into 
Chaos 


“A vitally important book. Until the United States admits what Peters knows, and 
changes course, the virulent narco-terrorism spreading across South Asia will cause us 


to lose not only Afghanistan but Pakistan as well.”2 


--Robert Baer, New York Times bestselling author of Sleeping With the Devil  


Gretchen Peters has covered both Pakistan and Afghanistan for more than a decade, 
first for the Associated Press and later for ABC News.  Peters was nominated for an 
Emmy Award for her coverage of the 2007 assassination of Benazir Bhutto and won the 
SAJA Journalism Award for a Nightline segment on Pervez Musharraf. 


Seeds of Terror makes the case that we must cut terrorists off from their drug earnings 
if we ever hope to beat them.3 
                                                             


1 Peters, Gretchen. Seeds of Terror: How Heroin is Bankrolling the Taliban and Al Qaeda. New York: Thomas 
Dunne Books, 2009, front cover. 


2 Ibid, back cover. 
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CHAPTER 1: THE NEW AXIS OF EVIL 


Gretchen Peters is one of the few journalists ever permitted to accompany the ERAD, 
the poppy eradication force, on one of its dangerous missions in Afghanistan.  The 
remote and lawless Afghan province of Helmand was the area into which Peters 
journeyed with the ERAD in April of 2006.  After years of investigation, her trip into 
Helmand solidified what she had been hearing and gleaning for several years. The 
insurgents had teamed with organized crime – the drug lords.   


In Afghanistan and Pakistan, this unholy alliance proves to be profitable for all of the 
bad guys.  The drug kingpins pay the insurgents, Taliban and al Qaeda to protect and 
transport their drugs across checkpoints and borders, to sea ports and airports, and out 
of the country.  In exchange, the terrorists get paid handsomely.  With the drug money 
they are receive, groups like the Taliban are able to reconstitute, rearm, resupply and 
return to fight with a vengeance.  


The Taliban began their insurgent comeback in the spring of 2003.  Coincidentally, that 
was the same year that opium cultivation reached an all time high throughout southern 
Afghanistan. United States intelligence agencies tracked ships leaving Pakistani ports 
loaded to the brim with Afghan heroin.  When these same ships returned to the ports of 
Pakistan, they were laden with weapons and ammunition destined for the insurgents in 
Afghanistan. 


In 2006, Afghanis harvested the single largest illegal narcotics crop on record.  Two-
thirds of the harvest was grown in areas where the resurgent Taliban exercise partial or 
complete control over the local populations. Peters says that it is no coincidence that 
2006 was also marked by the bloodiest fighting since the Taliban was toppled by the 
U.S.-led coalition in 2001.    


In 2007, the Afghani poppy crop expanded by another 17 percent. According to the 
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), the Afghans stockpiled around 
three thousand tons of opium in 2008.4 


To put into perspective just how vast the Afghan poppy fields have become, the number 
one drug province – Helmand –is about the size of West Virginia.  If Helmand were its 
own nation state, it would be the world’s leading opium producer with the rest of 
Afghanistan close behind. In 2007, the UNODC estimated that the value of Helmand’s 
poppy production alone was in the neighborhood of more than half a billion dollars. 
Poppy crops reward farmers with a dozen times the revenue generated by crops such 
as melons and wheat. 


                                                                                                                                                                                                    


3 Ibid, front book flap. 


4 Ibid, page 4. 
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The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) attempted to institute 
a cash-for-work alternative to poppy growing in 2005, but the program failed after a 
dozen of the local staff and guards were gunned down. 


Today the Taliban threaten those who do not meet their poppy-growing quotas. Afghan 
provincial government officials and law enforcement officers are notoriously corrupt, 
being paid off by money from the opium lords.  Peters says that the U.S. government is 
lobbying for broad spraying of the poppy fields instead of going after the traffickers and 
money launderers.  She maintains that spraying the fields and destroying large portions 
of the poppy crop would play right into the hands of the drug lords.  It’s all about supply 
and demand.  If the U.S. destroys poppy fields, there will be less opium on the streets.  
Less opium means that the price for it goes up.  Drug lords make more money, 
smugglers make more money, Taliban and al Qaeda make more money. 


Peters knows Afghanistan. She had spent many years there traveling throughout the 
dangerous land, observing first hand, interviewing Afghanis, studying and assessing the 
situation there.  She paints a fairly grim picture of the war-torn nation: 


■ The NATO force in Afghanistan currently numbers around 50,000 troops.  But 
due to the large number of administrative and support personnel, only about 
10,000 of these soldiers are actual combat troops. The number of insurgents 
fighting against NATO ranges from 5,000 to upwards of 20,000. 


■ Since the U.S.-led invasion in 2001, the community of nations pledged $25 
billion in aid to Afghanistan but so far has only delivered about $15 billion. Of the 
$15 billion donated, an astounding 40 percent of it gets returned to the donor 
nations in the form of corporate revenues and profits.   


■ Foreign aid to Afghanistan amounted to $2.8 billion in 2003. The Afghan opium 
trade generated approximately $4.8 billion that same year. 


■Historically speaking, terrorists win when they team with organized crime. A 
Stanford University study examining why some conflicts last longer than others 
found that crime was a major factor.  Of the 128 conflicts examined, the 17 in 
which insurgents relied to a large extent upon their financial arrangements with 
criminals endured up to five times longer.5 


■ Many of the battles initiated by the Taliban and other insurgent groups in 
Afghanistan today are simply attacks aimed at diverting attention away from large 
drug shipments. 


Peters tells us that the Taliban of 2009 is less about religion and ideology and more 
about the money. Most are in the insurgency/drugs game to make good money. Using 
local Afghan reporters, Peters surveyed 350 people who work in the drug trade in 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 11. 
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Afghanistan along the Afghan-Pakistan border, where insurgents maintain supremacy. 
More than three quarters of those interviewed agreed that a Taliban commander’s 
number one priority is making money.  It is not to re-take lost ground or to force a 
radically strict brand of Islam upon the locals. It is estimated that opium provides today’s 
Taliban with nearly three quarters of its operational funding.  


July 2007 intelligence reports claimed that al Qaeda had reconstituted and was much 
more organized and better funded than it had never been before. In Peters’ survey 
along the Afghan-Pakistan border, people attested that low-level al Qaeda  fighters get 
involved with the drug trade along the border regions, where they get paid well to 
protect heroin shipments. Peters reminds her readers that to pull off 9/11, it is estimated 
that al Qaeda invested around half a million dollars. Terror organizations involved in the 
Afghan drug trade can make $500,000 in one week alone. 


Why haven’t NATO and the Afghan government clamped down hard on the illicit drug 
trade? Our author supplies some facts that help to explain the reasons: 


■ Senior NATO officials express a hesitancy to get involved.  As Jim Pardew, 
NATO deputy assistant secretary-general for operations stated, “The fight 
against narcotics is first and foremost an Afghan responsibility . . .”6 


■ It is widely known that the government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai is 
extremely corrupt. 


--Karzai is an ethnic Pashtun.  He receives the bulk of his political support 
from Afghanistan’s Pashtun-dominated southern regions, where he has 
resisted any effort to rein in poppy production. 


--Karzai has refused to prosecute or fire high-level government officials in 
his administration who are commonly known to be tied to the drug trade. 


-- One of the primary reasons why the Taliban is now flourishing in 
Afghanistan is the absence of sound governance in Afghanistan, 
beginning with its president. 


Our author tells us that the true axis of evil is composed of the narcotics traffickers, the 
terrorist organizations, and international, organized crime.  This triad represents a global 
threat to security and stability. The war on terror cannot be won until the narco-
trafficking is stopped and the drug money flowing to the terrorists is terminated. 


 


 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 20. 
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CHAPTER 2: OPERATION JIHAD 


United States’ involvement in the Pakistan/Afghanistan region began in earnest in 1979 
when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan.  At that time, Pakistan was ruled by 
General Zia ul-Hag who came to power in a bloodless coup that deposed the 
democratically-elected president. Initially, the U.S., along with much of the international 
community, detached itself from the Pakistani regime.  But when the Soviets invaded 
Afghanistan, Pakistan was transformed into a critical, frontline state in the battle against 
the Soviet Union.  Overnight, all was forgiven. The free world needed Pakistan as an 
ally. 


The U.S. wanted to do anything and everything it could to insure that the Soviet’s war  
in Afghanistan became its Vietnam, characterized by many years of hard fighting, heavy 
losses, and no victory in sight.  The CIA provided millions upon millions of dollars and 
arms to the Afghani freedom fighters.  The Saudis matched the U.S. contributions dollar 
for dollar.  But the United States needed to be covert with respect to their assistance of 
the Afghans. The trail of money and arms had to lead somewhere other than back to 
America.  So the CIA funneled all of its money and arms through the Pakistani Inter-
Services Intelligence (ISI) organization, who then dolled it out to the Afghans.  The 
downside was that there was never any accountability over the hundreds of millions of 
dollars that were passed through the ISI, supposedly on the way to the soldiers in 
Afghanistan. 


When the war in Afghanistan began in 1979, there were more than eighty Afghan 
political groups competing for the money and arms flowing from the CIA through the ISI.  
The Pakistanis knew the language and culture of the Afghans, so the CIA basically told 
the ISI to deal with it all. The U.S. did demand that the ISI bring the number of major 
groups needing assistance down to a much more reasonable and manageable                   
number. In response, the Pakistani spy organization reorganized the many groups into 
seven major parties, which became known as the Peshawar Seven (the leaders of the 
seven groups had to travel to the Pakistani frontier city of Peshawar to collect their 
money and supplies).7 


The major Islamic, fundamentalist mujahedeen commanders supported by the CIA 
during the Soviet-Afghan War were all involved in the drug trade: 


■ Akhundzada commanded the Helmand Valley.  In 1989, he ordered that half of 
all the farmland there be planted with poppy crop.  Those who did not comply 
were castrated or killed. The first year of the planting generated more than 250 
metric tons of opium. 


■ Gulbuddin Hekmatyar was a brutal commander who fought Akhundzada for 
more than two years in order to take control of the Helmand Valley and its poppy 
fields.  Backed by the ISI, Hekmatyar finally succeeded. Hekmatyar supported 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 33. 
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Saddam Hussein openly.  He killed Afghan intellectuals and ordered his men to 
kill Westerners when they found them.  But the CIA was never able to cut him off 
from the aid because he was protected by the Pakistani ISI. 


■ Yunis Khalis was a third Islamist commander heavily into the drug business. 
His rise to power resulted from drug money and support he received from 
Pakistan. 


■ Jalaluddin Haqqani was an eastern commander who operated in the border 
territories and was deeply involved in opium smuggling. 


(Hekmatyar and Haqqani still operate in Afghanistan today, deeply immersed in the 
narco-trafficking and still fighting NATO forces.) 


There are many indications that the Pakistan’s intelligence agency and its military, in 
general, have been involved in narco-trafficking since the early 1980s.  By the mid-
1980s, almost three quarters of the world’s highest-grade heroin originated from or 
passed through Pakistan.  The ISI delivered guns and supplies into Afghanistan and 
backhauled drugs into Pakistan. 


Evidence exists that there is probably a well-established and powerful drug syndicate 
within the Pakistani military that has existed for decades: 


■ In 1986, a Pakistani army major was arrested for transporting more than 200 
grams of heroin. 


■ In 1986, a Pakistani air force officer was nabbed with more than 200 grams of 
heroin in his possession. 


■ More than a dozen Pakistani military officers were arrested on drug charges in 
1986.  None were ever investigated, charged with a crime or convicted. 


Between 1979 and 1986, the United States worked closely with the Pakistanis to 
eradicate the poppy fields in Pakistan’s tribal areas. Locals were offered alternatives to 
poppy growing.  Alternative livelihoods and crop eradication reduced Pakistan’s poppy 
production in the tribal areas by more than 75 percent. An unfortunate result of this 
program was that more farmers began growing poppies across the border in 
Afghanistan’s tribal regions. The problem simply jumped across the border. 


As early as 1990, DEA identified around forty major drug smuggling operations in 
Pakistan. It reckoned that less than 5 percent of the heroin produced in or shipped 
through Pakistan was ever detected by law enforcement authorities. 


Evidence exists that drug money, at times, has even floated as high as the Pakistani 
president’s office. In 1983, a man arrested in Norway with 3.5 kilos of crystal heroin in 
his possession told authorities that President Zia’s personal banker, Hamid Hasnain, 
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was the key player in a huge heroin syndicate which moved drugs from Pakistan to 
Europe.8 


From 1979 through the defeat of the Soviet Union in Afghanistan in 1989, the CIA and 
American authorities in general, did not concern themselves with the details of the 
narco-trafficking. The focus was on making the Soviets in Afghanistan suffer and fail.  
The CIA knew what was going on between the ISI and the drug lords, but it needed the 
ISI to funnel its money and weapons to the Afghan mujahedeen; ergo, the CIA would 
not give up any of their ISI counterparts. With respect to the Afghan commanders 
themselves, as long as they were fighting Soviets and funding some of the fight with 
drug money, no one seemed to care. As the commanders became more and more 
reliant upon opium revenues, narco-trafficking became a way of life and a necessity for 
financial survival among the rival tribes. 


As the war with the Soviets drew to a close, war lords such as Hekmatyar knew the 
American and Saudi money would be drying up. In anticipation of the termination of 
funding, he built his armed forces into the size of a small, conventional army and turned 
to increased poppy cultivation for the revenues needed to sustain his operation.  Other 
Afghan commanders did the same. 


The United States lost interest in Afghanistan after the Soviet defeat there.  Instead of 
continuing to pour money into the war-ravaged country for reconstruction and 
alternatives to poppy farming, the U.S. overtly cut off funding.  Secretly, America was 
still sending money to the mujahedeen until 1992, when even the covert aid program 
was terminated. “Overnight, that left 135,000 armed Afghans and their families with no 
way to support themselves,” said a former CIA officer. “And what do you expect 
happened? The commanders turned to gun running to make money, and in no short 
time, most of them turned to drugs too.”9 


Not long after the aid to the Afghan fighters was terminated, Afghanistan’s relief and 
reconstruction funds were slashed by more than 60 percent, at a time when experts 
calculated that one billion dollars would be needed to mend the war-ravaged territories. 
The final straw came in 1993 when the Clinton administration stopped all aid to 
Afghanistan. America squandered an opportunity to build trust and political clout with 
the Afghans and maybe even stop the spread of Islamic extremism in that country. 


 


 


 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 44. 


9 Ibid, page 58. 
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CHAPTER 3: NARCO-TERROR STATE 


With millions upon millions of dollars in drug revenues, the Taliban commanders in 
association with al Qaeda, have transformed Afghanistan into a bona fide narco-terror 
state – the first in modern history.  


Peters tells the story of Taliban leader Mullah Omar’s rise to power. In 1994, the war 
lords of Afghanistan were raping the Afghan countryside and terrorizing villages at will.  
Mullah Omar was a teacher at a small religious school, or madrassa, on the outskirts of 
Kandahar. Villagers came to Omar and told him that the local war lord had kidnapped 
and raped two young girls from their village.  Mullah Omar raised a band of about thirty 
madrassa students (Talibs), armed them, and attacked the base of the man who 
kidnapped and sexually assaulted the women. The women were set free and the 
commander, hanged. 


Mullah Omar again became involved when two war lords began fighting over a young 
boy whom they both fancied as a lover.  It was not long until Mullah Omar gained a 
reputation as an Afghan Robin Hood.  More and more people rallied to support Omar in 
his fight for justice and moral ground.  His followers became known as “Taliban.”  


Those who witnessed and participated in the early days of the Taliban say that, initially, 
the Taliban wanted to end the poppy growing and drug trade.  But reality dictated that 
the Taliban needed money to survive and conduct its operations.  Drugs were where the 
money was.   


Though the Taliban tout that their rise to power was by the grace of Allah, it was actually 
due to the Taliban’s alliance with the drug lords, their smugglers and transporters. To 
suit their need for drug money, Taliban leaders declared to their flock that the ingestion 
of drugs and the manufacture of heroin were forbidden, but the manufacturing and 
trading of opium was not. 


Mullah Omar’s Taliban gained huge support and began to take control of Afghanistan 
with amazing speed.  After years of war and instability, the Taliban brought law and 
order and security to the villages.  Though the Taliban also brought a very restricted and 
controlled lifestyle to the Afghan people, for the average Afghani who was tired of war, 
death and destruction, it was a good trade-off. Just two years after forming as an 
Islamist organization, the Taliban rolled into the Afghan capital city, Kabul, and took 
charge of the nation. 


As is often the case, politics and power trumped religion in the case of Omar and his 
Taliban.  Several key tribal leaders were willing to lend their support to Mullah Omar and 
his Taliban, as long as Omar did not prohibit poppy cultivation and the resulting drug 
trade.  It was an offer Omar could not refuse.  And he did not refuse it.  


In fall of 2004, the Taliban attacked and took control of an Afghan military garrison along 
the Afghan-Pakistani border. The Taliban attack was supported by Pakistani military 
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artillery fire. In taking control of the garrison, the Taliban gained possession of a huge 
weapons cache. 


In 1996, Osama bin Laden, exiled from his native land of Saudi Arabia and was forced 
to leave the Sudan, returned to Afghanistan for the first time since the defeat of the 
Soviet Union.  He joined forces with Mullah Omar, contributing an estimated $3 million 
from his personal bank account to pay off the remaining war lords who presented the 
final obstacle to the Taliban’s complete takeover of the country.  Bin Laden’s cash 
assisted Omar at a time when Omar needed the help desperately.  Omar would remain 
in Osama’s debt for a long time to come. 


With the Taliban ruling the country, Afghanistan’s poppy production climbed once again.  
In 1997, the poppy yield was a little more than 2,800 tons. Two years later, it 
skyrocketed to more than 4,500 metric tons.  “. . .the Taliban controlled most of the 
country, and Afghanistan’s poppy crop represented 75 percent of global production; 
97% of it was grown in Taliban-held areas.”10 


Peters says that there is strong evidence to suggest that involvement in Afghan, narco-
trafficking even extends to leaders of Middle East nations.  It is suspected that Osama 
bin Laden personally served as the middle man between the Taliban and Arab drug 
smugglers who ,in turn, served the United Arab Emirates, Qatar and Saudi Arabia.  The 
commissions paid to bin Laden for his services went to sustain his training camps. “In 
2007, accused drug smuggler Haji Bashir Noorzai stated, in testimony before a New 
York court, that he brokered a deal for the United Arab Emirates’ defense minister, 
Sheikh Mohammed bin Rashid al Maktoum . . .”11 


With the sanction of Mullah Omar, bin Laden and his men took control of the Afghani, 
state-run Ariana Airlines.  Normal passenger traffic was halted as the planes were used 
to transport everything from Islamist fighters and heroin to cash and weapons. 


In 2002, Mullah Omar agreed to work with the UN.  On behalf of his Taliban, he 
accepted $250 million to eliminate poppy fields and offer alternative livelihoods to the 
farmers.  Only 8,000 hectares (a hectare is a 100 square meter plot of ground ) were 
planted in spring of 2001, down from 82,000 hectares the year before.12 But as it turned 
out the UN was duped by Omar.  Omar took the UN’s $250 million and cut back poppy 
production for one season.  As a result of the cutbacks, “ . . .the price of opium at 
Afghanistan’s border shot up from an all-time low of about $28 per kilo to between $350 
and $400, according to UNODC and DEA accounts.  The Taliban made a fortune. 


Peters says that if one examines drug trafficking patterns in Afghanistan after 9/11, it is 
apparent that the U.S.-led invasion was completely anticipated by both the Taliban and 
                                                             


10 Ibid, page 81. 


11 Ibid, page 88. 


12 Ibid, page 93. 
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al Qaeda. “On September 11, 2001, the regional price of a kilogram of opium had 
reached an all-time high of $746. Within weeks, it had dropped to $95 a kilo, according 
to the DEA, indicating its owners were dumping their stocks in anticipation of the U.S.-
led invasion. . .”13 


From the very beginning of the U.S. military operations in Afghanistan, the Bush 
administration and the Pentagon ignored the drug trafficking.  One California 
congressman assembled a team consisting of half a dozen people working 24/7 to 
identify where the Taliban stored its drugs. The team identified four storage areas where 
it was estimated that the Taliban had more than $1 billion worth of drugs cached. The 
military refused to strike the storage areas.  The CIA later concluded that had the 
military bombed the targets that the congressman’s team had located, it probably would 
have slowed Afghan opium production for at least one year. 


 


CHAPTER 4: THE NEW TALIBAN 


On December 19, 2006, Mullah Akhtar Mohammad Osmani, Taliban Leader Mullah 
Omar’s chief finance officer and military commander of the key drug provinces in 
southern Afghanistan, was killed when a precision weapon launched from a U.S. 
warplane struck the vehicle within which he was traveling. Osmani was the highest 
ranking Taliban leader to be successfully targeted and killed since the U.S.-led invasion 
of Afghanistan in October 2001. He was eliminated while transacting a drug deal. 


Opium was the driving force and power behind the Taliban’s quick resurgence.  The 
drug transformed the Pakistan-Afghanistan tribal border areas into a much more 
dangerous and menacing region than even the Taliban itself expected to see.  


Peters tells us that the Taliban of 2009 is very different from the Taliban of 2001. 
Although Mullah Omar remains the leader of the Taliban, the organization and its 
members have morphed from a band of religiously-driven, fanatic warriors to a gang of 
drug money-motivated thugs. The new Taliban – if it can still be called that – is a 
fragmented, transnational force devoid of many of the group’s prior characteristics and 
political aspirations.”14  Today’s Taliban operates in both Pakistan and Afghanistan.  Its 
members participate in a variety of money-making ventures to include kidnapping, 
racketeering, local terrorist attacks, and drug running.  In many regions, men 
associating themselves with the Taliban movement have absolutely no allegiance to 
leader Mullah Omar.  Their loyalty aligns with corrupt government officials and drug 
lords who pay them handsomely for their services.  The bottom line is that today’s rank 
and file Taliban are not in the fight for religious ideology.  They are in it for the money. 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 100. 


14 Ibid, page 104. 
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Peters points out some of the occurrences which fueled the corruption, drug trade and 
new Taliban as opposed to weakening it all: 


■ CIA and military operations designed to capture or kill HVTs (high-value 
targets) in Afghanistan have been directed at al Qaeda, not the Taliban. 


■ The CIA and military units have given tens of millions of dollars to supposedly 
anti-Taliban warlords to assist in the eradication of Taliban members. These 
warlords, whom the media and even U.S. government officials have accused of 
being questionably loyal to their American financiers, have a history of playing for 
both sides.  How much U.S. money actually resulted in the elimination of Taliban 
members remains questionable. 


■ The President of Afghanistan – U.S.-installed Hamid Karzai – awarded key 
Afghan government positions to known war and drug lords: 


--Northern Alliance leader Marshall Fahim became the Afghan defense 
minister. 


-- Kazrat Ali became governor of Nangarhar, one of the provinces richest 
in poppy fields. 


-- Ismael Khan was permitted to remain in control of Herat, where he 
continues to run drugs and arms across the Iranian border. 


-- An Uzbek, drug warlord named Rashid Dostum was given control of 
trade in the north. 


■ Just one harvest season following the U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan, the 
Afghan poppy harvest skyrocketed from 8,000 to around 74,000 hectares.  Under 
the noses of the occupational forces, Afghanistan transformed into the world’s 
largest poppy producing, narco-nation. 


■ Since the 2001 invasion, few combat troops have been stationed outside of 
Kandahar.  Most of Afghanistan remained physically unsecured.  The Taliban 
took advantage of the lack of sufficient NATO soldiers to take and secure territory 
and carefully planned and executed their resurgence “under the radar” of the 
occupational forces. 


■ Mullah Omar executed a patient yet methodical plan to recruit new Taliban 
members from the Pakistani madrassas.  He also sent his lieutenants to locate 
and procure new caches of weapons, ammunition and supplies that would be 
needed for future offensive operations. 


■ In June of 2003, Mullah Omar appointed his chain of command for the 
resurgence. Southeastern regions of Afghanistan became the responsibility of 
Jalaluddin Haqqani. The south was assigned to Mullah Dadullah. The eastern 
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regions were given to Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, with whom Mullah Omar mended 
relationships. All of these men are powerful drug and warlords. 


■ Unchecked by the CIA and military forces, “. . .the Taliban and its allies took in 
as much as $100 million in tax revenue in 2003 alone.  There were reports that al 
Qaeda operatives in Peshawar (Pakistan) were taking delivery of 4,400 pounds 
of processed heroin every two months, which they could have sold on the 
wholesale market for between $38 million and $59 million annually without even 
exporting it from Pakistan.”15 


■ Between 2003 and present day, the Taliban has been able to work out 
business arrangements with numerous poppy farmers. The Taliban provides the 
farmers with protection.  It builds defensive positions around the farms, plants 
minefields to make it harder for the poppy eradication forces (ERAD) to attack, 
and even installs IEDs where it thinks the ERAD will have to travel. 


■ Several studies and analyses of poppy eradication in Afghanistan show that 
the tribes which support President Karzai experience a lesser degree of poppy 
eradication.  Tribes not allied with or supported by the Karzai government tend to 
cling more to the insurgents for protection and support and have more of their 
competing poppy fields destroyed. 


Gretchen Peters organized a survey of Afghan poppy growers.  The survey was 
conducted by Afghans, not Westerners.  Peters’ research states that more than 90 
percent of the poppy farmers interviewed said that they would much rather be growing 
something other than drug crops and would rather not be associating with the Taliban.  
But they find themselves caught between a rock and a hard place; if they do not grow 
what they are instructed to grow, they and their families will suffer and even die.  Even 
within the opium heartland – Helmand – farmers stated that they would prefer not to be 
involved with poppies or the Taliban. 


By 2007, the Taliban’s participation in the opium trade had grown to the point where 
Taliban commanders were operating their own mobile drug laboratories.  There are fifty 
or more of these labs operating in the Pakistan-Afghanistan border regions. 


According to NATO figures, the Taliban possesses so much drug money that it can 
afford to pay its foot soldiers as much as $150 per month in Afghanistan, where the 
average annual income is around $500 and law enforcement officials make only about 
$60 monthly.  


Taliban field commanders rely heavily on drug money to pay salaries and buy weapons 
and equipment needed to sustain combat operations. The Taliban leaders at the top still 
rely upon donations for their incomes and needs.  These donations come from Pakistan 
and well-to-do Arabs within the Gulf States. 
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There is unanimous consensus among those who study Afghanistan closely that the 
government of Hamid Karzai is extremely corrupt and involved in many facets of the 
drug trade.  A 2007 UN study singles out more than thirty-five Afghan provinces within 
which are located some of the largest poppy fields and main drug trafficking routes.  
The study notes that within these main drug provinces positions such as governorships, 
customs officials and police assignments are most lobbied for within Karzai government. 
Karzai appointees to the most profitable positions of government are said to pay as 
much as $40,000 per month up the chain of command to retain their influential positions 
within Karzai’s government.  This kind of money can only come from illicit sources within 
the drug trade. 


Though the Taliban leaders are making record amounts of money with their involvement 
in the drugs, they are not the masterminds behind the business end of the game. A 
veteran, U.S. narcotics official operating in Kabul told Peters, “This is being run by 
businessmen, and they are the best I have ever seen.”16 


 


CHAPTER 5:  THE KINGPIN 


It took Gretchen Peters a long time to track down Afghanistan’s number one drug 
kingpin.  His name is Haji Juma Khan (HJK).  Khan’s drug empire is the foundation of 
today’s Taliban. It is estimated that Khan’s operation deals $1 billion worth of opium and 
heroin every year.  Haji Khan pays Taliban and al Qaeda operatives to guard the drugs 
and their transportation.  Mullah Omar and Osama bin Laden both work for Khan.  


HJK is in his mid-fifties.  He owns homes in six countries and is famous for his 
extravagant lifestyle that includes all-night parties characterized by unlimited alcohol 
and prostitutes. His primary residence in Afghanistan is in a heavily-guarded compound 
in Zaranj, an isolated area near the Iranian border.  As early as 2001, HJK’s hundred 
vehicle convoys moving across the Iranian desert attracted the attention of counter-
narcotics authorities. Ironically, the U.S. military briefly detained HJK in 2001.  The U.S. 
intelligence community knew he was involved in drugs and had strong ties to the 
Taliban, but did not consider him to be a significant threat; he was released. Only three 
years later, intelligence agencies in the U.S. and Great Britain marked HJK as the 
primary financier of both the Taliban and al Qaeda. 


HJK continued to adjust his drug running and counter-coalition tactics much to his 
financial advantage.  He reduced the size of his drug convoys to no more than twenty or 
so SUVs.  His convoys were heavily armed.  He bought off police and customs officials 
at all the border crossing points.  He made himself a virtually unstoppable force with 
which to be reckoned.  Those honest law enforcement authorities who occasionally 
attempted to stop him found themselves outnumbered, out-trained and out gunned. HJK 
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bankrolled his own armed force of around 1,500 fighters.  They often posed as 
members of Mullah Omar’s Taliban but were, in reality, simply an HJK gang of ruffians. 


In 2004, British MI6 intelligence officials showed our author documents that implicated 
President Hamid Karzai’s brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai, as a pawn of HJK, employed to 
bribe government officials so that drugs could be manufactured and transported through 
their provinces without interdiction. Peters was also shown documents proving that HJK 
was deeply involved in the smuggling of weapons, ammunition and supplies from Iran to 
the insurgent groups within Afghanistan and Pakistan. 


“ . . .on October 23, 2008, the Afghan kingpin would surface again – boarding a flight 
from Dubai to Indonesia on the mistaken belief that he was about to land a major drug 
deal.  In fact, the men HJK was working with were the counternarcotics agents working 
with the DEA.  They lured him into Jakarta, according to sources close to the case, 
where he was arrested at the airport by Indonesian authorities, swiftly handed over to 
U.S. authorities, and whisked to New York City.”17  Though legal proceedings are 
ongoing and everyone involved remains close-mouthed about the case, DEA officials so 
say that Khan’s arrest will impose financial hardships upon the Taliban and negatively 
affect drug production in Afghanistan. 


 


CHAPTER 6: FOLLOW THE MONEY 


Gretchen Peters met with a man named Riaz at a coffee shop in Dubai. For almost ten 
years, Riaz was the money launderer for South Asia’s undisputed crime boss, Dawood 
Ibrahim. Riaz explained to Peters how drug money was laundered and how it flowed 
throughout the various regions. 


So notorious is Ibrahim that he remains the only person designated by the United States 
government as both a supporter of global terror and a narcotics kingpin. It is suspected 
that today, Ibrahim remains under the protection of the Pakistani ISI and plays a major 
role in laundering the profits from the Afghan opium trade.  He remains at large to this 
day, residing in his heavily guarded compound in Karachi, Pakistan. 


Gretchen Peters is adamant about the fact that the U.S. government must alter its 
targeting efforts if it is going to succeed in both Afghanistan and in its war against 
terrorists globally. Our government is still concentrating on identifying and chasing down 
Taliban and al Qaeda high value targets (HVTs) instead of moving to take down the 
system – the drug trade – that supports and sustains them both.  Peters maintains that 
the United State’s single biggest failure in this war has not been its inability to kill or 
capture Osama bin Laden or its ineptness in dealing with a resurgent Taliban.  Its 
biggest debacle lies within western law enforcement’s lack of ability to interrupt the 
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financial networks that keep the insurgents and terrorists trained, armed, fueled and 
fighting. 


Peters summarizes the most common techniques used to move or hide drug money, as 
related to her in conversation with men such as Riaz: 


■ Hawala: an informal yet reliable money transfer network, absolutely critical to    
sustaining a legal economy in countries such as Afghanistan, where few if any 
banks can be found outside of the capital city of Kabul.  Money launderers such 
as Riaz infiltrate the hawalas and transfer and launder their drug proceeds. 
Hawalas work similarly to Western Union money transfers. Balance sheets are 
adjusted on both sides of the transfer and money paid out on the receiving end. 
In 2002 alone, as much as $8 billion may have been sent into Pakistan from 
Afghanistan using the hawala system of money transfer. 


■ Commodity Barter: many of the major drug traffickers in Afghanistan and 
Pakistan simply trade their drugs for needed commodities such as SUVs, 
supplies and equipment.  


■ Trade-Based Money Laundering: two traders agree to increase the price of a 
deal so that a cash surplus is involved in the transaction, transparent to 
government regulators.  Many of the deals that end up transferring drug monies 
involve sales of construction materials, pipes, cement – things that do not attract 
a lot of day-to-day attention. 


■ Shell Companies and Real Estate: many criminal front companies are 
established within the United Arab Emirates (UAE), especially the Emirate of 
Dubia. Riaz told Peters that for as little as $20,000 he could establish a company 
in the UAE capable of moving millions upon millions of dollars in illegal money in 
and out of the UAE annually. He would simply take the company’s “earnings” and 
invest them in the stock market. Real estate transactions are booming in both 
Pakistan and Afghanistan. One western official who investigates these scams 
told Peters that “with just a thousand real estate transactions, you can recycle 
$800 million.”18 


■ World’s Most Volatile Stock Market:  In Pakistan, the Karachi Stock Exchange 
(KSE) is world-renowned for being a great place to launder drug money.  In 2006 
alone, more than $120 billion passed through the KSE. Since the KSE is 
unregulated, it is almost impossible to identify and link ties between those who 
pass money through the KSE and the Taliban or al Qaeda. 
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CHAPTER 7: MISSION CREEP 


United States Congressmen Henry Hyde and Mark Kirk drafted a letter to Secretary of 
Defense Donald Rumsfeld in October 2006. The letter told Rumsfeld that the U.S. 
needed to re-look its policy on drugs as they related to global terror.  Both of these men 
chaired the Foreign Relations Committee.  They were troubled by reports they were 
receiving from Afghanistan stating that the U.S. military refused to halt drug shipments, 
provide support to DEA counter-narcotics operations, or even shut down the opium 
bazaars. The letter told the SecDef that, “We must find a way to merge your counter 
insurgency mission with that of the DEA’s drug-fighting mission.”19 


These men waited nearly two months for a reply that basically told them that Great 
Britain, not the United States, was responsible for the counter-drug portion of the NATO 
mission in Afghanistan. 


From the beginning of the U.S. military effort in Afghanistan, the DoD policy on dealing 
with the drug trade was fuzzy at best.  Commanders were told that they could destroy 
drug shipments, but were not obligated to do so.  


The U.S. senior military commanders argued that they already had more on their plates 
than they could handle and did not have the assets to address the drug trade. DoD’s 
reluctance to take on a drug war centered around three primary apprehensions: 


■ Commanders worried that if they took on the poppy farmers it would negatively 
affect their operational mission to win the minds and hearts of the Afghanis. 


■ Some of the most prominent “allies” recruited and paid by the CIA and U.S. 
military were themselves deeply involved in the drug trafficking in Afghanistan. 
Top officials within Karzai’s government were also part of the illegal drug trade. In 
a 2004 raid on the offices of Helmand’s governor, Sher Mohammed Akhundzada, 
officials uncovered nine metric tons of opium. (Akhundzada was never 
investigated or charged by Karzai’s government.) 


■ The Pentagon maintained an unspoken concern that if U.S. units went after the 
drug traders, that they might fall victim to the lures of the payoff money that 
would most certainly be offered to them. 


Adding to NATO’s inability to put down the drug trade was the fact that when it came to 
money for the people of Afghanistan, it could not compete with the drug lords. In 2002, 
the U.S. set aside $909 million in reconstruction money for Afghanistan.  This was only 
a fraction of the drug money permeating that country. Additionally, the $909 million for 
Afghanistan paled in comparison to the $20 billion that the U.S. set aside for 
reconstruction in Iraq. 
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In 2004, U.S. counterdrug authorities pressed the Pentagon to target and destroy 
known drug labs in attempts to severely weaken the resurging Taliban.  The Pentagon 
refused to do so. In that same year, President Karzai shared his concerns with U.S. 
State Department officials that if Afghanistan did not figure a way to solve its drug 
trafficking problems within the next few years, then Afghanistan would degenerate into a 
narco-state. He also accused the government of Pakistan of using profits from the drug 
trade to finance armed aggression against his government.  


The United States put proposals on the table to spray the poppy crops.  The British and 
Afghan governments opposed the plan, as it would punish the common Afghani farmers 
instead of going after the drug kingpins. One problem with going after the drug lords 
was that neither British nor American law enforcement authorities could arrest a person 
within Afghanistan for a drug crime unless they could prove that the drugs originating 
from Afghanistan eventually made their way to the streets of Great Britain or the United 
States.  Finding this proof was difficult and time consuming. The Afghani law 
enforcement authorities were too corrupt to be relied upon to make arrests and obtain 
convictions. All-in-all, the bad guys maintained all of the legal and operational 
advantages. 


There have been some successes in the counter-drug efforts in Afghanistan and 
Pakistan:20 


■ In October 2005, Haji Baz Mohammed gained the distinction of being the first 
Afghan drug trafficker to be successfully extradited to the U.S.  He pled guilty to 
the charges against him. 


■ In 2007, the DEA took Mohammad Essa into custody.  Essa was accused of 
smuggling $25 million worth of narcotics into the United States. 


■ Shabaz Khan, one of the biggest traffickers in Pakistan, was jailed and nearly 
$100 million in drug revenues confiscated from him. 


■ In 2006, the seizure of heroin increased by more than 2,000 percent in 
operations jointly conducted by U.S.-trained Afghani interdiction units, working 
side-by-side with DEA agents. 


Despite a few solid successes, the counter-drug challenges remain monumental.  
Almost eight years after the overthrow of the Taliban and installation of its new 
government, Afghanistan still does not have a reliable and operational police force or 
judiciary.  American-funded programs to train, equip and field a viable Afghani law 
enforcement infrastructure have failed miserably.  There were too few trainers for each 
Afghan province needing a police force, the illiteracy rate among the recruits topped 70 
percent, and only eight weeks of training was provided to convert battle-hardened, no-
holds-barred, mujahedeen freedom fighters into law abiding and ethical law 
                                                             


20 Ibid, page 205. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


18 


enforcement officers.  The realities of the training contract awarded DynCorp by the 
DoD were, in many instances, laughable at best.  For example, DynCorp sent two 
former sheriff’s deputies to Helmand to train about three thousand provincial police 
officers in that province.  Travel was so dangerous within Helmand that the two men 
could not even move throughout the province to conduct much of the training. 


“Washington put forward a five-pillar strategy to fight the opium trade in 2007, with a 
focus on aerial eradication, alternative livelihoods, interdiction and law enforcement, 
justice reform, and public information. The Kabul government and most European 
nations rejected it as too heavily focused upon aerial eradication using the herbicide 
glyphosate, which is commonly sold in the United States under the trade name 
Roundup.”21 


In 2007, Pakistan was delicately added to the State Department’s list of major drug 
trafficking countries. Several U.S. officials told Peters that unless the U.S. could get into 
Pakistan and also attack the drug trafficking there, it really would not matter what we did 
in Afghanistan. 


 


CHAPTER 8: ZERO-SUM GAME 


Peters points out that it is easy to point fingers at everything done wrong since 2001 
with respect to effectively handling drug trafficking and international terror.  It is much 
more difficult to arrive at a workable solution. Many are on the table: 


■ Eradicate the Poppy Fields:  NOT A VIABLE SOLUTION. Destroying the poppy 
crops would drive up the price of opium and heroin at the wholesale and retail 
levels, putting even more money into the hands of the drug lords and the likes of 
the Taliban and al Qaeda which protect their drugs. Eradication, as lobbied for by 
the U.S., would not hurt the drug kingpins but would ravage Afghanistan at large, 
as the entire nation is dependent upon the drug trade. To eradicate the crops 
before having an immediate and viable, alternative source of income for Afghans 
is not rational. 


■ Militarily Target the Drug Kingpins: A VIABLE OPTION: Peters suggests 
widespread military operations aimed at taking down the top players in the drug 
trade. The operational objectives would be to drastically reduce or eliminate the 
profits for smugglers and bosses at the top, thus drastically reducing the money 
paid to the Taliban and al Qaeda to guard and transport the drugs.   


■ Target the Drug Kingpins and Smugglers with an International Law 
Enforcement Effort: A VIABLE OPTION. Capture or kill the drug lords and 
international smugglers via a coalition of international law enforcement working in 
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conjunction with the NATO military units. Use warplanes to destroy drug labs, 
and convoys traveling across international borders in Afghanistan, Pakistan and 
Iraq. 


■ Defeat the Taliban by Making Them Irrelevant: A VIABLE OPTION. “The best 
strategy against the Taliban is not to fight them but to make them irrelevant. We 
are not losing Afghanistan because Afghans like the Taliban (they don’t).  The 
coalition is failing because it hasn’t offered Afghans a better alternative.”22 The 
U.S. must lead an appropriate counterinsurgency effort characterized by security, 
stability, good and reliable governance, and economic progress that significantly 
improves the Afghani quality of life through legitimate livelihoods. 


Gretchen Peters calls for the following solutions to be implemented: 


■ Organize a counter-drug offensive involving coalition military operations. This 
may be one way to re-involve nations whose military are prohibited from 
participating in combat missions against the Taliban or al Qaeda. 


■ Force the Pentagon to play a greater role in or provide greater support to 
counter-narcotics operations. 


■ Target the top ten drug traffickers within the Taliban and al Qaeda in 
Afghanistan and capture or kill them.  Then pick the next ten and do the same. 


■ Continue to target the criminals and not the farmers.  Counter-narcotics 
officials say that only about a dozen heavies control the entire drug trade in 
Afghanistan.  The Afghanis know who these men are. If the everyday citizens 
know who these criminals are, then the good guys should be able to find them. 
Arrest or kill these kingpins.  


■ Institute a Farm Support Network. Thus far, the Taliban have succeeded where 
the international aid community has failed miserably.  The Taliban has managed 
to “create a sustained farm support network in one of the world’s most remote, 
under-developed places and integrate their agricultural products into the global 
economy.”23 If the bad guys can do it, why cannot the good guys achieve the 
same but in a legitimate manner? 


■ Create and sustain a viable public relations effort. A successful information 
campaign could convince the Afghans that their government, in cooperation with 
the international community, is trying to improve and legitimatize their country for 
the betterment of all Afghans. 
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“Criminal and terrorist groups take root and flourish everywhere there is an absence of 
good governance and security. We must stop thinking of Afghanistan’s drug and 
insurgency problems as isolated issues and understand that this country – and the 
region as a whole – will remain a problem until a comprehensive, holistic strategy is 
adopted.”24 
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Introduction 


Great Britain has a population of sixty million. Two million of its citizens are Muslims.  British 
officials estimate that some sixteen thousand British Muslims are either engaged in terrorist 
activities or in some way support them.  These British terrorists and their supporters are not 
victims of refugee camps or harsh regimes.  They were born and raised as British citizens, live 
comfortable, middle class lives and are extremely well-educated.  


For more than ten years, London has served as the European epicenter for Islamist militancy with 
respect to recruiting, financing and promoting the agenda of Islamic supremacy in the world.  
Somehow, London became the location of choice for European-based terror organizations.  Many 
terrorists wanted in other countries were granted asylum in the United Kingdom and settled in its 
capital city. Islamic extremist groups such as Hizb ut-Tahrir, banned in many European and 
Muslim countries, were welcomed in the UK.  Known, Islamist radicals banished from other 
nations found refuge and free reign in England.  Confirmed terrorists such as Abu Qatada, Omar 
Bakri Mohammed, Abu Hamza and Mohammed al-Massari were permitted for years to preach 
their anti-Western, subversive sermons and raise money from mosques in London and the 
surrounding areas. 


Abu Hamza typifies the Islamist clerics who took advantage of open immigration and the 
welcoming arms of the British government.  When Hamza was finally arrested in 2006, it became 
public that he had been preaching racial hatred and encouraging the murder of Islam’s opponents 
for years from his London mosque.  Not only had he been a staunch preacher of hatred for the 
government that welcomed him and the freedoms which it afforded him, but he amassed a huge 
arsenal of weapons which were stored in his mosque and employed in terror training camps 
around England. 


For more than a decade, British Muslim identity has strayed away from British citizenship and 
adherence to its laws. More and more pressure – and much of it successfully so – is being exerted 
upon both the British government and British society to officially recognize Islamic laws, dress 
codes, food, prayer requirements and Sharia law over and above British common law.  Attempts 
by some high-ranking political figures or the public at large to defend against these assaults upon 
the very framework and values of British society are immediately branded by powerful Muslim 
organizations as anti-Muslim and Islam phobic in nature. 


When Islamist terrorists strike in Britain – as they did with the July 2005 subway train bombings in 
London – Muslim organizations play on British society’s fear of being accused of being anti-Islam 
or prejudice against Muslims.  Muslims refuse to take responsibility for or denounce acts of 
violence on the part of fellow Muslims.  Instead, British Muslims and the organizations which 
represent them blame the British government for the violence, stating that it is Great Britain’s’ 
support of the United States and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq that are ultimately responsible 
for these acts of violence.  
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Chapter One:  The Growth of Londonistan 


One of the more striking and alarming occurrences within the United Kingdom today is the 
influence that one religion – Islam - is having on all aspects of British law, customs, restrictions, 
and politics.  Muslims are the second largest faith community in Britain next to Christians.  Of a 
population of sixty million, close to two million are Muslim.  In the past twenty years, London has 
become a major, global hub for Islamist extremism. 


For decades, Great Britain welcomed anyone and everyone desiring entry with open arms.  As a 
result, foreign Islamic radicals from North Africa and the Middle East have immigrated to and 
established their roots in Great Britain.  Muslim extremists from Pakistan, Bangladesh and 
Kashmir began arriving in droves in the 1970s and 1980s. 


Terrorists operating from their domiciles in the UK have conducted operations in Pakistan, 
Afghanistan, Kenya, Tanzania, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Spain, Israel, Morocco, Russia and the United 
States.  Some of the more notorious and internationally-known terrorists who sought and were 
granted asylum in the UK include: 


 ● Ahmed Omar Saeed Sheikh, the murderer of journalist Daniel Pearl. 


● Dhiren Barot, Nadeem Tarmohammed and Qaisar Shaffi, al Qaeda members and British        
citizens who planned attacks in the U.S. 


● Mohammed Bilal from Birmingham, England, who detonated a truck full of explosives in a 
crowd in Kashmir. 


● Richard Reid, the infamous Trans-Atlantic, airline shoe bomber, who was converted to Islam 
and radicalized at a mosque in London. 


● Sajid Badat from Gloucester, another shoe bomber caught and imprisoned. 


● Omar Khan Sharif and Asif Mohammed Hanif, two British youths who bombed a Tel Aviv bar 
in 2003. 


● Azahari Husin the al Qaeda, Malaysian engineer and British citizen who masterminded the 
terror attacks in Bali, finally dying in a gun battle with Indonesian police officers. 


● Abu Qatada, from Afghanistan, welcomed into Great Britain where he preached subversion 
from the Finsbury Park mosque in London.  Qatada was a key player in the evolution of 
terrorism in Algeria. He was also, according to Spanish and French intelligence sources, 
Osama bin Laden’s European ambassador. 


● Rashid al-Ghannushi, of the Tunisian branch of the Muslim Brotherhood, lived in Britain for 
fifteen years after being convicted of terrorist bombings in a Tunisian airport.  


● Abu Doha, an Algerian known to be al Qaeda’s number one operative in Britain. He was the 
controller of Ahmed Ressam (the Millennium Bomber), the man who plotted to blow up Los 
Angeles International Airport on New Year’s Eve, 1999. 
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● Yasser al-Siri who was convicted in Egypt of attempting to assassinate Egypt’s deputy prime 
minister. 


● Kamal el-Helbawy, a Muslim Brotherhood operative with the known terror organization 
Jamaat al-Islami. 


● Syrian Omar Bakri Mohammed, who openly said that the British prime minister should be 
murdered, for which the British authorities took no legal action. 


● Anas al-Liby, currently on the FBI’s most wanted list, in whose apartment the Manchester 
police discovered the now infamous, al-Qaeda terror instructional manual in 1998. 


The author points out that al Qaeda took advantage of the open door policy in the UK and 
established several Islamist organizations there that, even today, are operating under the guise of 
legitimacy, with full support from British politicians and law enforcement authorities who do not 
want to alienate their Muslim voter or communities. These organizations include but are not limited 
to: 


 ● The Advisory and Reformation Committee 


 ● The Committee for Defense of Legitimate Rights (CDLR) 


● Hizb ut-Tahrir, an organization banned in many countries that consider it a major, subversive 
threat, is headquartered in Great Britain. 


● Al-Muntada al-Islami, a Saudi funded and operated foundation in London, promotes 
Wahhabi, extreme Islam in Africa. 


● Tablighi Jamaat headquartered in Yorkshire, England, is a major recruiter for jihadists 
around the world and is supported by funds from a known, global terror organization, the World 
Muslim League. 


 


Chapter Two:  The Human Rights Jihad 


If an Islamist terrorists or ideologues were banished from their countries of origin in the 1980s or 
1990s, London was the place for them to relocate. They descended upon the British capital by the 
thousands, finding it to be the most hospitable and unquestioning place on the planet.  Our author 
says that it was not so much that Great Britain was a bastion of freedom as much as it was the 
“most lax and sloppy in the developed world – a system which asked no questions, required no 
identity papers and instead showered newcomers with a galaxy of welfare benefits, free 
education, and free health care, regardless of their behavior, beliefs or circumstances.”2 Phillips 
tells us that in the UK, immigrants seeking asylum can enter and simply disappear for many years. 


                                                             


2 Ibid, page 19. 
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The author largely blames the British courts for causing the collapse of any control over the 
asylum system.  Basically, the courts dictated that if anyone sought asylum from prosecution or 
torture in his own country, Great Britain had to permit him entry and was forbidden to return him to 
his country of origin as long as a threat to his safety remained credible.  In effect, judicial 
universalism came to supersede the nation itself, its values and cultural heritages.  In the eyes of 
the British courts, majority opinion and nationalism needed to yield to the international, human 
rights of all.  


 


Chapter Three:  The Security Debacle 


The July 7, 2005, subway train bombings in London caught the intelligence and security forces 
completely off guard. British authorities never saw the attacks coming. In fact, the British Joint 
Terrorist Analysis Centre, just four weeks prior to the bombings, lowered the threat warning level, 
stating that there was no evidence of the existence of any group in country with the intent or 
capability to pull off such an event. 


The British government was in complete denial.  Government officials simply could not accept the 
reality their United Kingdom, which had opened its doors to all and afforded freedoms and rights, 
and free education and health care to immigrants, could ever become the target of its own British 
citizens. For more than two decades, the radicalization of British Muslim boys had been taking 
place in mosques across the United Kingdom, right under the noses of the British government.  
Yet members of parliament, intelligence officials, and law enforcement authorities were stupefied 
when the July 7 attacks occurred.  


Our author is amazed that both before and after the 9/11, British authorities took absolutely no 
action against Islamist extremists operating in the United Kingdom.  She provides numerous 
examples of benign neglect and denial on the part UK’s leadership:  


● Mohammed Sidique Khan, a Briton, masterminded the 2005 London train attacks. 
British counterterrorism officials had ample clues, over a four-year period, to identify 
Khan as a terrorist, but failed to do so.  


● In December 1998, eight British Muslims from Birmingham, London and Luton in the 
UK were arrested and convicted by Yemeni officials of planning to conduct terrorist 
attacks in Great Britain.  The key player in all of this was Abu Hamza, who preached 
Islamist extremism and radicalized young British, Muslim men from the Finsbury Park 
mosque in London. 


● In 1999, a newspaper exclusive reported that terrorist training camps throughout 
Great Britain were preparing at least two thousand British Muslims each year for jihad.  
These camps were being run by al-Muhajiroun, a London-based organization that 
openly called for the replacement of Western governments with Islamic law. 


● In December 2001, British Muslim citizen Richard Reid tried to blow up an American 
plane on a trans-Atlantic flight by igniting a shoe bomb. 
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● Ahmed Omar Saeed Sheikh, another Brit, was the brains behind the kidnapping and 
beheading of journalist Daniel Pearl in Pakistan. 


● In 2001, Abu Qatada directed Spanish, German and Italian Al Qaeda cells from his 
operating base in London. 


● From the 1990s through post 9/11, many foreign governments lodged official protests 
with the UK for its failure to act against reported and known terrorist operatives living 
and plotting there.  The nations furious at Great Britain’s refusal to act include France, 
India, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Israel, Algeria, Peru, Yemen and Russia.3  


● In 1997, seven of Egypt’s fourteen most wanted terrorists were living and operating 
out of the United Kingdom.  Among those wanted was Yassir al-Siri, sentenced in 
absentia by the Egyptian government for attempting to murder its prime minister.  The 
British government refused to act. 


● France argued for a decade with the British government for the extradition of Rachid 
Ramda who was suspected of participating in the 1995 Paris bombing by an Algerian 
Islamist organization.  The Brits refused to hand Ramda over to the French. 


● In 1994, MI5 disbanded its G7 unit which had been responsible, in cooperation with 
MI6, to scrutinize Islamist terror activities within the United Kingdom.  When it finally 
brought back the G7 unit two years later, in response to the increase in Islamist 
violence, all of the institutional knowledge and expertise had been lost.  The effort had 
to be started from scratch. 


● Former archbishop of Canterbury, Lord Carey, was extremely distraught over the rise 
in Islamist extremism in Great Britain.  In the early 1990s, he expressed his concerns to 
then Prime Minister, John Major.  The archbishop’s concerns were largely ignored by 
both the prime minister and the MI5 representative in attendance. 


● An Algerian journalist, Reda Hussaine, reported to British authorities in 1993 that 
Algerian terrorists were conducting operations from mosques in London.  Hussaine 
obtained leaflets from the mosques claiming credit for assassinations in Algeria and 
attempted terrorist attacks in France.  British authorities refused to take action, claiming 
that it was an Algerian and French problem. 


Phillips points out that there had been a “dirty little secret at the heart of the British government’s 
blind-eye policy.  It had allowed Islamist radicals free reign in London and elsewhere in Britain in 
a kind of an unspoken “gentlemen’s agreement” that if the British authorities left them alone, 
they would not turn on the country that was so generously nurturing them.”4  The Brits didn’t 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 40. 


4 Ibid, page 46. 
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really care what went on abroad.  They just did not want bad things to happen at home.  They 
though that the unspoken arrangement would hold.  It did not. 


British police are so concerned about being labeled as anti-Islamic that Muslim organizations 
easily intimidate authorities through what our author calls “’victim culture,’ in which minority 
groups effectively use moral blackmail against the majority on grounds of alleged oppressive 
behavior.”5  British law enforcement will go to any lengths to avoid being accused of being 
Islamophobic. They are so fiercely gun shy and placating to their Muslim citizens, that even on 
the day four British, Muslim Islamists blew up more than fifty of their fellow citizens on London 
commuter trains, a deputy assistant police commissioner appeared before TV cameras and 
stated that Islam and terror were two words that did not go together.  After the bombings, police 
in Nottingham handed out green ribbons to their Muslim citizens to express solidarity with them. 


In its failure to comprehend the connection between ideology and terrorism, police sought the 
advice of some of the Muslims with whom they should have been most suspicious.  For 
example, they met with the Islamic Human Rights Council to discuss safety in Muslim 
neighborhoods, oblivious to the fact that the council’s chief advisor to them was one of al 
Qaeda’s main men in the UK, Mohammed al-Massari.  In another occurrence that amazes our 
author, members of the Metropolitan Police Muslim Contact Unit spoke highly of their encounters 
with Sheikh Yusuf al-Qaradawi as having a positive influence in the fight against Islamist 
preaching in the UK.  Qaradawi is the same Islamist who said that suicide bombing in Iraq and 
Israel was a Muslim’s religious obligation and who, while speaking at an Islamic conference in 
Ohio, told the attendees that Islam would eventually conquer both Europe and the United States. 


 


Chapter Four:  The Multicultural Paralysis 


Multiculturalism is replacing Great Britain’s culture, history and tradition at an alarming and 
possibly unstoppable rate. British institutions are embracing multiculturalism, proclaiming that all 
cultures are equal in British society and have to be treated in identical fashion, with British 
government and society appeasing and catering to them all. Our author predicts that at the 
present rate of immigration, Britain’s population make-up will be unrecognizable in three decades 
or less.   


In today’s United Kingdom, an expression of traditional British values is made to be synonymous 
with racism and anti-Islamism. Cries of racism and Islamophobia are used effectively to defeat any 
efforts to retain British national identity.  Several examples of the Muslim-driven, subversion of 
day-to-day British life are provided: 


● In some British shops pig calendars and toys have been removed from the shelves because 
they offended some Muslim shoppers. 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 51. 
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● Burger King restaurants in Great Britain were forced to remove ice creams from the menu 
when Muslim complained that the whirl design on top of the ice creams resembled the word 
“Allah,” and was therefore offensive to British Muslims. 


● A theatrical performance of Christopher Marlowe’s sixteenth century play Tamburlaine the 
Great in London was censored for fear of upsetting Muslims because during the play 
Tamburlaine burns the Koran and criticizes the Prophet Mohammed. 


● British academia has decided that to teach students about British culture and national history 
is racist in nature.  


Great Britain’s identity as a Christian nation is quickly fading. Even Prince Charles himself, heir to 
the British throne, has become a multiculturalist.  He has suggested that when he becomes King, 
he will no longer carry the time-honored title of “Defender of the Faith,” but “defender of faith.”  
Charles has publicly stated that Islam is a religion of peace and so extremism and violence are 
foreign to its nature.6  He even went so far as to say that Islam probably had more respect for 
women’s rights than did the bulk of European countries.  Charles, Prince of Wales and heir to the 
throne, was the driving force behind the building of the radical Finsbury Park mosque in northern 
London. 


The British government has, in effect, redefined the responsibilities of the British citizen. No longer 
is a citizen’s responsibility to the laws and institutions of Great Britain.  Now, it is to multicultural 
ideologies.  The tradition pillars of British national identity are being erased.  Many of the schools 
in Great Britain possess 75% -100% Muslim student majorities.  British, female teachers in these 
schools often report sexual harassment by Muslim male students and intimidation by Muslim 
fathers whose sons and daughters they teach.  It is not uncommon for fathers to tell teachers that 
if their daughters do not perform to standards, that the teachers should tell the children that they 
are lazy and stupid, and report the failures to the fathers so that they can beat their daughters at 
home for not working hard enough.  The author reports that this is a common occurrence at 
Church of England schools. 


 


Chapter Five:  The Alienation of British Muslims 


Two months after the July 2005 London train bombings, the British public was shown a video tape 
on national TV.  The tape showed British citizen Mohammed Sidique Khan, leader of the bomb 
plot, speaking with a distinctive Yorkshire accent, and warning his fellow countrymen of more 
death and destruction to come.  He clearly demonstrated that his first allegiance was to Islam and 
not the government of which he was a citizen.  He accused Great Britain of atrocities against 
Muslims for which it would pay dearly.  He made it clear that his loyalty was to the ummah or 
worldwide community of Muslims. 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 67. 
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The author makes the point that British Muslims labeled as “moderate Muslims” may not be so in 
actuality.  “If ‘moderation’ includes reasonableness, truthfulness and fairness, the reaction by 
British Muslims to the London bombings was not moderate at all.”7  Though the moderates 
publicly condemned the atrocities of July 2005, they were quick to add that the bombings had 
nothing to do with the Islam.  They in effect washed their hands of any responsibility to reel in their 
own religious radicals. The blatant denial espoused from British, Muslim leaders was as 
astounding as it was absurd.  For example, Mohammed Naseem, a leader of the Birmingham 
Central Mosque, publicly said that there was no proof that the train bombers were Muslim.  
Further more, he emphatically stated that Muslims throughout the world had never even heard of 
an organization named al Qaeda.  Sir Iqbal Sacranie, a high ranking member of the Muslim 
Council of Britain, told the media that the genuine victim of the London train bombings was the 
British Muslim community.  Four major Muslim organizations in the UK issued a joint statement 
after the bombing that said though they denounced acts of terror, people anywhere in the world 
maintained the right to resist invasion and occupation, referring to Great Britain’s support of the 
U.S. wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. 


Very disturbing were the results of surveys conducted among British Muslims by the Home Office 
and the Guardian newspaper in 2004: 


 ● Thirteen percent of British Muslims defended terrorist attacks. 


● One percent of British Muslims actively participated in terror activities (though the Home 
Office downplayed this one percent, it still amounted to sixteen thousand British Muslims 
citizens). 


● As many as three thousand British-born citizens had received training in al Qaeda camps. 


● Fifteen percent of British Muslims supported the 9/11 attacks. 


● Thirteen percent of British Muslims believed that further terror attacks on the United States 
were justified. 


● One in five British Muslims –more than one hundred thousand people – said they felt little or 
no loyalty to their country. 


● Thirty-two percent of British Muslims agreed that Western society is decadent and immoral 
and that Muslims should strive to put it out of existence. 


In this chapter, our author provides more examples of Muslim leaders in the UK that openly 
seek the demise of the British form of government with continued impunity: 


● The Islamic Foundation of Leicester publicly pronounces the ideology of the terrorist 
organization Jamaat al-Islami, which states that Islam is a revolutionary ideology which 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 79. 







 


Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


10 


works to change the social order of the entire world and bring it into accordance with the 
rules and laws of Islam. 


● For more than two decades, the prestigious and influential Islamic Foundation has 
fostered sedition by teaching its members that they have a religious duty to change 
British society into an Islamic society. 


● The chairman of the Muslim Education Centre stated that there is a great divide 
between many British Muslims and the non-believers, labeled kuffars. Muslims believe 
that the kuffars are damned and that the Muslim believers are superior to the non-
believers.  


● The imam in the Leeds Grand Mosque has delivered many sermons stating the 
unequivocal supremacy of Islam and the existence of a plot among Christians and Jews 
to undermine Islam.  Though after the 2005 bombings the mosque condemned the 
violent actions, the imam, Sheikh Taher, preached a sermon that was published on the 
mosque’s web site in which he stated that preserving the laws of Islam justifies the 
taking of a life. 


● The New London Muslim Centre – one of the largest in Europe that can hold as many 
as ten thousand worshippers at a time – featured as a prayer leader Sheikh Abd al-
Rahman al-Sudais, who openly labeled Jews as “calf-worshippers, prophet murderers, 
and scum of the human race whom Allah cursed and turned into apes and pigs.8 


 


Chapter Six:  Scapegoating the Jews 


Anti-Semitism is alive and well in today’s British society. Phillips believes that most Brits possess 
a poor understanding of the realities of life, politics, and war in the Middle East.  She maintains 
that the majority of British society embraces known Palestinian terrorists such as the former PLA 
leader Yasser Arafat as heroes and freedom fighters. The Palestinian Authority is perceived as a 
non-radical organization trying desperately to gain independent statehood through peaceful and 
legitimate means. “Many people in Britain believe that there is no contradiction between having 
some sympathy with or even supporting suicide-bomb terrorism in Israel and opposing it in 
Britain.”9  If Brits cannot comprehend the realities of terror in the Middle East, how can they 
possibly realize and combat the threat that Islamism poses to their own nation? 


 


Chapter Seven:  The Red-Black Alliance 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 95. 


9 Ibid, page 113. 
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In October 2005, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad called for Israel to be wiped off the 
map.  The civilized world – to include Great Britain – denounced his statement.  Yet forty-eight 
hours after Ahmadinejad’s anti-Israeli proclamation, many thousands of demonstrators marched 
through the streets of London demanding such a fate for the Jewish state.  Instead of rising to 
defend another free and democratic nation, the Brits showed sympathy and support for the 
jihadists. 


Muslim extremist pressure and solidarity, fully supported by the British media with the BBC (British 
Broadcasting Company) in the lead, has so skewed British public opinion that British society at 
large tends to demonize Israel, placing the Jewish nation on par with the South African 
government of apartheid of the late twentieth century. 


Phillips tells us that the BBC, trusted by Brits as a pillar of objectivity and fairness, has leveled 
such unfair and unbalanced news coverage with respect to Israeli –Palestinian conflict as to be 
blatantly hostile and prejudiced.  In fact, during an interview with Yasser Arafat, the BBC praised 
him as a hero and respectable icon.  Further examples of Great Britain’s institutional support for 
all things Islamist are provided by the author: 


● The British National Party, considered to be far to the right, told its members to read articles 
in the Guardian newspaper about President Bush’s alliance with the Zionists. 


● The Guardian on more than one occasion has been a willing mouthpiece for the Muslim 
Brotherhood, permitting Muslim brotherhood leaders such as Anas al-Tikriti, president of the 
association in the UK to pontificate about Israeli, state-sponsored terrorism in the Middle East. 


● On numerous radio panel talk shows, America is made out to be the promulgator of global 
terror, George Bush labeled as a war criminal, and Israel painted as the biggest threat to the 
free world. 


● Liberal Democrat Member of Parliament (MP) Jenny Tongue made public                                                  
statements supporting jihadists and expressing sympathy for suicide bombers. 


● Jewish students on British campuses are regularly spat at and verbally abused. 


● Dinner part conversations will inevitably turn to the demonizing of Israel and contempt for 
Jews as being too influential and too powerful in the world. 


 


Chapter Eight:  On Their Knees Before Terror 


During his sermon on the Sunday after the London bombings, a parish priest in a church not far 
from where Islamist terrorists blew up a bus in Russell Square told his congregation, “There is one 
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small practical thing that we all can do. We can name the people who did these things as criminals 
or terrorists.  We must not name them as Muslims.”10 


As the staff at Saint Paul’s Cathedral in London planned a memorial service for those killed in the 
July 7, 2005  bombings, two senior bishops thought it best to invite the families of the suicide 
bombers to the service so that a message of reconciliation could be sent to the Muslim 
community. 


Our author believes that the Church of England has become totally intimidated by Islam and the 
pressures it brings to bear upon the Church via Muslim organizations and their leaders in the UK.  
Phillips goes so far as to accuse the Church of England of being “on its knees before terror.”11 


Unlike American churches which remain at the forefront of defending Western values and ideals, 
the Church of England has moved in the opposite direction, backpedaling from its Judeo-Christian 
heritage.  It seeks to constantly appease the secularists, always trying to remain neutral and 
nonjudgmental on the important issues of the day and embracing multiculturalism as the future of 
Great Britain. 


Today’s Church of England has steadily moved away from faith in God and the fundamental 
values and principles of Christianity, migrating more and more towards a focus of support for 
social freethinking.  The archbishop of Canterbury, Dr. Rowan Williams, even went so far as to 
apologize for bringing Christianity to the world during remarks he made at an Anglican conference 
in Egypt in 2005. 


The Church of England says that it has no problem with Islam or Judaism, as all three religions 
share common ties.  Phillips tells us that what the Church of England refuses to acknowledge is 
that among the three religions, Christianity, Judaism and Islam, only one of these religions 
currently preaches the destruction of the others.  Islam is the only religion in the world producing 
radicals determined to destroy other faiths and their believers in the name of their God, Allah. 


One Church official who dared to speak out in 2004 was a former Archbishop of Canterbury, Lord 
Carey.  In a speech in Rome that ruffled a lot of feathers, Carey told his audience he believed that, 
though vast majority of Muslims are peaceful and non-violent people, Islam nonetheless stood in 
opposition to every other religion in the world.  He went on to say that, with few exceptions, very 
few Muslim leaders condemn, in unmistakably clear terms, suicide bombings and the killing of 
innocent civilians. 


The vast majority of bishops in the UK view United States foreign policy and hegemony, and not 
terrorism, as the primary threat to world order and peace. 


The Church of England, the Anglican Consultative Council and other Christian organizations 
unconditionally blame the United States and Israel for the lack of progress for the Palestinian 


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 138. 


11 Ibid, page 139. 
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people and the failure to this day to establish an independent homeland for them.  Phillip finds that 
there is an appalling and inexcusable lack of knowledge within the Church about historical events 
in the Middle East during this past decade.  She points out that in the year 2000, Israel made 
unprecedented concessions to Yasser Arafat and the Palestinian people, offering to turn over 
more than 90 percent of the disputed territories to the Palestinians so that an independent, 
Palestinian state could be established. Arafat refused the offer on behalf of his people.   


David Ison, a canon at Exeter Cathedral, took a group from his church on a pilgrimage to the Holy 
Land in 2000 at the beginning of the second Palestinian intifada.  He did not take his group to any 
Jewish sites nor did they speak with any Jewish people while they were in the Holy Land.  The 
reason stated for the lack of contact with Jews was that so much genocide was currently being 
waged against the Palestinians by the Zionists.  When Ison was asked what he made of Arafat’s 
Camp David rejection of the Israeli offer to give the Palestinian people 90% of the disputed 
territory so that they could establish their own nation, Ison stated that he was not aware of what 
was going on at Camp David.  Phillips finds this level of ignorance to be prevailing among Church 
officials. 


The revival of replacement theology, the ancient theological prejudice against the Jews, has 
achieved two results.  The first is that the Church has lent its weight to the delegitimization of 
Israel.  The second is that “this conflation of revisionist Christian theology with an Arab agenda 
has delivered a victory to the Islamist.”12 


 


Chapter Nine:  The Appeasement of Clerical Fascism 


Prime Minister Tony Blair, shortly after 9/11, spoke often of the need to confront head-on the evil 
ideology that apparently had become a strain of Islam. Many times he said that Islamists could not 
be beaten unless they were taken on without conciliation or illusion. Yet in a meeting with British, 
Muslim leaders shortly after 9/11, the prime minister stated that, “What happened in America was 
not the work of Islamic terrorists, it was not the work of Muslim terrorists. It was the work of 
terrorists, pure and simple.”13   Those within the Blair administration who attempted to obtain a 
more hard-line stance against radical Islam post 9/11 were rebuffed over concerns that such 
actions would offend British Muslims. 


Some within the British government tried after 9/11 to tighten up British law and crack down on 
subversive activities.  But measurer after measure was defeated in the houses of Parliament.  A 
motion to make the glorification of terrorism a punishable offense, a move to shut down extremist 
mosques, a law against the incitement of religious hatred, and a request to be able to hold terror 
suspects for 90 days in order to perform time consuming computer forensics and gather critical 
evidence were all defeated. 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 157. 


13 Ibid, page 158. 
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So tied to the Muslim vote were men such as British Foreign Secretary Jack Straw, that at one 
point a Pakistani Muslim leader with proven ties to al Qaeda, Maulana Fazlur Rahman, was 
welcomed into the UK by the Foreign Office because of his influence over a large contingent of 
Muslim voters. 


Government officials who dare to speak their minds over the sensitive issues of the day are often 
removed from office due to pressure exerted by Muslim organizations.  One example is that of 
junior foreign minister Denis MacShane.  Mac Shane said that British Muslims were not doing 
enough to counter Islamist extremism and that some were clearly guilty of supporting terror 
politics and activities.  The Muslim Association of Britain expressed its outrage at such racist 
comment.  MacShane was castigated by the Labour government to which he belonged. 


Many in British society and government view al Qaeda not as a terror organization but as little 
more than a protest movement.  These deniers state openly and confidently that al Qaeda has no 
desire to Islamize the world; it simply disagrees with American foreign policy in the Middle East.  
Again, Phillips is amazed that Brits who make such statement have never read the demands of 
Osama bin Laden. In his 2002 “Letter to the American People,” for example, he plainly stated that 
first and foremost, Americans were being called to convert to Islam.  Only after this initial 
requirement did bin Laden go on to list his political grievances with the United States. 


Though the occasional exception can be found, politicians, law enforcement officials, academia 
and British society at large have been unable to grasp the fact that not only do the Islamist 
possess an uncompromising and nonnegotiable agenda, but they are energized by a completely 
intolerant and nonnegotiable ideology. So clueless and dysfunctional are British authorities that 
they have done incredibly uninformed things that reflect their ignorance of the background and 
histories of many Muslims with which they interact, deal and trust.  For example: 


● Government officials invited Inayat Bunglawala of the Muslim Council of Britain to serve on 
an anti-terror task force.  Bunglawala is a proven supporter of Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda.  
Prior to the 9/11 attacks, it was he who sent emails to numerous British Muslims praising bin 
Laden as a freedom fighter.  In 1993, Bunglawala called leader of the first attack against the 
New York World Trade Center in 1993, “the blind sheikh,” Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman, a 
courageous man.  Bunglawala also lauded the terror organization Hamas as a credible Islamic 
movement and a source of reassurance for Muslims everywhere. 


● Another infamous Islamist recruited to be part of this government task force was Tariq 
Ramadan.  Ramadan had been banned from entering the U.S. and France because of his 
alleged links to terror organizations. Ramadan is also the grandson of the founder of the 
Muslim Brotherhood, Hassan al-Banna.  In his book The Islam in Question, Tariq Ramadan 
stated that he supported the death of the Zionist entity ands that Isam was the remedy for all of 
the problems of the Western world (coincidentally the catchphrase of the Muslim Brotherhood). 


● In a leaked, government memorandum it was uncovered that William Ehrman, a senior 
intelligence official with the Foreign Office, planned to execute a classified operation in which 
the ministry would distribute anti-Western propaganda in order to gain the trust of Islamists in 
Great Britain, and then attempt to talk them out of their violent ways and objectives. 
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“The British government thinks it is using Islamist radicals in a sophisticated strategy.  The 
reality is that it is being used by an enemy it does not understand.”14 


 


Conclusion 


The British government remains in a state of serious and potentially deadly denial. Brits in general 
have failed to heed the wake-up calls of 9/11 and the London bomb attacks in that they still refuse 
to acknowledge the root, Islamist ideology behind the terrorism and the subversion of their 
government happening right in front of their eyes and under the noses of their leaders. 


The British believe, as they have for centuries, that grievances of the people – in this case the 
British Muslims – always arise from such things as perceived social injustice or 
disenfranchisement from the political process, but never from a source such as religious 
fanaticism. 


The author states that there is certainly a clear distinction to be deduced between Muslims and 
Islamists.  Islamism is a political interpretation of Islam that seeks to subvert and Islamize all 
societies.  Though many Muslims in the UK and elsewhere would not necessarily support an 
Islamist ideology, they certainly are posing no serious challenge to it.  There are many reasons 
why Islamism goes unchallenged in the Muslim world, the least of which, no doubt, is the constant 
the threat of death upon speaking out against their own.  


Phillips calls for Great Britain to make some changes before it is too late: 


● Put a stop to terror funding and recruitment running rampant within the UK by investigating 
and shutting down Muslim charitable organizations which support Islamist agendas. 


● Create special courts to deal with sensitive cases of subversion and terror plotting and 
support so that classified intelligence and other information can be brought to bear during the 
proceedings. 


● Ban Islamist extremist organizations from existing and operating within the UK. 


● Stop granting entry and asylum to known and suspected terrorists and terrorist supporters. 


● Bring back British nationalism and endorse British values over multiculturalism. 


● Take on the task of educating young Muslims as to what it means to be a minority in a 
welcoming land and why it is important to assimilate into British culture and not seek to 
undermine or destroy it. 


Finally, the author warns the United States that the materialization of Londonistan should concern 
all Americans.  First of all, the Islamization of Great Britain poses a clear and present security risk 


                                                             


14 Ibid, page 181. 
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to America, as Britain is its closest and most reliable ally and a major contributor to America’s 
physical security.   


What has happened in Great Britain can also happen in the United States.   
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Ronald Kessler is a New York Times bestselling author with sixteen nonfiction 
books to his credit.  Kessler was formerly an investigative reporter for both the 


Wall Street Journal and the Washington Post. His prolific writing includes 
hallmark books such as Inside the CIA; Inside the White House; and The Bureau: 


The Secret History of the FBI. 
 


Praise for The Terrorist Watch comes from two former directors of Central 
Intelligence:  


 
“Ron Kessler destroys myths about the war on terror and provides an 


unprecedented inside look at how the FBI and CIA go about the task of defeating 
terror . . . “1-- William H. Webster, former director of Central Intelligence and 


former director of the FBI 
 


“Kessler makes it clear that if we win this war, it will be because of the FBI and 
CIA professionals who have protected America since 9/11.  If we lose this war, it 


will be because of distortions by the mainstream media, those who leak 
operational secrets to them, and politicians who undermine those who are trying 


to protect us.”2  -- R. James Woolsey, former director of Central Intelligence 
                                            
1 Kessler, Ronald. The Terrorist Watch: Inside the Desperate Race to Stop the Next Attack. New York, New York: Crown 
Forum, 2007, back book cover. 
 
2 Ibid. 
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Our Intelligence Community Pre-9/11:  Much Was Broken 
 
Without a technologically equipped and fully integrated intelligence community 
(IC), potential Islamist terrorist terror attacks cannot be detected or preempted.  
Prior to the devastating events of September 11, 2001, a community of this 
nature did not exist.  The IC has come a long way since that tragic day. Author 
Ron Kessler, begins his book by highlighting several of the national and 
leadership shortcomings that led to the failure in preventing the 9/11 attacks.  As 
the book progresses, Kessler provides many examples of how dedicated and 
selfless intelligence agents and analysts – especially those within the FBI and 
CIA – have corrected the deficiencies and successfully prevented (thus far) 
another 9/11 from taking place. 
 
An effective FBI computer network was virtually nonexistent before Robert 
Mueller took over as the head of the FBI in July, 2001 – only a few months before 
the 9/11 attacks.  The bureau’s prior director, Louis Freeh, did not consider 
computers, databases, automated reference and retrieve files a priority. As 
unbelievable and incredible as it may sound, Director Freeh never used his office 
computer or sent a single email while serving as the FBI’s chief executive.  
Robert Mueller, who understands the critical importance of real time, automated 
information sharing, was a sharp contrast to Freeh.  Unfortunately, Mueller had 
only been on the job a short time when the planes struck the Twin Towers - 
certainly not long enough to rectify a decade-plus of technological neglect on the 
part of his predecessors.  
  
FBI agents who worked counter terrorism prior to 9/11 told Kessler that the 
Bureau was deficient on many fronts.  Because of its lack of automated 
resources, the FBI had been unable to effectively analyze and make use of the 
intelligence it was receiving on Osama bin Laden.  Overwhelmed with reports of 
threats from the CIA, NSA, and DIA, the Bureau’s agents worked with reams of 
hard copy information.  In this form, the information was too hard to handle and 
effectively distribute.   
 
As the threat from Islamist terror groups such as al-Qaeda grew in the 1990s, the 
FBI should have been aggressively recruiting Arab-American agents fluent in the 
Arabic language and capable of finding and developing informants.  It did not 
have any such recruiting program.  In addition, the Bureau did not budget for 
stenographers; so when agents had to file reports, they did all of the 
administrative typing themselves on a few shared computers.  Valuable field 
agents, making upwards of $90,000 per year, spent much of their day typing in 
the office.   
 
While terrorists were communicating in late 1990s via the Internet, the FBI did 
not even own computers equipped with CD-ROM drives.  The FBI’s computers 
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were pre-Pentium 386’s. When the 9/11 attacks occurred, then Attorney General 
John Ashcroft asked the FBI for a list of terror suspects currently under 
surveillance.  The FBI did not have a list.  Ashcroft demanded to know why the 
FBI could not produce a comprehensive list.  He was told that the Bureau owned 
about forty computer systems, none of which could talk to each other. 
 
Under the pre-9/11 direction of Louis Freeh, the FBI experienced more than its 
share of problems and ensuing bad press: the FBI’s laboratory problems, the 
errors in the indictment and arrest of Los Alamos nuclear scientist, Wen Ho Lee, 
for leaking U.S. secrets abroad, falsely accusing Richard Jewell of being the 
Atlanta Olympics’ terrorist bomber.  Various security breaches also occurred 
within the Bureau itself, including the one that allowed former senior FBI agent, 
Robert Hanssen, to act undetected as a spy for the Russians.  Louis Freeh was 
reputed to punish those who disagreed with him or served the bearers of bad 
news.   
 
Bureaucracy and a refusal to assume risk contributed to the pre-9/11 dysfunction 
within the FBI. “There was a hell of a lot of risk aversion coming from 
headquarters,” says Barry Mawn, the assistant FBI director in charge of the New 
York field office and the one who oversaw the bin Laden investigations3 under 
Louis Freeh.  The FBI was hampered by a policy of political correctness which 
looked negatively upon concentrating attention on Arab men.  This politically 
correct atmosphere was fostered by the Clinton administration and the media. 
 
 
Post-9/11, the President Orders Rapid Changes and Improvements within 
the Intel Community and a Rapid Turnaround Commences 
 
Within days of the September 11 attacks, President Bush signed an order 
directing the CIA to destroy Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda.  Director of Central 
Intelligence Agency, George Tenet, came to the president with a plan for the 
covert actions necessary to accomplish the assigned mission.  Before the end of 
September 2001, George Bush had granted all of Tenet’s requests, including an 
additional $1 billion for the intelligence community’s budget.  The passing of the 
USA Patriot Act did much to break down the walls between criminal 
investigations and intelligence work, so that leads and critical information could 
be shared between both disciplines. Prior to the Patriot Act, the FBI could not 
execute roving wiretaps in terrorism cases, even though it could do so when 
investigating organized crime or drug trafficking.  The Patriot Act changed all 
that.   
 
Armed with the additional resources, funds and an uncompromising mandate 
from the president to get the job done, the CIA became extremely aggressive 


                                            
3 Ibid, page 33. 
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and effective.  By the October 2001 invasion of Afghanistan, CIA agents were 
recruiting additional assets and operatives, bugging mosques and other Islamic 
extremist meeting places overseas, and working more closely than ever with 
foreign intelligence services and law enforcement agencies.  If the intelligence 
community of another country was not cooperating fully with its American 
counterparts, President Bush would personally telephone that nation’s leader and 
get the cooperation back on track.   
 
The CIA began rounding up top al Qaeda players.  One of the early victories, 
demonstrating the new era of cooperation and capability, was the capture of Abu 
Zubaydah, bin Laden’s operations chief who recruited men for the jihad and 
conducted a vetting process that determined to which terror training camps they 
would be sent.  A sharp CIA analyst identified Zubaydah’s possible location in 
Pakistan from a series of intercepted and related emails.  Pakistani soldiers 
along with CIA operatives went on the hunt and found Zubaydah.  They wanted 
him alive for questioning, but in a struggle with a Pakistani soldier, Zubaydah was 
seriously wounded in the groin and stomach.  It appeared that this terrorist would 
die long before he was ever extensively questioned by the CIA and the FBI.  
Thanks to rapid, out-of-the-box action by the CIA however, Zubaydah lived. 
“Buzzy Krongard, the CIA’s executive director, was on the board of Johns 
Hopkins Medical Center.  He used his contacts to persuade a world-class 
medical expert to hop on a chartered CIA plane and fly to Pakistan to save the 
killer’s life.”4  Crafty and cooperative interrogation of Zubayda by an FBI/CIA 
team resulted in the recovery of a treasure trove of computer discs, notebooks 
and phone numbers.  Assisted by information gleaned from the Zubaydah 
interrogations, the FBI closed in on domestic terrorist and Islamist extremist, 
Jose Padilla, before he could perpetrate a radiological, “dirty bomb” attack inside 
the United States.  Also during interrogation, Abu Zubaydah referred to the man 
who beheaded reporter Daniel Pearl and masterminded the 9/11 attacks, Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed or “KSM,” by one of his other names, “Mukhtar.”  With that 
alias, the FBI was able to collect intelligence and exploit leads with the CIA that 
eventually led to KSM’s capture and fruitful interrogation.  Abu Zubaydah also 
gave us fellow terrorist, Ramzi bin al Shibh, who was then captured in Pakistan in 
September, 2002.  Had it not been for the capture and interrogation of Zubaydah 
and al Shibh, the subsequent capture of KSM might not have occurred, and the 
follow-on attacks to 9/11 might have been successful. 
 
Hunting Down the Bad Boys of al Qaeda 
 
As mentioned in the last paragraph, the questioning of Abu Zubaydah revealed 
that KSM had directed Jose Padilla to explode a dirty bomb within the United 
States.  Padilla’s accomplice in the plot – Binyam Muhammad – also came to the 
forefront of FBI and CIA investigations.  When Muhammad was captured, he 


                                            
4 Ibid, page 46. 
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admitted that he and Padilla had researched the bomb plot and had been trained 
in the use of explosives by al Qaeda.  At the time Padilla was apprehended by 
the FBI, he had in his possession more than $10,000 in cash and the email 
addresses of several al Qaeda operatives.   
 
At the close of 2002, FBI director Mueller could boast that almost one hundred 
terror attacks had been thwarted by the combined efforts of U.S. government 
intelligence and law enforcement entities.  These plots included some designed 
to take place within the continental United States.  Attacks had also been 
scheduled for U.S. facilities in France, Yemen, Albania, Turkey, and Brussels.  
 
Since these stepped-up efforts to capture and kill al Qaeda’s leaders began, the 
CIA has employed a variety of highly technical surveillance devices that yield big 
dividends.  Kessler reports that among the tools of the trade, the CIA can aim 
laser beams on simple things in a room, like a plate or a lampshade.  The beams 
pick up voice vibrations on the object and beam them back to CIA officers who 
monitor and record terrorist conversations.  The CIA has also developed the 
technology to send laser beams through fiber optics no wider than a strand of 
human hair.  These beams convert the end of the fiber optic into a microphone 
and are unable to be visually or electronically detected. 
 
An increasing number of drones are also being tactically employed by the CIA.  
One such aerial robot is the Gnat.  This twenty-four foot unmanned airplane is 
equipped with state-of-the-art radar named Lynx.  It can detect objects as small 
as four inches at distances in excess of fifteen miles, day or night, in all weather 
conditions. 
 
Combining its efforts with foreign government agencies is also contributing the 
CIA’s increasing success. A task force made up of the CIA and the Pakistani ISI 
(Inter-Services Intelligence) nabbed Khalid Sheikh Mohammed as he slept in a 
comfortable villa. As luck would have it, they also apprehended Mustafa Ahmed 
al-Hawsawi, the man who oversaw the finances supporting the 9/11 attacks.  
 
As a result of KSM’s questioning, evidence against other key al Qaeda players 
materialized.  Among them was Majid Khan, an al Qaeda operative who 
delivered tens of thousands of dollars to other al Qaeda splinter groups operating 
in Southeast Asia.  Also rounded-up in summer of 2003 was Zubair, the terror 
leader to whom Khan had personally delivered $50,000 in al Qaeda money.  
Zubair rolled like the others, giving up yet another terror bad boy, Hambali who 
worked with the Southeast Asian al Qaeda subsidiary group Jamaal Islamya               
(J-I).  After the arrest of Hambali, KSM surrendered Hambali’s brother as the 
leader of a key J-I cell. Once Hambali’s brother was arrested and interrogated, a 
cell of seventeen J-I operatives in southeast Asia was broken by the CIA.  When 
he was informed about the breakup of his terror cell, Hambali admitted that KSM 
was grooming these men for future attacks against the American homeland. 







 


6 
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
 


 
Through long CIA interrogations, KSM admitted that he was the mastermind 
behind plots to blow up the Sears Tower in Chicago, the Panama Canal, the 
Empire State Building, the New York Stock Exchange, Big Ben, and London’s 
Heathrow Airport.5  KSM also admitted to planning assassination attempts 
against former presidents Carter and Clinton, attacks against nuclear power 
plants, and New York suspension bridges. It was KSM who met American-born 
Iyman Faris.  Faris has traveled overseas to link up with al Qaeda and met KSM.  
KSM tasked Faris with studying how to bring down the Brooklyn Bridge. The FBI 
placed Faris under surveillance and eventually arrested, convicted and 
imprisoned him. 
 
New FBI Powers Under the USA Patriot Act and the Myth of Spying on 
Americans 
 
Kessler points out, from interviews with FBI agents, that prior to the passage of 
the USA Patriot Act, the FBI was prohibited from investigating any activity on the 
Internet, even thought the Internet existed within the public domain.  The FBI was 
also prohibited from conducting investigations or surveillance in public places of 
worship such as mosques. An agent was not permitted to enter a mosque while 
on official business.  Incredibly, an FBI agent, prior to the Patriot Act, was not 
even allowed to cultivate a source inside a mosque. 
 
Although the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), the Washington Post and 
the New York Times continually cry foul with respect to these new FBI powers, 
Kessler reports that, to date, there is no evidence of widespread federal abuse or 
invasions of privacy against law abiding Americans when the FBI is investigating 
a terror-related case.  
 
 
What About Spying on Americans? 
 
Ron Kessler says that certain media stories about FBI intelligence gathering 
methodologies have given average American citizens the impression that 
widespread abuses are taking place.   Kessler maintains that nothing can be 
farther from the truth. 
 
For example, he says that, “. . . on November 6, 2005, The Washington Post ran 
a story stripped across the top of page one. It was headlined THE FBI’S 
SECRET SCRUTINY.  The subhead claimed that in the hunt for terrorists, the 
FBI EXAMINES RECORDS OF ORDINARY CITIZENS.”6  The article by Barton 
Gellman claimed that the FBI issued national security letters permitting its agents 
to examine phone calls, financial records and correspondence of everyday 


                                            
5 Ibid, page 57. 
6 Ibid, page 72. 
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citizens.  Kessler points out that national security letters are issued only in cases 
of espionage and international terror investigations.  Kessler also points out that 
in this article, as with many others in various, top-rated newspapers, The 
Washington Post never accused the FBI of any specific, documented abuses of 
civil liberties. 
 
The number of national security letters issued by the FBI has averaged about 
50,000 a year since the passing of the Patriot Act.  While this may seem like a 
high number, Kessler says that in support of an ongoing, single investigation, the 
Bureau may have to issue hundreds of these letters in order to track and trace 
terror activities on the Internet, including bank transactions, credit card 
purchases, cell phone calls, etc.  Rather than being a tool of abuse, Kessler 
maintains that these national security letters serve as an audit and control 
mechanism that requires the FBI to keep a documentation trail during all aspects 
of its surveillance and investigation.  
 
Justice Department Inspector, General Glenn A. Fine, examined the FBI’s 
national security letters issued from 2003 through 2005.  He found minor 
discrepancies but no clear-cut, intentional violations of civil liberties on the part of 
FBI agents. To the contrary, Fine concluded that these NSLs contributed 
significantly to the counter terror efforts of the Bureau. 
 
The Washington Post again incited international scrutiny and uproar in November 
2005 when it published a story entitled: CIA HOLDS TERROR SUSPECTS IN 
SECRET PRISONS.  Kessler tells his readers that most of the CIA’s detainees 
were held in prisons on military bases within Afghanistan.  It was believed that 
the other inmates would kill terrorist suspects if they were held in U.S. federal 
prisons.  In addition, interrogation in an American prison would have been both 
difficult and awkward.  After The Washington Post article made international 
news, several foreign nations told the CIA that they would no longer cooperate 
with the intelligence agency for fear that bad press and false accusations by the 
media might compromise ongoing intelligence operations of their own. 
 
In Chapter 4, Kessler renders many examples of both Washington Post and New 
York Times articles that have severely hampered U.S. intelligence gathering 
efforts.  
 
Pre- 9/11 Leadership Deficiencies  
 
Ron Kessler also documents poor leadership and numerous security 
compromises that may have significantly aided and abetted al Qaeda prior to the 
September 11th attacks: 
 







 


8 
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
 


 Senator Richard Shelby, Republican from Alabama, leaked the 
contents of al Qaeda top-secret messages intercepted by the NSA to 
Fox News just prior to 9/11. 


 
 The Washington Post ran an August 17, 1998 story reporting that the 


United States was intercepting Osama bin Laden’s cell phone calls.  
Within days of the article being published, bin Laden stopped using the 
phone and this particular United States’ intelligence collection 
capability was negated.  Then National Security Agency Director 
General Michael Hayden described this leak as a “setback of 
inestimable consequences.”7 


 
 President Clinton stopped the traditional morning intelligence briefings 


by the CIA months six months after taking office.  Refusing these daily 
updates was a sign to our intelligence community that the president 
simply had other issues he deemed more important than al Qaeda and 
the terror threats. 


 
 Clinton’s appointee as director of Central Intelligence, John Deutch, 


placed a severe restriction on his agents.  CIA officers had to apply for 
and obtain high-level approval before recruiting any operatives guilty of 
human rights violations. The fact that only bad guys who have done 
bad things could supply our intelligence community with the 
information it needed did not seen to register with the politically correct 
Deutch and the administration he served.  The result of Deutch’s 
outrageous rules and micro-control was that the CIA officers found it 
better to sit on their hands and do nothing than do their jobs and 
jeopardize their careers.  Pre-9/11, Director Deutch further damaged 
the morale of the CIA by publicly proclaiming that CIA officers were 
incompetent when compared to military personnel.  Incredible as it 
may seem, Kessler mentions the fact that John Deutch made no bones 
about discussing publicly that he never wanted to be the intelligence 
director. 


 
SITUATION IMPROVES POST-9/11 
 
Unlike Clinton, President George W. Bush not only took the CIA briefing every 
morning in the White House, but was the first president since the CIA’s founding 
in 1947 who wanted to be briefed every day he was out of town.  Post 9/11, Bush 
met with FBI Director Meuller and CIA Director Tenet every morning to review the 
latest threats and to grill both men on what was being done to prevent further 
attacks against the homeland. 
 


                                            
7 Ibid, page 86. 
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Six months into 2002, the CIA began to see the fruits of its ramped-up labor.  The 
CIA globally targeted, captured and/or killed more than 3,000 terrorists through 
successful operations conducted in more than one hundred countries.  Often, the 
host nation’s foreign intelligence service would make the arrest based upon 
information provided by our CIA.  Some of the terror plots thwarted as a result of 
these terrorist roll-ups were attacks against U.S. embassies and facilities in Italy, 
France, Yemen, Albania, Turkey and Saudi Arabia. 
 
Ron Kessler interviewed many CIA interrogators as to the methods they 
employed with al Qaeda subjects. He was told that drastic and questionable 
methods of interrogation never yield the best results.  Under torture, suspects will 
tell their interrogators anything to stop the torment and pain.  They assert that 
sometimes offering the terrorist a cup of tea, sympathy, or better food is enough 
to get him to talk.  Most al Qaeda captives in CIA custody begin talking after just 
a few days of interrogation. 
 
Over time, the FBI and CIA have become more knowledgeable about the terrorist 
mindset. They methodically wait until the last minute to apprehend suspects, so 
that they can gain the most intelligence information and subsequent leads before 
they make their arrests.  Agents will learn all that they can about the terrorist’s 
activities.  When they finally decide to take the terrorist down, they have so much 
evidence against him that he will agree to cooperate rather than face a sentence 
of life in prison.  Special Agent Cummings, who established the FBI’s 
interrogation operation at Guantanamo, told Kessler that one of the more 
successful techniques he uses to break al Qaeda detainees is talking to them 
about their dim future if they do not cooperate.  Cummings tells these kids that 
unless they cooperate, they will never see their families, never marry, never have 
children, and will probably end up dying in the steel box within which they 
currently reside. Cummings convinced these scared kids that he and he alone 
was their only hope out of a bad situation.  He said he never struck them, never 
belittled them; instead he continuously assured them that their lives and futures 
were squarely in his hand.  Most of the time, Cummings’ techniques worked well 
and yielded positive results.  Cummings found that the detainees would often roll 
if they were just given an upgrade from their austere living conditions and 
regimented daily schedules. 
 
Cummings and other interrogators pointed out to our author that these low level 
detainees were just tactical guys.  Most of their operational information was 
unusable after a week or so of captivity.  Where they were of value is what they 
could tell about how al Qaeda moved money, recruited, moved operatives 
around, trained, etc. “Our understanding of the enemy early on was wrong, 
heavily weighted towards the religious fanatic,” Cummings says.  “It became 
apparent to us in a very short time in Guantanamo Bay that that wasn’t the 
biggest factor driving them.  Islamic extremism was a factor.  But a lot of these 
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guys were young and adventure seeking.  A lot of them were pressured by their 
families to check that box: they wanted the jihadi badge of honor.” 
 
Another technique used by Cummings was to place a high value detainee, who 
would not talk, into a four-star hotel.  The terrorist was treated like a rock star and 
given anything he wanted any time he wanted it.  One al Qaeda bad boy named 
Babar was set up in a top-rated hotel with all of the amenities after refusing to 
cooperate with his FBI interrogators. Babar ended up revealing a plot to blow up 
London pubs and train stations, confessed to supplying al Qaeda with chemicals 
to make bombs, and admitted agreeing to help al Qaeda establish a terror 
training camp in Oregon.  When it was all over, Babar still received a twenty-year 
prison sentence. 
 
Despite 2002 media reports saying that the CIA and FBI were broken, both 
continued to roll-up terrorists in that banner year.  As mentioned earlier, the FBI 
arrested Iyman Feris in Ohio after he cooperated with al Qaeda to take down the 
Brooklyn Bridge, and Jose Padilla for planning to detonate a dirty bomb within 
the continental United States.  Karim Koubriti, Ahmed Hanna and Farouk Ali-
Haimoud were apprehended in Detroit and charged with conspiring to support al 
Qaeda. In Seattle, Earnest Ujaama was taken into custody and charged with 
providing material support to al Qaeda.  In September 2002, the FBI arrested the 
Lackawanna five in New York for providing material support to al Qaeda.  The 
Kingdom of Bahrain extradited a sixth member of the group to the U.S. These 
men from Lackawanna, New York, were U.S. citizens of Yemeni descent.  
Another homegrown terror group was broken up in Portland, Oregon.  Ahmed 
Bilal, Mohammad Bilal, Habes Al-Saoub, Patrice Ford, Jeffrey Battle and October 
Lewis were arrested and charged with providing materials and support to a 
terrorist organization. 
 
Gaining and Holding Ground Against Al Qaeda 
 
As of 2007, about 80% of the original al Qaeda leaders had been killed or taken 
into custody.  Though other leaders have stepped up to take the place of 
convicted masterminds such as Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, they simply lack the 
experience and capabilities of their predecessors. Although homeland defense 
capabilities are still improving, our post 9/11 tactics, techniques and procedures 
have made it much harder for the likes of al Qaeda to successfully execute its 
plans.  Everyone within the intelligence community has had it drilled into their 
heads that each piece of information must be made available and shared with the 
entire intelligence community. Forty percent of all active FBI agents joined the 
Bureau after 9/11 and, by 2007, were fully on board and indoctrinated with 
respect to the high levels of information sharing and cooperation necessary to 
defeat terrorism.   
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Only about 25% of terror suspects are ever convicted on terror-related charges.  
This is not a bad thing.  The FBI has become wiser and craftier since 9/11.  If 
building a case on terror grounds will take too many resources, too much time, or 
proves to be exceedingly difficult, the Bureau will seek and obtain a conviction on 
lesser charges.  Putting the terrorists in jail and taking them out of the game is 
the objective of the Bureau’s efforts.  In some cases, the FBI will seek a lesser 
conviction in order not to compromise the sensitive means and methods 
employed to capture the bad guys.   
 
When it comes to unraveling terrorist plots, the FBI and CIA now focus on 
insuring that agents make and record correct and timely observations and that all 
viable clues and leads are followed-up by one or more agencies.   
 
 
Security Leaks and Media Misconduct  
 
The author is convinced that “under current journalistic standards, it has become 
not only an acceptable but routine practice to bury mitigating facts near the end 
of a story to give it greater spin – or to omit the other side’s comments or 
justifications entirely.”8  Now that White House, Department of Defense, and 
other high-visibility government agency briefings are televised, reporters can take 
the opportunity to harass and embarrass government spokespersons.  The 
American media routinely shuns government requests not to publish stories that 
compromise sensitive intelligence gathering methods and capabilities. 
 
Ron Kessler defends President Bush’s open approach to combating terror.  
Kessler point out that during the presidential administrations of John F. Kennedy, 
Lyndon B. Johnson and Richard Nixon, FBI and CIA tactics, techniques and 
procedures were never discussed in the open. In vast contrast, the Bush 
administration has been extremely overt with respect to the measures authorized 
and taken to prevent other 9/11 attacks from occurring.  President Bush has 
disclosed his administration’s efforts to key members of Congress and to the 
courts.  Bush’s administration revealed the NSA’s email intercept program to the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) court, Congress, and the NSA’s 
inspector general once the provisions of the USA Patriot Act permitted the NSA 
to expand its ability to monitor and intercept al Qaeda email traffic.  It is now 
known that the 9/11 hijackers received their instructions from the al Qaeda top 
leadership via email at library computers. Prior to the Patriot Act, the NSA would 
have had to gain approval from the FISA courts to intercept email traffic among al 
Qaeda operatives flowing through public library computers.  Today, NSA can 
monitor the terrorist Internet traffic real time, providing the capability to prevent 
future attacks by passing critical information immediately to the FBI and CIA. 
 


                                            
8 Bid, page 128. 
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The NSA’s SWIFT program, which tracks global financial transactions of 
suspected terrorist organizations, was compromised when both the Los Angeles 
Times and The New York Times ran stories exposing the NSA’s superior SWIFT 
capabilities.  Even though the SWIFT program has never been guilty of a single 
civil rights abuse, both papers’ editors ran their stories inferring abuses, and 
tipping off the likes of al Qaeda to yet another very expensive and extremely 
effective terror-fighting capability.  As soon as The New York Times article went 
public disclosing NSA’s SWIFT program, “al Qaeda terrorist who had been 
sending international money transfers stopped the practice, destroying the CIA’s 
ability to track them and pinpoint their contacts around the world. . .”9 
 
In yet another blatant disregard for national security, columnist Robert Novak 
exposed the covert CIA identity of Valerie Plame, wife of U.S. Ambassador 
Joseph C. Wilson.  Before Novak ran with the story exposing Plame’s cover, he 
phoned a CIA official he knew to discuss the story.  The CIA official requested 
that Novak not name her in his media piece, as it would cause her problems 
traveling abroad.  Novak disregarded the request and ran with the story anyway. 
 
A Washington Post article revealed to the world the fact that the FBI performs 
radiological surveys when threat levels are high in order to detect possible 
nuclear devices at high risk locations.  Another capability was lost, as al Qaeda 
will most probably employ radiological countermeasures to throw off the FBI’s 
defensive surveys. 
 
Saddam Hussein’s FBI Interrogator and “Friend”  
 
Kessler presents his readers with a textbook example of how talented FBI 
interrogators can get critical information from even the most stubborn captives.  
Such was the case of FBI agent and interrogator, George L. Piro, who was 
selected to go to Iraq eleven days after Saddam Hussein’s capture and become 
Saddam’s chief interrogator. Over a period of seven months, Piro established a 
unique rapport with the former Iraqi leader.  
 
Piro learned all that he could about Iraq’s history, the reign of Saddam, and 
Saddam himself before beginning one-on-one conversations with the former Iraqi 
dictator.  During initial conversations, Saddam admitted that he was impressed 
with Piro’s knowledge and command of Iraqi historical facts.  Saddam admitted to 
Piro that he ordered the use of chemical weapons against his own people in 
1988.  Saddam told his FBI interrogator that he (Saddam) never used doubles as 
was popularly rumored. Hussein maintained that no one could ever play him 
convincingly.  Saddam was very proud of the fact that he did not dye his hair 
black; it was all full and naturally dark in color. 
 


                                            
9 Ibid, page 138. 
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As the relationship between George Piro and Saddam Hussein matured, 
Saddam would speak to Piro about women, and would give Piro advice on 
matters of the heart.  As daily discussions went into hours of conversation, 
Hussein told Piro that, athough he disagreed with American politics, he admired 
the United States and truly liked Americans themselves.  Saddam disliked both 
Presidents Bush, but admired Bill Clinton and considered Ronald Reagan a good 
president.  When Piro led the talks to the subject of Saddam’s two sons, Qusay 
and Uday, Saddam admitted that they were problem children.  Piro felt that if he 
could get Saddam to express his true feelings about his sons, he could get him to 
open up on other issues.  After being pressed by Piro, Saddam told the FBI 
agent, “Look. Leave me alone. You don’t get to pick your kids.  You’re stuck with 
what you’re given. And this is what I had.”10  Saddam enjoyed Johnny Walker 
Blue Label scotch, Cuban cigars, and loved to talk about women.  After women, 
horses were Saddam’s favorite subject about which to talk to George Piro. 
 
Piro learned that Saddam was very proud of the fact that, unlike other Arab 
leaders, he never stopped supporting the Palestinian cause.  He maintained until 
his death that he invaded Kuwait because the Kuwaitis were slant-drilling for oil 
underneath Iraqi soil.  Saddam wanted to punish the Kuwaiti emir and never 
thought that the United Sates would intervene as rapidly as it did.  Saddam 
confided to Piro that he never had any weapons of mass destruction but always 
pretended that he did in order to keep Iran from, once again, waging war against 
his country.  When international inspectors were in Iraq, Saddam made sure they 
got the runaround in order to give the impression that he had WMD. 
 
Piro says that in all of his many hours of conversation with Saddam Hussein, the 
Iraqi leader never once expressed any regrets for his actions.  Hussein knew 
from the moment of his capture that he would eventually be executed.  
Execution, to Saddam’s way of thinking, would serve to preserve his legacy 
forever.  According to Piro, Hussein was well-prepared for his death and faced it 
with pride and courage. 
 
When it was time to part ways, Piro and Hussein sat outside and smoked a few 
Cuban cigars, drank some coffee, and had a final conversation.  They parted in 
traditional Arab fashion, a handshake and a kiss to the right cheek, a kiss to the 
left, and then another to the right cheek.  Piro remembers that when they said 
goodbye, Saddam had tears in his eyes.  Piro says that he never forgot what an 
evil person Saddam had been. He admits, though, that Saddam was charismatic, 
easy to like and had a good sense of humor.  FBI agent Cummings, speaking of 
George Piro’s success with Hussein, commented, “You talk about the ability to 
build rapport, and to work somebody . . . When Saddam starts crying because 
his interrogator’s leaving, because that’s his only friend, that’s George Piro . . .”11 
 


                                            
10 Ibid, page 150. 
11 Ibid, page 158. 
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Keeping Up With Current and Emerging Threats 
 
Every weekday morning in the early hours of the day, National Counterterrorism 
Center (NCTC) director Vice Admiral John Redd delves into the Read Book.  The 
highly classified pages of this book list as many as seventy potential terrorist 
threats against the USA.  Due to the top secret, code-worded classification of the 
material, each copy of this four-inch-thick binder is numbered and controlled. The 
contents of the book change every day. 
 
Post 9/11, the NCTC is the organization that brings all of the intelligence 
community’s vital information into one shared source for any of the intelligence 
agencies and activities to access and act upon. Vice Admiral Redd meets weekly 
with President Bush, the National Security Council, the Department of Homeland 
Security and the Director of National Intelligence.  FBI agent Kevin Brock, the 
NCTC’s principal deputy director, conducts a daily secure video-teleconference 
with his counterparts at the FBI, CIA, NSA, White House and other key agencies 
to make sure that all of the critical bases are covered for that day’s global 
intelligence collection efforts.  The NCTC provides a venue for the intelligence 
and counter-terror community members to hash out disagreements and issues in 
a productive and resolute manner behind closed and friendly doors. 
 
The NCTC’s 10,000-square-foot operations center is manned by casually-
dressed men and women.  Three hundred fifty personal computers dot the ops 
center where, each day, upwards of 8,000 messages are received and 
processed.  Within the NCTC ops center, no walls separate the clusters of FBI, 
CIA, and NSA cells.  Anyone can get up out of their chair and walk right over to 
the workstation of someone from another agency.  The absence of traditional 
physical barriers nurtures the breakdown of virtual and turf barriers which, prior to 
9/11, proved counter productive in the war on terror. 
 
The NCTC is very proud of its Terrorist Information Datamart Environment 
(TIDE).  Whether gleaned from a CIA, FBI or NSA source, any derogatory 
information on suspected terrorists or their supporters goes into this all-inclusive, 
“mother of all databases.”  This database currently holds about 400,000 names.  
Three hundred thousand or so are the names of separate individuals.  The rest 
are known aliases. All together, the NCTC accesses more than twenty-five 
computer networks belonging to the FBI, CIA, NSA and Department of Defense. 
 
Taking Down Osama bin Laden’s Operatives: Preempting, Disrupting, and 
Defeating 
 
Post 9/11, as the intelligence community put aside its differences and began 
working closer together, terrorists began to be apprehended at a rapidly 
increasing pace.  Some of the cooperative successes include: 
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 February 2006:  FBI arrested three men in West Toledo who plotted to 
kill Americans overseas. 


 
 June 2006:  Royal Canadian Mounted Police in cooperation with the 


FBI arrested seventeen terror suspects in Toronto who were plotting 
terrorist bombings. 


 
 2006:  The FBI uncovered a plot to blow up train tunnels under the 


Hudson River between New York and New Jersey.  This discovery led 
to the monitoring of an Internet chat site, resulting in the arrest of terror 
suspects in Jordan and Lebanon. 


 
 April 2006: A federal jury convicted Hamid Hayat from Lodi, California, 


of planning to attack U.S. targets, including supermarkets and 
hospitals. 


 
 June 2006:  The FBI arrested seven men in Miami for planning to blow 


up the Sears Tower in Chicago. 
 


 August 2006: British MI5 officials notified the FBI that terror suspects, 
whom MI5 had under surveillance for many months, appeared to be 
close to carrying out their plot to blow up ten U.S. passenger planes as 
they flew from London to destinations in America. Thanks to 
international cooperation within the intelligence community, another 
potentially devastating al Qaeda attack was preempted. 


 
Kessler writes that of the more than 12,000 agents in the FBI today, about 4,000 
are dedicated to counter-terror efforts.  Prior to 9/11, there were about thirty FBI 
supervisors leading the counter-terror efforts; today, there are more than eight 
hundred.  
 
Kessler details the efforts of the NCTC and the intelligence community that mans 
and supports it.  The NCTC holds at least three, secure video-teleconferences 
(SVTC) seven days a week to insure that all players understand the top priorities 
and current game plan.  Each SVTC participant receives an updated copy of the 
day’s threat matrix before each teleconference.  This matrix lists the threats, who 
reported them, and which agencies are aware of them.  During the conferences, 
participants can ask one another questions such as, “Who has the lead on this 
one?” “Has CIA got a handle on this in country X?” “Was this a human 
intelligence source (HUMINT) or a signals intelligence (SIGNINT) collection?” 
“Was the source a walk-in to one of our embassies or a reliable source that we 
have used before?”  
 
The NCTC is manned by agents and analysts detailed or assigned to the NCTC 
by their parent organizations such as the FBI, CIA, and NSA.  The men and 
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women of the NCTC play by NCTC rules. They do not report anything to their 
home agencies outside of the NCTC until the sensitive information is vetted, 
verified, and ready to distribute and share with everyone in the community.  This 
creates a trusting environment among those who staff the NCTC and fosters 
cooperation, teamwork and pride. 
 
The Threats Remain and are Real 
 
Despite the success of the international community’s 24/7 intelligence and 
operational efforts, al Qaeda, its subsidiaries and splinter groups, still remain a 
formidable threat.  Threatening the free world has become the main objective for 
al Qaeda, the various groups inspired by al Qaeda, people who are in no way 
associated with al Qaeda but subscribe to the cause and plot in the name of al 
Qaeda, and independent Muslims who simply want to join the jihad and become 
martyrs.  The many terror conduits that must be examined daily include emails, 
chat sites, Web sites, financial transactions, travel, credit card use, telephone 
communications, and human intelligence gathering.  Our author reports that at 
any one time, Britain’s MI5 is tracking more than fifteen hundred individuals who 
are members of at least two hundred terror networks actively plotting to attack 
British and American targets overseas.  At least thirty plots involving al Qaeda 
and British-born terrorists are under investigation by MI5 on any given day.  The 
work load and responsibilities are enormous. Our own FBI has more than ten 
thousand terror cases under investigation each day. 
 
According to a Pew Research Center poll, “ . . . within the United States, about a 
quarter of Muslims ages eighteen through twenty-nine believe that suicide 
bombings could be justified. . .Those attitudes, in turn, are generated by imams 
who preach jihad and hatred in American mosques and in postings on the 
Internet, according to FBI sources.”12  An example of Muslim religious leaders 
calling American Muslims to join the jihad is Ali Al-Timimi, a Muslim 
congregational leader in Northern Virginia, who not only preached violent jihad 
but provided contact information for Americans desiring to travel overseas to 
enlist in terrorist camps.  Timimi is currently imprisoned for life. 
 
 
George W. Bush: CEO on the War on Terror 
 
Ron Kessler tells us that despite the bad press, George W. Bush is fully engaged 
in the war on terror and is personally responsible for the positive turnaround 
within our intelligence community and America’s increased counter-terror 
operational capabilities.  Very pro-Bush in his writings, Kessler hammers home 
the point emphasized by Senator Joe Lieberman: the first responsibility of 
government is to “provide for the security of the country, the common defense.  
This is our constitutional responsibility.  And without it we enjoy none of the other 
                                            
12 Ibid, page 207. 
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blessings of liberty that the country provides and that all of us, including most 
Democrats, want to help deliver.”13 
 
 
 
 
 


                                            
13 Ibid, page 237. 
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Hamas Gains Political Power and Stature in 2006 
 
On January 25, 2006, the Palestinians held party elections which brought more 
than 1,000,000 voters to the polls.  The Fatah party, which had been the 
government’s majority ruler for decades, lost power to its terrorist arm.  The 
Fatah party was the party of legendary Palestinian leader Yassir Arafat. Fatah 
was the Palestinian political arm expected by U.S. and Israeli intelligence 
agencies to once agin prevail in the 2006 elections.  Hamas’ overwhelming 
victory served as a total embarrassment to both the CIA and the Israeli Mossad.  
Hamas party leaders brilliantly orchestrated their campaign leading up to the 
election.  They even instructed their supporters to tell pollsters and news 
representatives that they were going to vote for the Fatah party.  Months of 
plotting, political maneuvering, and information manipulation won a victory for 
Hamas in the democratically-held elections.  Hamas captured more than fifty 
percent of the seats in the Palestinian Legislative Council: 74 seats to Fatah’s 45 
seats. 
 
Prior to the election, Hamas party planners divided voting Palestinians into three 
categories:  those who were already supporters of Hamas, those who were on 
the fence, and voters known to be staunch Hamas opponents. The vast majority 
of the pre-election Hamas attention was lavished upon those who wavered.  
Hamas campaigned to highlight the weaknesses and failures of Fatah and 
Fatah’s history of bad governance under Yassir Arafat and his cronies.  Hamas 
attracted young voters by recounting Fatah’s decades-long, dismal record, noting 
such social ills as continuing high unemployment, a failing economy, rampant 
corruption, and a desperate need for social advancement. 
 
Throughout its well-crafted campaign to lure voters, Hamas refrained from touting 
its military agenda or its terror tactics.  It portrayed itself as a legitimate political 
party working for reform and change for the betterment of the Palestinian people.  
Hamas became the social voice of reform among the Palestinian people with 
their battle cry of “For Change and Reform!”1 
 
Many Palestinians told the author that they did not particularly want to vote for 
Hamas, but were so fed up with Fatah that they wanted to show the Fatah 
ruling class that there were alternatives to the Fatah party, and that the voters 
were willing to give the opposition a chance to do a better job for the Palestinian 
people. 
 
Serious election result prediction errors were made by analysts and pollsters.  
One of the most surprising pro-Hamas election results involved the Palestinian 


                                            
1 Chehab, Zaki. Inside Hamas: The Untold Story of the Militant Islamic Movement. New York, New York: Nation Books, 
2007, page 5. 
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Police force, which numbered more than 80,000 voters.  The assumption was 
that the vast majority of Palestinian law enforcement would vote for the 
incumbent Fatah party.  In reality, more than sixty percent of these 80,000 cast 
their votes for Hamas. 
 
How Hamas Began 
 
The founder of today’s Hamas was Sheikh Ahmed Ismail Hassan Yassin.  Born 
in 1939 in the southern Palestinian village of Al Jourah, his father died when he 
was three years of age.  Sheikh Yassin contributions to the growth of the Islamic 
movement in Palestine were widely acknowledged by the time Yassin had 
reached his mid-thirties.  Sheikh Yassin maintained a fierce conviction that young 
students should be ingrained with an Islamic education and with the importance 
of jihad. But unlike others who pushed for a solely Islamic education, Yassin 
believed that a well-rounded, secular one made for a better jihadist and a more 
grounded Muslim. 
 
Sheikh Yassin was heavily influenced by the Egyptian, Muslim Brotherhood, 
created out of an Islamic extremist movement created by Hassan al Banna after 
the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.  Banna and his followers desired to fight 
against what they perceived as the secularism and westernization of Egypt. 
Mimicking the teachings and ideals of the Muslim Brotherhood, Sheikh Yassin 
created an Islamic Society in 1976.  In just a few years, Yassin and his leaders 
felt that a much bigger and better-organized group was needed to promote Islam 
and its ideals among the Palestinian people. Yassin and many of his followers 
served time in prison for their political actions and activities.  Most were release 
by 1985.  They continued to recruit for their cause and to accumulate caches of 
weapons.  
 
The meeting that officially launched Hamas was held in Sheikh Yassin’s house in 
December 1987. Sheikh Yassin cultivated his Hamas organization in four stages.  
The first phase involved building institution such as charities and social 
organizations – groups that would attract both young and the old alike, and unite 
them in resisting the Israeli occupiers of the Palestinian lands.  The second step 
of the grand plan called for boosting the commitment to resistance within 
individual households in the Palestinian West Bank and Gaza Strip. Thirdly, 
Hamas worked to strengthen its military capabilities, evolving from Molotov 
cocktails and stone throwing at the Israeli soldiers to the use of handguns, 
grenades, and other types of high explosives.  
 
Hamas’ name evolved from its original label of the Islamic Resistance Movement.  
Abbreviated from its Arabic equivalent “Harakat Al Mokawama Al Islamiya, it was 
finally decided that HMS should be called Hamas which is Arabic for “zeal.” The 
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group felt that the new name embodied the virtues of the Muslim Brotherhood’s 
battle cry: “Rights! Force! Freedom!”2  
 
  
The Military Branch of Hamas:  Ez Ed Din Al Qassam Brigades 
 
The military arm of Hamas is the Ez Ed Din Al Qassam Brigades. The Brigades 
namesake is Ez Ed Din Al Qassam, who was born in 1882 in the town of Jabla, 
on Syria’s Mediterranean coast. In 1906, Al Qassam traveled throughout Turkey, 
visiting many mosques to assimilate teaching methods to bring back to his 
father’s Islamic school in Jabla.  Al Qassam became a major resistance leader 
among Muslims in the region.  When the Italians occupied Tripoli in Libya in 
1911, Al Qassam lead protest movements in Jabla.  When the French military 
occupied Syria in 1920, Qassam was once again one of the major resistance 
leaders. Qassam founded the Muslim Youth Association, the Islamic equivalent 
of the YMCA. He continually impressed upon his students the importance of 
jihad. 
 
Qassam possesses a passion for educating working class Palestinians.  He often 
held evening classes, teaching from the Quran and espousing the virtues of 
jihad.  In 1930, Al Qassam was appointed to be a sharia law3 judge in the 
Palestinian town of Haifa.  He became more radical and militant, and began 
conducting secret meetings that included only his most loyal followers.  Small 
jihadist cells took shape, made up of men who were willing to sacrifice all for the 
cause of Islam and Palestinian freedom.  These cells performed assigned 
functions such as intelligence gathering against he British occupying forces and 
the Jews, buying arms and military equipment, conducting military training, 
handling publicity, and even a cell that handles matters involving martyr and 
prisoner affairs.  Together, these cells formed a force that attacked Jewish 
settlements in the region in an attempt to put a stop to Jewish immigration into 
the Palestinian lands. 
 
During the early 20th Century, British police in Palestine wanted al Qassam and 
his followers taken out of the political and military equation.  In November 1935,  
British police forces engaged in a fierce gun battle with al Qassam and his forces 
in the woods on the perimeter of a village called Yabud.  Qassam and a large 
number of his soldiers were killed.  Many were taken prisoner.  Al Qassam 
became a martyr for the cause of Palestinian freedom.  He became the 
Palestinian poster child for sacrifice and jihad among the Palestinians. 
 


                                            
2 Ibid, page 23. 
3 Sharia is the strict Islamic law that governs a fundamentalist Muslim’s diet, conduct, prayer patterns and overall lifestyle.  
This is the law that dictates such absolutes as  women must cover themselves completely when in public, women cannot 
go out in public unless accompanied by a male member of the family, men cannot smoke or drink alcohol, Muslims must 
pray five times each day, and female adulteresses can be stoned to death.  
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By the mid-1990’s, Hamas’ military wing amassed a solid core of fighters. When 
the Ez Ed Din Al Qassam Brigades began their attacks in earnest in 1991, they 
had only a few weapons – about twenty machine guns which made up the bulk of 
their military arsenal until the year 2000. 
 
 
The first Palestinian insurrection occurred between 1987 and 1993, during which 
time Israel’s heavy military presence in the Gaza strip and on the border with 
Egypt severely limited the amounts of weapons and ammunition available to any 
Palestinian military organization.  By the time the second Palestinian Intifada4 
began in September of 2000, Hamas enjoyed an underground tunnel network 
that connected the Gaza Strip with Egypt through which Hamas smuggled 
needed weapons, ammunition, and explosive materials. 
 
The author tells us that none of the Palestinian resistance organizations have 
ever had a problem recruiting fellow Arabs to their cause of Palestinian freedom 
and autonomy.  The two most fertile sources for recruiting have always been the 
universities and the mosques.  The Al Qassam fighters were primarily selected 
from the ranks of the more militant members of the Muslim Brotherhood in Gaza. 
 
Hamas Suffers Many Assassinations by Israeli Agents & Operatives 
 
All Palestinian organizations have suffered losses of senior leaders and military 
experts to the successful assassination plots conducted by Israeli intelligence. 
Fatah, the popular Front, Islamic Jihad and Hamas have all been victims of 
Israeli penetration of their inner circles and subsequent elimination of high value 
targets. Either Israeli spies or Palestinians forced into collaboration have caused 
the demise of many key members of Hamas.  Until the Israeli pullout from the 
Gaza Strip in 2005, the Israeli’s always seemed to be a step ahead of the 
Palestinian resistance movement.  
 
The political leaders of Hamas traditionally distance themselves from the military 
operations, always denying personal knowledge of or responsibility for Hamas 
attacks against Israeli targets.  Included within the collective of Hamas political 
deniers are Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, Mahmoud Zahar, Abdul Aziz Al Rantisi, and 
Abu Shanab.  Typical post-attack statements by these men would be worded in 
ways such as, “There is no relationship between the political leadership and the 
Al Qassam Brigades.  The political leadership has no interest in forging a 
connection with the military wing.  They have their own leadership and fighters 
who plan and execute their attacks and everything related to that aspect.”5   
                                            
4 An uprising among Palestinian Arabs of the Gaza Strip and West Bank, beginning in late in protest against continued 
Israeli occupation of these territories. 
 
5 Chehab, Zaki. Inside Hamas: The Untold Story of the Militant Islamic Movement. New York, New York: Nation Books, 
2007, page 53. 
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Israeli intelligence has never differentiated between the political and military arms 
of Hamas and continually seeks to neutralize key Hamas leaders on both sides 
of the isle. Some of the key assassinations successfully executed by the Israelis 
against Hamas members include: 
 


■ Yehia Ayyash, alias “the engineer” who was one of Hamas’ most highly 
skilled bomb makers and explosive experts.  Ayyash made bombs that 
killed fourteen and injured more than seventy-two Israelis in separate 
Hamas perpetrated attacks.  Ayyash was extremely elusive and gave the 
Israelis a genuine run for their money.  The Israeli’s finally found a 
Palestinian informant close to Ayyash who lent Ayyash a cell phone to 
speak with his (Ayyash’s) father.  When Ayyash put the cell phone to his 
head, a small explosive device inside the phone was detonated from a 
passing Israeli helicopter.  Ayyash died instantly. 
 
■ Yehia Ayyash’s successor was a man named Al Ghoul. Al Ghoul was 
totally enraged by Ayyash’s assassination. Dedicated to seeking revenge 
for Ayyash’s death, Al Ghoul masterminded a handful of deadly attacks 
against Israelis that killed sixty-one and injured many more.  The Israelis 
attempted to kill Al Ghoul twice without success, though they killed Al 
Ghoul’s oldest and second sons in two separate attempts to kill Al Ghoul. 
 
■ Abu Hussein was one of Al Ghoul’s chief missile designers.  He was a 
primary engineer who developed a Hamas Rocket Propelled Grenade 
(RPG) known as the ‘Yassin’ rocket, named after the revered Sheikh 
Ahmed Yassin (discussed previously in this paper).  The Israelis, fueled by 
their paid and blackmailed informants, relentlessly pursued Abu Hussein. 
In October 2004, the Israelis located their target riding in a car through 
Gaza City.  An Israeli aircraft launched two missiles at the car, which was 
also carrying Hamas explosives.  The car completely ignited, killing Abu 
Hussein. 
 
■ Other Hamas leaders located and eliminated by Israeli intelligence 
included (1) Hamas co-founders: Dr. Rantisis, Salah Shehada, Ibrahim Al 
Maqadma, and Dr. Ismail Abu Chanab; and  (2) senior Al Qassam Brigade 
members Nidal Farhar, Akram Fahmi, and Ayman Muhanna. 


 
All of these assassinations did nothing to slow the growth and resolve of Hamas.  
It made the organization bent on seeking revenge.   
 
 
Palestinian Informers:  Key to the Israeli Elimination of Hamas Leaders 
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Israel as been extremely successful in penetrating Hamas and systematically 
eliminating its key players. Through intimidation, blackmail, and threats, and 
large cash payoffs, Israeli authorities turn Hamas members, sympathizers, 
friends and relatives. These moles and informers eventually target those to be 
assassinated or, in many cases, actually participate in the killings.  During the 30 
years of Israeli occupation of Gaza and the West Bank, it is estimated that the 
Israelis recruited as many as 20,000 Palestinian collaborators.  
 
Some examples of how Israeli handlers use their turncoat Palestinians to target 
the Hamas most wanted are as follows: 
 


■  For some time the Israeli authorities were seeking to take out Salah 
Shehada, the leader of the armed branch of Hamas.  Shehada was 
responsible for suicide bombings that claimed hundreds of Israeli deaths.  
The Israelis had a very difficult time locating the man, as he knew he was 
targeted and changed residences regularly.  Israeli intelligence agents, 
posing as Canadian faculty members from the University of Ottowa, 
tricked a close associate of Salah Shehada – Akram Al Zotmeh – into 
doing what appeared at first to be innocent research and interpreting 
duties for about a month.  After paying Al Zotmeh, the two “Canadian” 
revealed to Al Zotmeh that they were Israeli intelligence agents.  They 
showed the Palestinian forged photos of him in compromising sexual 
activities.  The agents told Al Zotmeh that if he did not cooperate, they 
would go public with the photos and humiliate him.  Al Zotmeh agreed to 
help them locate and target Salah Shehada.  One July evening in 2002, 
very close to the midnight hour, the Israeli’s acted on Al Zotmeh’s tip that 
their target was spending the night in an apartment complex in a crowed 
portion of Gaza City.  Two F-16 fighter jets dropped a 2,000 pound, 
precision smart bomb on the two story apartment complex.  They 
succeeded in killing Salah Shehada, along with sixteen civilians, nine of 
them children and two of them, babies.  One hundred fifty people were 
injured in the raid.  Among the dead were Shehada’s wife and daughter.  
 
■ Another successful Israeli “recruitment” was Haider Ghanem.  Israeli 
intelligence agents tricked and manipulated Ghanem in much the same 
manner as they did Akram Al Zotmeh.  Haider Ghanem thought he was 
being hired to work for a Strategic Studies Center.  After Ghanem had 
been on the payroll for a year, the Israelis revealed themselves as agents 
and gave Ghanem a choice:  continue to work for them, as he had been 
doing, or go to an Israeli prison.  Ghanem agreed to work as a journalist in 
the Gaza strip and serve as an informant against Hamas.  With 
information provided by Haider Ghanem, Israeli agents targeted and killed 
Jamal Abdul Razek, a revered leader within the Palestinian Authority’s 
Fatah organization.  Shadowing Razek’s car, Israeli agents overtook it, 
opened fire on it, and gunned down Razek and the others in the car.  
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■ Walid Radi Hamdaieh was a senior Hamas member and collaborator 
with the Israelis.  He provided information that resulted in the 
assassinations of two Al Qassam Brigade leaders and several other 
Hamas leaders on the Israeli hit lists.  Hamdaieh was paid a lot of money 
by the Israelis for his information.  Hamdaieh was eventually executed 
after confessing to the Palestinian General Intelligence that he had been 
working for the Israelis. 


 
“What facilitated Israel’s recruitment of agents was mainly related to the 
Palestinians’ fear of detention by the IDF (Israeli Defense Force).  This placed 
them in a position where they could easily be pressured to join.  Moreover, Israel 
would at times arrest Palestinian individuals under the pretext of committing a 
nationalist crime to take advantage of their presence amongst the Palestinian 
political arena after they were set free.”6 
 
The Israelis are known to discard their Palestinian informers after they no longer 
have any use for them.  Oftentimes, Hamas manages to find out that one of their 
own betrayed it.  Hamas then imprisons or executes the traitor, inadvertently 
tying up the remaining loose ends for the Israelis. 
 
 
The Palestinians and Martyrdom 
 
 
 


                                            
6 Ibid, page 75. 
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“Bitterly poetic and ruthlessly philosophical. . . A powerful message to people contemplating the 
escalation of the ‘war against terrorism.’” – Los Angeles Times1 


A powerful book, one which bears sad witness to what veterans have long understood . . . A 
somber and timely warning to those – in any society- who would evoke the emotions of war for 


political gain.” – General Wesley K. Clark, former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe2 


“A powerful chronicle of modern war . . .A persuasive call for humanity and realism in the pursuit 
of national goals by force of arms. . . .A potent and eloquent warning.” – The New York Times3 


Chris Hedges is a seasoned war correspondent who has seen action in Central America, 
Sudan, Gaza, the Balkans and Iraq.  He has faced death in combat zones on numerous 
occasions in his efforts to fact find and write his news reports. He wrote this book not to 


discourage Americans from waging war, but to help them understand the psychology, human 
manipulation and outright lies necessary to build national fervor needed to sustain any extended 


war effort. 


                                                             


1 Hedges, Chris. War Is a Force That Gives Us Meaning.  New York, New York: Anchor Books:  2002, back cover. 


2 Ibid. 


3 Ibid. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Chris Hedges has spent most of his adult life in war zones.  He began his journalistic 
career covering insurgencies in El Salvador.  After five years in El Salvador, he traveled 
throughout Central and South Americas to cover the rebel wars in Guatemala, 
Nicaragua and Columbia.  He was in the West Bank and Gaza during the first 
Palestinian intifada. He reported on the civil wars in Sudan and Yemen as well as the 
unrest in Algeria, the Gulf War, the Kurdish rebellion in northern Iraq and the wars in 
Kosovo and Bosnia. 


Hedges is no stranger to near death experiences.  He has been ambushed in Central 
America, beaten and imprisoned by Saudi Arabian police, shot at in Iraq, imprisoned in 
Sudan, and captured and held prisoner during the Gulf War by the Iraqi Republican 
Guard.  He has been strafed by Russian Mig fighters, shot at by Serbian snipers, and 
pinned down for hours during heavy artillery barrages. Hedges admits that he has seen 
too much suffering and violent death and has experienced far more fear in his lifetime 
than he cares to recount. 


War creates a sick addiction among professional warriors and war correspondents such 
as Hedges. Despite war’s destruction, horror and atrocities, it can provide individuals 
with purpose and meaning in their lives.  War instills resolve.  It furnishes a cause to 
which one can dedicate oneself along with like-minded comrades-in-arms.  


Hedges says that the U.S. war against terror is a jihad. It wages war not against a 
nation state but against a concept and an unquantifiable enemy. Our American effort 
does not target a quantifiable entity, such as another nation’s military, but a tactic –
terror – employed by asymmetric, transnational warriors.  In declaring a war on terror, 
the Bush administration defined the fight in terms of good versus evil. Thus, America 
entered a battle that is eternal and unwinnable.  Hedges believes that the United States 
has begun a campaign as idealistic and celestial as the one being fought by our 
declared enemy, the Islamist jihadists. 


Warriors are rallied by their leaders and governments to fight because the cause that 
calls them to battle is always painted in terms of black and white.  Rational and critical 
thought is deferred when a nation calls it citizens to war. It is always us against them, 
good against evil, our survival or the enemy’s.  Ironically, war is oftentimes the only 
force that truly unites a society and focuses its resources and energies in pursuit of a 
common and universally-embraced objective: victory in war.  


Our author documents the fact that the wars of the twentieth century killed far more 
noncombatants than military warriors; approximately 62 million civilians as opposed to 
43 million military personnel.  He cites casualty figures from wars of the 1990s:4 


 ■ Afghanistan: 2 million civilian deaths. 
                                                             


4 Ibid, page 13. 
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 ■ Sudan: 1.5 million civilian deaths. 


 ■ Rwanda: 800,000 civilian deaths in ninety days. 


 ■ Angola: .5 million civilian deaths. 


 ■ Bosnia:  250,000 civilian deaths. 


 ■ Guatemala: 200,000 civilian deaths. 


 ■ Liberia: 150,000 civilian deaths. 


 ■ Burundi: 250,000 civilian deaths. 


 ■ Algeria:  75,000 civilian deaths. 


 ■ Iraq (Gulf War): 35,000 civilian deaths. 


In war, we honor our dead and grieve their loss but care little about those who suffer 
and die on the other side of the conflict.  Our dead matter a lot.  Their dead matter very 
little if at all. Whether or not the U.S. started the conflict, the other side and its civilians 
get what they deserve.  Wars are always about good versus evil.  And those on the 
opposing side are evil – their military and their civilians. 


 


CHAPTER 1: THE MYTH OF WAR 


The conflicts and insurgencies that consume our modern world are never truly religious 
in nature. They are not ignited over clashes of culture or civilization.  They are not 
spurned by ethnic hatred.  All wars are contrived.  They are initiated by greed, fear, and 
mistrust on the part of politicians, thugs, and dictators.  Wars originate when civil society 
collapses or loses control over its leaders and power brokers. 


Hedges says that, in order to rally a society and its warriors to support and fight a war, 
nationalism must assume the lead and initiate an information campaign that 
successfully reduces the enemy to nothing more than an object to be eliminated – 
ultimately in the form of corpses. Myths must be fabricated that transform political 
differences into ones that people are willing to fight for; that is, good versus evil.  Within 
any society, two entities take on the mission of constructing and sustaining the myths 
for war:  the state and the media. 


The press in the United States will report mythically from the war zones because that is 
what their subscribers want to hear.  The American people want to be reassured that 
the cause for which Americans are fighting is righteous. Americans want to hear stories 
about the demonization of the enemy.  It is only on those occasions when reality 
destroys the myth – such as happened after more than a decade of fighting in Vietnam 
– that the press, finally recognizing that Americans now want the truth, the whole truth 
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and nothing but the truth, will begin to render war zone reports in a sensory rather than 
a mythical manner. A good example of this was the media reports from the Persian Gulf 
War. The international press willingly accepted United States Central Command’s 
restrictions on the press.  They agreed to the press pool system tightly controlled by 
military escorts and advisors.  The media reports were often not factual but mythical in 
an effort to support the U.S. –led coalition’s fight of good against evil.  An example 
provided by Hedges is the one in which Saudi Arabian military forces fled in panic at the 
sight of Iraqi troops entering the border town of Khafi.  The Saudis abandoned their 
positions and retreated before a battle even ensured.  The U.S.  Marines were brought 
in to fight and repel the Iraqi forces.  Yet the military press corps officers reported to the 
world that the Saudis fought valiantly to defend their homeland.  


The myths of war promulgated by the government and its supporting media often make 
Americans as reality-impaired as those on the opposing sides whom they condemn. 
Hedges cites a few examples: 


■ With financial backing from the United States, the Contras in Nicaragua 
perpetrated some of the most horrendous violations of human rights ever 
witnessed in Central America. Nevertheless, the Contras were praised as 
freedom fighters in Washington, DC. 


■ During the war in Angola, the United States supported rebel leader Jonas 
Savimbi, who was called by President Reagan the Abraham Lincoln of Angola. 
Troops under Savimbi’s command murdered and tortured civilians in manners 
which far outstrip the atrocities committed today by the Taliban. 


“The myth of war rarely endures for those who experience combat. War is messy, 
confusing, sullied by raw brutality and an elephantine fear that grabs us like a massive 
bouncer who comes up from behind. Soldiers in moments before real battle weep, 
vomit, and write last letters home, although these are done more from precaution than 
from belief. All are nearly paralyzed with fright.”5 


During our author’s decades of accompanying combat troops into battles, he concluded 
that soldiers almost never charge into the face of the enemy for God and country.  They 
charge to survive and keep their comrades alive.  They think of nothing else once the 
firefight starts. Before a battle in Kuwait during the Gulf War, Hedges was 
accompanying a Marine unit into its first fight with the Iraqi units.  The commanding 
officer of the battalion, a lieutenant colonel, told Hedges “Just remember that none of 
these boys is fighting for home, for the flag, for all that crap the politicians feed the 
public. They are fighting for each other, just for each other.”6 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 38. 


6 Ibid. 
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In combat, the unit is everything.  It is the only thing.  Nothing else matters. Nothing else 
even exists once the bullets start flying.  It is all about the unit, individuals and mutual 
survival. In combat, it is the unit alone that gives meaning and purpose to the warrior’s 
life and existence.  


 


CHAPTER 2: THE PLAGUE OF NATIONALISM  


Hedges has concluded, after decades of observing societies at war, that all peoples –
even Americans – desire a national cause that pays tribute to them as a whole and 
places them in a position of righteousness and superiority over opposing forces. War 
feeds this need. Only war can provide an entire nation with a feeling of superiority and 
virtue. It is war alone that removes any questions or doubts in the mind of the individual.  
Even if the motivation for war is morally dubious, the collective fervor dulls and subdues 
any conflicting individual consciousness. 


The myths that nations must create to rally and protract public support for a war 
produce and sustain collective amnesia. Any attempt to investigate, quantify and 
expose the truth subdued by the myths is discarded or ignored in the wake of national 
fervor and unquestioned support for the war effort. For example, it remains very difficult 
to this day to objectively discuss the Israeli war of independence with even the most 
liberal Israelis.  The argument that Muslims, since the seventh century, occupied the 
land that was taken from them to create the state of Israel falls upon deaf Israeli ears.  
The argument cannot penetrate the emotional barriers that are embedded within Israelis 
from their youth. The myth of the Israeli right to the land survives to this day.  It cannot 
be challenged. It need not be debated. The myth has become fact to the Israelis. 
Hedges tells us that those individuals who dare to challenge national myths and 
agendas, in any country, are usually loathed during the war and spurned afterwards. 


The state, in cooperation with the media, transform today’s wars into nightly displays of 
our good versus the enemy’s evil.  Each and every evening on TV, the myth of war is 
reinforced. Citizens are re-indoctrinated to support the cause.  They are made to feel 
that in not supporting the war, they are un-American and different from the vast majority 
of patriots – their friends, their neighbors, their family members. 


Nations can only sustain the myths supporting their wars as long as the truth remains 
hidden.  In this era of information at the speed of light, the myths of war can be exposed 
virtually overnight and in real time. Once the truth surrounding any war is made known 
to a nation’s citizens, the implosion commences with a vengeance. Vietnam is a 
textbook example.  Once the hopelessness, corruption, waste and political deception of 
that war was made public, the tide turned so drastically that public protest, civil 
disobedience, and oftentimes violence in the streets of America brought that war to a 
shameful and humiliating close and defeat. 


Eventually, the lies and myths perpetrated by governments to sustain support for their 
wars give way under their own irrationality.  Once the undeniable truth is exposed to the 
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point where society is convinced that it has been duped by its government, the people 
call upon its government to end the charade and the war. Ironically, once the 
government brings the myth and the war to a close, society exhibits little desire to 
examine the falsities and expose and prosecute the guilty parties. Rather, embarrassed 
by its own stupidity and compliance, it simply desires to put the whole affair aside and 
forget that it ever happened.  This is why the truth surrounding world wars and regional 
conflicts is oftentimes never accepted by the global public until decades after the events 
themselves take place.  The feelings of shame and victimization need to pass.  Those 
feelings can only be left behind when the generations affected by them have died and 
new generations, not emotionally attached to the issues of days gone by, become 
curious, and endeavor to reopen old wounds and dig around for the truth.  


 


CHAPTER 3: THE DESTRUCTION OF CULTURE 


Hedges writes, “States at war silence their own authentic and humane culture. When 
this destruction is well advanced they find the lack of critical and moral restraint useful in 
the campaign to exterminate the culture of their opponents. By destroying authentic 
culture – that which allows us to question and examine ourselves and society – the 
state erodes the moral fabric.  It is replaced with a warped version of reality. The enemy 
is dehumanized; the universe starkly divided between the forces of light and the forces 
of darkness.”7 


In times of war and aided by the media, nations cast spells upon their citizens. They 
hypnotize them into believing that the cause for which their young men and women fight 
is just and dignified.  From the morning news well into the evening talk shows, the battle 
for good over evil is placed at the forefront in the minds of patriotic citizens.  


During war, the destruction of culture is not only intellectual but physical.  Opposing 
forces seek to destroy the monuments and buildings that define their enemy’s culture 
and history. Wars not only seek to tear down the monuments of the enemy but to raise 
new monuments to honor the state and those brave warriors who fought for the state’s 
causes. 


Among warriors, there is little room or tolerance for individuality. Any soldier who 
permits himself to acknowledge the humanness of his enemy becomes a less than 
effective killer. Any warrior who does not view his enemy as an evil that needs to be 
eradicated compromises his own longevity as well as that of his comrades. 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 63. 
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“The destruction of cultures sees the state or group prosecuting the war take control of 
the two most important mediums that transmit information to the nation – the media and 
the schools.”8 Hedges provided examples: 


■ In Egyptian schools, students are taught that Israelis are intruders on Arab 
lands. 


■ Jordanian children are instructed that Christians are infidels who must be 
forced into surrender. 


■ Syrian textbooks encourage kids to participate in a holy war against the Jews. 


■ Israel permits state-funded schools to teach children that the Jews are destined 
to rule from the Nile River in Egypt to the Euphrates River in Iraq. 


■ In Europe, the Muslims are told that the Serbs attacked them and started the 
war in the Balkans. Conversely, the Serbs teach their kids that the Muslims, 
aided by supporters in Pakistan, Iraq and Iran started the war against the Serbs. 


History tells us that most societies never fully recover from the damage done to their 
cultures as a result of wars.  Societies that have experienced the up close and personal 
traumas of war are left not with accurate memories of events, but with virtual amnesia. 
Hedges maintains that the Vietnam War Memorial is critically important for the memory 
of American society because it is privately funded by those who fought in that war and 
portrays the brutal and wasteful price of war – the names of more than 55,000 
Americans who died fighting a war that, in the final analysis, was forfeited.  


 


CHAPTER 4: THE SEDUCTION OF BATTLE AND THE PERVERSION OF WAR 


For many young men the idea of going to war is exciting.  Movies and television portray 
war as the quintessential way to prove one’s metal and manhood.  Units heading from 
training into combat often share a collective elation in anticipation of their first combat 
experiences.  The distant nature of modern, industrial warfare – with targets being hit 
from the air and ground at great distances – many soldiers never even view their victims 
up close.  To fighter pilots and artillerymen, attack helicopter gunners and armed drone 
operators, the enemy is nothing more than an impersonal and aloof image in a gun sight 
or a camera image that is alive and moving one moment, immobile and dead the next. 
Today’s battlefields are characterized by long distance, detached killing. 


Long distance killing, despite the accuracy of modern, smart weapons, produces 
collateral damage; innocent men women and children get trapped within the destruction 
and are wounded, maimed and killed.  It is the author’s experience that those soldiers 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 77. 
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who have unintentionally killed women and children pay an emotional and psychological 
price that remains with them all the days of their lives.  Many of these mentally wounded 
warriors become broken men for whom society has little use once the war that damaged 
them comes to a close. 


Having accompanied many men into battle, Hedges tells us that the young men going 
into combat become seduced with their power to destroy.  They feel the weight of the 
unit’s collective peer pressure upon them. It does not take much to turn ordinary men 
into extremely proficient killers.  


A soldier’s assigned mission to kill, coupled with the power that he feels when carrying 
out this mission, becomes as addictive as a drug.  The corpses of the enemy dead are 
often ill-treated.  In war, the bodies of dead soldiers have been impaled, mutilated, 
burned, hung, and laid by the side of the road to achieve the desired psychological 
effect upon the enemy and indigenous population that supports it. 


Sometimes conflicts drag on for so long and become so bitter and engrained within 
each opposing side that both warring factions come to accept death as an unavoidable 
consequence of life. Our author has seen Palestinians sacrifice themselves as suicide 
martyrs for their cause and has witnessed Israeli soldiers gun down Palestinian children 
like dogs in the street.  


Hedges recently visited the Palestinian refugee camp of Khan Younis in the Gaza Strip. 
The camp is separated from an adjoining Jewish settlement by an electric fence and 
other fortifications.  On the day Hedges was at the camp, Israeli soldiers on patrol in the 
Jewish side of the fence called from loudspeakers for the Palestinian “dogs” to come 
out.  Young boys ran to the top of sand dunes and began lobbing rocks at the Israeli, 
armor-plated jeeps. Most of the rock throwers were young boys around the age of 
eleven. When the group of young Palestinians rock throwers got close enough to the 
barrier, the Israeli soldiers began to shoot at them.  The Israelis had silencers on their 
rifles, so the gunshots could not be heard.  Several children were put down by the 
rounds from their Israeli M-16 rifles.  Hedges says that he has seen many children die in 
combat –as a result of collateral damage of mistaken shootings - but that this was the 
only time he ever witnessed children intentionally targeted by professional soldiers. 


“In wartime there is almost a universal preoccupation with sexual liaisons. There is kind 
of a breathless abandon in wartime, and those who in peacetime would lead                   
conservative and sheltered lives give themselves over to wanton carnal relationships. . 
.There is in these encounters a frenetic lust that seeks, on some level, to replicate or 
augment the drug of war.”9  These sexual escapades are not at all about love.  Hedges 
tells us that wartime relationships based upon real love are hard to establish or prolong. 
The kinds of sexual encounters that Hedges has observed tend to be very immediate, 
raw and full of sexual energy.  But they are fleeting and leave behind a great sense of 
guilt and low self-esteem among those who indulge their wartime desires.  Hedges 
                                                             


9 Ibid, page 100-101. 
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believes that sex is simply another alternative to the drug of war.  The longer a person 
fights in a war, the more impossible it may be for that individual to ever experience real 
love and sustain a meaningful and lasting relationship. 


The nature of war is that it erodes time honored embargos against violence, 
unsystematic destruction and killing.  This erosion subsequently yields a disintegration 
of sexual and societal norms. In all too many instances, force is revered as the rule of 
the day. Ergo, human beings come to be viewed as objects and subject to sexual 
abuse, mutilation, robbery and pillage. Hedges states that in wartime almost every 
warrior, at one time or another, becomes an accessory to at least one morally 
questionable act.  


Those who frequent war zones, whether they are reporters, diplomats or peacekeepers, 
come to feel as though they are entitled to more than those who do not subject 
themselves to the same risks. Any breach of morals on their part is excusable because 
of the work that they do for the common good. 


Many experience a soulful disintegration after the war is over.  Subsequent to the death 
and destruction in which they participated and/or witnessed, many war survivors feel 
used. Those responsible for the war’s instigation- the ones who caused so much pain, 
suffering death, loss and dislocation – end up living lives of luxury, much of it 
attributable to the profits generated by material needs of modern wars. 


 


CHAPTER 5: THE HIJACKING AND RECOVERY OF MEMORY 


“In war, death is often anonymous.  When it is impossible to find out whether someone 
is dead or alive there is no closure, no way to fix the end of a life with a time and place. 
The atrocity is compounded by the atrocity committed against memory.  The lack of 
closure tortures and deforms those who wait for an answer.”10  Because the lack of 
closure exacts such a heavy toll upon emotion and memory, regimes often use 
anonymous death as a means to place stress upon their citizens.  It is a method of 
torturing society as a whole, keeping them off balance and in a highly disconcerted 
state.  


Anonymous death in war zones produces predators that feed upon victims’ pain and 
deep desire for closure. In Iraq, for example, families pay huge sums – bribes in effect – 
to people who claim that they can uncover what happened to a missing relative.  
Occultists acting as mediums charge money to assist the living in achieving closure by 
helping them to communicate with their deceased loved ones. 


Violence in war is to a great extent random in nature.  Often, which victims die and how 
they meet their fates have little rhyme or reason.  Those who suffer loss and those who 


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 133. 
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cause it bear post-war, psychological wounds that never totally heal.  Soldiers who 
fought in Vietnam, for instance, must live with the reality that all of the suffering and loss 
– on both sides of the battlefield – was a waste in terms of lives, injuries, property and 
psychological damages. 


When a war ends, those who perpetrated it attempt to hold hostage the memories of the 
masses.  Regardless of the price paid to wage the war, the powers to be strive for many 
years to portray the fight as righteous and all of the sacrifices to have been worth that 
price paid.  Not to take these actions would constitute an indictment of the leaders who 
led their nation into war in the first place. Many societies refuse to confront the realties 
surrounding the wars they supported for long periods of time after the wars have ended.  
They remain in denial because they do not want to be anchored with guilt, the memories 
of the war still fresh in their minds. This is why the truth surrounding war often is not 
confronted until the generations that experienced the war first hand have passed away 
along with the guilt surrounding the myths that they collectively embraced.  


Hedges tells us that some societies never face up to the truths of their wars, as they 
may be too hard to bear.  The process of post-war, individual and societal healing can 
only begin when the tragedy of war is acknowledged and everyone accepts their fair 
share of the blame.  


 


CHAPTER 6: THE CAUSE 


The Gulf War was one that brought war back into vogue for the American people.  It 
provided a cause around which the nation quickly rallied. The media manufactured war 
heroes and touted our military’s great technical superiorities and capabilities. Our 
nation’s military reclaimed the pride and respect it so justly deserved. 


The media transformed the Gulf War into one of exhibition and entertainment. The 
press viewed itself as an integral part of the war effort.  It willingly splashed images 24/7 
across global TV screens that touted the awesome power and expertise exhibited by 
the U.S.-led coalition. 


Hedges says that the vast majority of reporters who go to war with the troops have no 
desire to get close to the fighting.  Though they will complain about the travel 
restrictions placed upon them by military commanders, they are very content to report 
the war from their hotel rooms.  The few reporters who actually brave their way into 
battle have little use for their hotel room peers.   


Even reporters feed off of the myths of the war they are covering.  War becomes a drug 
for them too.  Though wartime reporters often bring misconceptions and lies to the 
public forefront, they all still buy into the myths of war they are covering.  When a 
reporter stops believing, he stops going to war.  During Desert Storm, Hedges 
boycotted the press pool system and went off on his own to get the real stories.  But in 
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his reports, Hedges never once attempted to deflate the state-established and press- 
supported myths of that war. 


Hedges says that in all the wars he has covered, he rarely met a reporter who did not 
take sides.  Even though professional reporters do their utmost to remain objective, it is 
human nature to take one side or the other, and they do. 


Death –especially the death of innocents – provides purpose and meaning to war. War’s 
causes are fed from the injuries and deaths of helpless victims.  War feeds off of the 
steady supply of corpses, as the dead always become and remain the standard-bearers 
for war’s just cause.  The dead sanctify the cause.  Once the cause it sanctified, any 
questioning of the war is viewed as an act of disrespect to all who gave up their lives for 
the cause.  


“It is hard, maybe impossible to fight a war if the cause is viewed as bankrupt. The 
sanctity of the cause is crucial to the war effort.  The state spends tremendous time 
protecting, explaining and promoting the cause.  And some of the most important 
cheerleaders are the reporters.”11  The truth surrounding the Gulf War, for example, is 
that the United States did not go to war to free Kuwait from the oppression of Saddam 
Hussein’s forces.  It went to war to insure that its supply of cheap, Middle East oil would 
continue to flow.  Oil is not a cause for which Americans will send their sons and 
daughters to fight and die; but the myth of liberation of an oppressed people is.   


Hedges points out that the Arab peoples in the region – and especially the Islamists - 
know that the Gulf War was all about security and stability needed to ensure the steady 
flow of oil to the United States and its allies.  The tacit message that America sent to the 
peoples of the Middle East during Desert Storm was: If you try to restrict the flow of oil 
to the United States we will come and kill you. 


In order to build the optimum coalition to support the Gulf War, America aligned itself 
with some of the most repressive and tyrannical regimes the world has ever known.  
Syria, a long-time supporter of Islamist terror organizations, was paid $3 billion by the 
U.S. to send troops to that war.  Hedges observed the Syrian forces during Desert 
Storm.  They never saw combat.  They sat around and drank tea while Westerners 
fought to free their Arab brethren in Kuwait. 


“We dismantle our moral universe to serve the cause of war.  And once it is dismantled 
it is nearly impossible to put it back together.”12 


 


CHAPTER 7: EROS AND THANATOS 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 146. 


12 Ibid, page 150. 
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Hedges says that there are few safe havens in war zones. In all of the wars he has 
been in, he has always been able to find sanctuary when spending time with couples in 
love. Even if just for a brief period of time to share a simple meal around a fire or wood 
stove, there is something about being with couples who love each other that brings brief 
sanity to Hedges and grounds him in the goodness of humanity. 


He said he never slept well in war zones.  He usually did not remember the dreams he 
had in war, but when he awoke, he knew that his dreams had been ruthless and very 
violent.  Once he left the war, his dreams became worse.  He also would remember 
them when he awoke.  Often, his dreams would revolve around being in combat with 
persons whom he loved and finding himself unable to save them from death. 


The price of war is normally judged in terms of death toll and damage inflicted upon a 
country’s infrastructure.  But far worse tolls are the psychological and spiritual ones.  
These costs take many generations to heal.   


Hedges says that as wars go on, they place greater demands upon those who play a 
role in them.  Over time, it makes it harder for those involved in the war to live divorced 
from war’s narcotic and magnetic attractions. It requires ever-increasing doses of war to 
satisfy the desire for more excitement.  War, to varying extents, is psychologically 
damaging to almost everyone involved. 


In the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, nearly one-third of all Israeli casualties were as a result of 
psychiatric medical problems, and that war was ended within a few weeks.  During the 
war in El Salvador, soldiers were required to fight for three or four years, or until they 
became psychologically impaired.  


“I have seen soldiers in El Salvador, Nicaragua, Guatemala, the Sudan, the Punjab, 
Iraq, Bosnia and Kosovo enter villages tense, exhausted, wary of ambushes . . . and 
begin to shoot at random. . .Discipline, if there was any, disintegrates. Items are looted, 
civilians are battered with rifle butts, units fall apart, and the violence directed at 
unarmed men, women and children grows as it feeds on itself.”13  In instances such as 
these, Hedges says that the soldiers become demented.  They become drunk on their 
power to spare or take lives. They succumb to the seduction of violence and for a few 
moments, even lust for it.  And the fine line that divides disciplined, professional soldiers 
from barbarians is all too often razor thin. 


Military history overlooks the gut-wrenching experiences of the many who come back 
from combat emotionally traumatized and psychologically maimed for life. Those who 
are able to tell others about the horrors and bitter truths of war prefer to remain silent, 
striving to forget and survive. 


 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 171. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Michael Sheehan’s initial opinion is that America remains safe from terror attacks 
primarily because the United States has been successful, post 9/11, in its efforts to 
detect and destroy terror cells before they could carry out their missions and do us 
harm. The clandestine terror cell is the essential element of the terrorist operation. It is 
most difficult to detect and eliminate due to its small size, excellent operational security, 
and its members’ abilities to blend into American society. Sheehan reminds us that the 
9/11 attacks were executed by four al-Qaeda cells consisting of three to five persons 
per cell. 


Terrorist activities are very difficult to stop once the terrorists have already made their 
plans and have assembled their fighters and weapons of destruction.  Sheehan believes 
the immediate and paramount goals of U.S. counter terror capabilities and policies 
should be to detect and break apart terror cells before they are capable of attacking 
innocent victims. 


Terror organizations depend on the overreactions of societies – especially after a major 
terror attack – to ramp up the impact of what the terrorists have accomplished in their 
previous attacks.  When people overreact to a terror attack and approach stages of 
paranoia, the terrorists gain more clout and power among their supporters and are 
encouraged to deal out more of the same. 


Sheehan says that it is very important for Americans to understand that they must 
maintain a national composure in the wake of a terror attack.  Even though, directly after 
an attack, services and day-to-day life will be necessarily disrupted, the target 
community’s return to normalcy, as well as that of the nation at large, is essential if we 
are to cope with and recover from terror attacks. 


The American media is learning that it has a huge impact on America’s national safety.  
They have yet to find a balance between competing for ratings with extended radio and 
TV coverage of a terror attack – thus feeding the terror organization’s appetite for all the 
drawn-out, global news coverage it can get - and simply reporting the event and moving 
on with other news of the day.   


Sheehan hopes that we, as a nation, have learned some valuable lessons from the 9/11 
attacks.  A key one is that globalization demands a closer working relationship and 
unification of international and domestic intelligence agencies and their players.  Prior to 
the 9/11 attacks, the United States, grossly underestimated al-Qaeda’s global reach. It 
can ill afford to make this mistake again with al Qaeda or any other terror group. 


He maintains that our government, in its hasty and politically-charged reaction to 9/11, 
forced two massive and bureaucratic expansions upon us in the creation of the 
Department of Homeland Security and the intelligence community’s super bureaucracy - 
The Office of the Director of National Intelligence.  The turmoil, confusion, and 
upheavals resulting from the creation of two more government entities drew our focus 
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away from where it should have been early on in this war on terror - locating and 
destroying terror cells within the U.S. and abroad. 


ANALYZING THE TERROR THREAT: RESPECT THE TERRORIST, NEVER 
UNDERESTIMATE HIM, BUT DO NOT GIVE HIM MORE CREDIT THAN HE IS DUE 


Sheehan begins his first chapter with a question:  Why has al-Qaeda not attacked us 
again since 9/11?  We live in an open society with unlocked borders, thousands of 
shopping malls, schools, and movie theaters, questionable security procedures at 
airports, as well as government agencies and activities that still do not effectively 
communicate and share intelligence information with one another.  So why haven’t we 
been attacked as yet?  Sheehan believes the reason they have not attacked us again is 
because, so far, they have not been able to do so.  The likes of al-Qaeda are not 
waiting for the ideal moment or a special day to carry out another attack.  They simply 
have not been capable enough to plan and execute a post-9/11 attack, to date.  
Sheehan admits that his argument both angers and confuses people.  To doubters he 
asks how an organization that was so successful and destructive on 9/11 be so 
ineffective in the many years that followed that fateful day. 


He is careful to point out that, time and time again, al-Qaeda is a credible threat to be 
respected and never underestimated by the United States. Al-Qaeda was successful on 
9/11 primarily for two reasons:  America was asleep at the wheel, and the cells 
operating under the command of Mohammed Atta were unusually capable, well-
disciplined and well led.  Sheehan reminds us that all organizations – even al-Qaeda- 
have their limitations.  Knowing their limitations is just as important as understanding 
their capabilities.  


Though the al-Qaeda organization is made up of trained operatives, it also possesses 
its fair share of inept bunglers. Terrorists capable of attacking do not hold back waiting 
for a better opportunity.  It is not in the best interests of their operational security efforts 
to delay attacks in the planning stages; for the longer the attack plans linger, the greater 
the chance that those plans will be compromised and thwarted. 


Sheehan provides several examples of bungling on the part of al-Qaeda’s operatives. 
He uses the plan to attack the USS Cole in the port of Aden in Yemen.  The first attempt 
to sink a U.S. warship in that port failed in January 2000.  The attack boat sank under 
the weight of its own explosives before it could deliver its destructive payload to the 
docked USS Sullivans.  Al-Qaeda waited until the next American ship entered the port 
of Aden that following October and hit the USS Cole as soon as it came into the harbor, 
not waiting a day longer than necessary. 


Sheehan fully expects al-Qaeda to, yet again, attack our homeland successfully.  That 
should not, in his opinion, lessen the reality that, post-9/11.  We have made it extremely 
difficult and challenging for al-Qaeda to operate within the continental United States.  If 
we as a nation remain vigilant and focused, we can minimize al-Qaeda’s threats and 
capabilities.  
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Terrorists can be very cunning and extremely deadly, occasionally demonstrating near 
genius with their plans and operations.  On the other hand, most terrorists are not very 
bright. One example is the big blunder of the first World Trade Center bombing in 1993.  
The terrorist who rented the Ryder truck used in the parking garage explosion actually 
returned to the rental car center after the explosion and claimed the truck had been 
stolen in order to recover his deposit.  Ramsi Yousef, who constructed the bomb in the 
Ryder truck, later complained that the bomb did not bring down the World Trade Center, 
because he did not have enough money to buy the quantity of explosives necessary to 
affect the desire result.  Yet Ramsi Yousef – al-Qaeda’s number one explosives expert 
– went ahead with the plot even though he knew he did not have enough explosive 
power in his bomb to achieve the desired level of carnage. 


Al-Qaeda attacked two U.S. embassies in Africa, simultaneously demonstrating the 
strengths and weaknesses they still carry with them at present. The 1998 embassy 
bombings killed 224 people and wounded an additional 5,000. The coordination of these 
attacks from the far away mountains of Afghanistan show how adept al-Qaeda’s senior 
leadership can be. Those who carried out the attacks, however, were bunglers.  The 
attack plans in Nairobi called for the al-Qaeda attackers to force the guards to lower the 
gate, at which time the bomb truck could be driven to the basement of the embassy and 
detonated, leveling the entire building.  A Saudi named al-Owhali’s job was to jump out 
of the truck at the security checkpoint, point a pistol at the guard, and force him to raise 
the gate.  On that fateful day, the driver pulled the truck up to the checkpoint and Owhali 
jumped out to confront the guard. Unfortunately, he left his pistol on the front seat of the 
truck. Owhali could not force the guard to raise the gate without a gun, so he dropped a 
stun grenade and ran.  The driver had to set the truck bomb off at the security 
checkpoint instead of inside the building, lessening the carnage of the blast. 


Another example of ineptitude can be seen in the case of the “Millennium Bomber,“ 
Ahmed Ressam.  In December 1999, a few weeks before the turn-of-the-century 
celebrations were to occur, this Algerian-born terrorist tried to sneak explosives into the 
United States from Canada.  Ressam trained in al-Qaeda camps in Afghanistan and 
was in contact with the al-Qaeda leadership. Instead of driving his carload of high 
explosives into the U.S. via one of the more than 200 unguarded roads which span the 
U.S./Canadian border, he chose to come across on a ferry boat through the Port 
Angeles border crossing in the state of Washington.  He was discovered and 
apprehended as he drove his car off of the boat.  His plan was to set off an explosion at  
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) on New Year’s Eve.  Ressam is a classic 
example of a terrorist who lacks common sense and operational precision. 


Sheehan, however, presents a fairly credible case that even bungling terrorists can be 
successful when their targets are asleep at the wheel. 
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KNOWING OUR ENEMIES 


There is a new breed of terrorists emerging in the Western world: the home grown ones.  
In London, England, on July 7, 2005, Mohammad Sidique Khan (MSK to the counter 
terror community) and his group of suicide bombers attacked the London subway 
system.  Three bombs exploded on three separate trains in less than a minute of one 
another. There was a fourth bomb that exploded on a bus about an hour later.  Fifty-two 
persons were killed and another seven hundred were wounded in the multiple attacks.  
Three of the killers were second generation Pakistanis born and raised in the England.  
The fourth was a British citizen with a Jamaican mother and an African-American father.  
MSK and his gang of murders generated a lot of speculation as to what caused British 
citizens to attack their own.  Many experts rendered opinions ranging from the failure of 
Westerns countries to fully integrate other ethnicities and cultures into mainstream 
society, to the European class structure and racism.   After examining the lives of these 
home grown terrorists, Sheehan does not buy into any of these rationales. 


The leader, MSK, was not disenfranchised from British society.  He was married, had a 
small child with another on the way, and worked as a public school teacher in programs 
designed to promote the healthy integration of foreigners into British mainstream 
society.  MSK’s accomplice was Shehzad Tanweer, a twenty-year-old son of a 
successful Leeds businessman.  Tanweer’s father came to the UK from Pakistan to 
build a better life and future for his family.  Tanweer was raised in a middle class 
environment and was described by those who knew him as a political moderate.  He 
was a very good athlete in school and drove a Mercedes provided to him by his father. 


Sheehan believes that both of these men became terrorists “via a methodical and 
steady radicalization over a period of several years.  They were motivated by a powerful 
ideology with a religious underpinning and fierce political agenda, not by a sense of 
disenfranchisement.”1 


 


AL-QAEDA  AND ITS LEADERSHIP MATURE 


Osama bin Laden and his number one sidekick, Egyptian doctor Ayman al-Zawahiri, 
lead al-Qaeda in a war of terror against the enemies of Islam – primarily the United 
States.   


Osama is the son of Mohammed bin Laden, a self-made billionaire thanks to the 
construction contracts bestowed upon him by the Saudi royals. Osama was very athletic 
as a youth.  As he grew older, he became more radical in his religious beliefs and 
political views.  He found a life’s purpose in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union.  
Bin Laden rallied and recruited Arab fighters to the Afghani cause, but his ragtag Arab 
                                                             


1 Sheehan, Michael A. Crush the Cell: How to Defeat terrorism Without Terrorizing Ourselves. New York, New 
York: Crown Publishers, 2008, page 39. 
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fighters were never taken seriously by the battle-hardened Afghans whom the Arabs 
were there to support.  Bin Laden’s questionable leadership on the battlefields of 
Afghanistan is well-documented by many award-winning authors.  Yet despite his 
lackluster battlefield abilities, Osama developed a reputation as a brave warrior. 


Ayman al-Zawahiri is an Egyptian and medical doctor.  He came from a very affluent 
family.  He drifted towards militancy when he joined the radical Egyptian organizations 
that opposed Egyptian President Anwar Sadat in the 1970s, especially after Sadat 
agreed to peace terms with Israel in 1979.  Upon Sadat’s assassination in 1981, al-
Zawahiri was captured and imprisoned along with about 300 other radicals.  In prison, 
Zawahiri was brutally tortured.  This further hardened and radicalized him.  Zawahiri 
took on a mission to support an evolutionary agenda and bring Islamic, sharia law to 
Egypt.  He founded the Islamist organization, Egyptian Islamic Jihad (EIJ), to carry out 
his agenda.  Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak, seeking to avoid the fate of Sadat, 
cracked down on the EIJ and an associated group named Gama’at al Islamiyya.  Al-
Zawahiri fled Egypt and, eventually, Afghanistan.  While in Afghanistan, he linked up 
with the renowned and revered Osama bin Laden. 


Bin Laden and Zawahiri turned the focus of al-Qaeda towards the United States in the 
early 1990s, when President George H. W. Bush initiated the Gulf War to save Kuwait 
from Iraq’s Saddam Hussein. Osama offered to evict Saddam from Kuwait with the 
same mujahedeen (warriors of god) who had defeated the Soviet Union in Afghanistan.  
When the Saudi royals opted to permit the Americans and their coalition forces onto 
holy Muslim soil to do the job instead, Osama turned against them and denounced the 
Saudi royal family as traitors to Islam and infidels.  Saudi Arabia revoked bin Laden’s 
citizenship in 1995 and declared him persona non grata.  


Bin Laden moved his al-Qaeda operation to Sudan in the early 1990s.  After initially 
gaining favor with the ruling government, he eventually fell out of favor and suffered 
several financial and operational setbacks. He was forced to leave Sudan, where he 
had invested and lost most of his inherited fortune.  He returned to Afghanistan and 
once again linked up with al-Zawahiri.  Together, the men re-branded the jihadi 
movement, specifically targeting the U.S. and its major allies. In order to become a 
credible, strategic threat to the world’s last remaining super power, al-Qaeda needed a 
base of operations which could serve as a sanctuary for al Qaeda’s planning and 
operations.  Mullah Omar and the Taliban filled the void nicely. 


Though the Soviet Union pulled its troops out of Afghanistan in 1989, the regime 
installed by the Soviets continued to officially rule in Afghanistan.  As late as 1994, this 
regime was still in power.  Afghanistan became a dangerous and lawless land, with 
warlords jockeying for influence and power.  Poverty and violence was making life for 
the everyday Afghans dangerous and unbearable.  The Afghan people wanted law and 
order.  Mullah Omar and his Taliban provided the Islamic law and social stability that 
was absent after the defeat of the Soviet Union.  


Bin Laden arrived back in Afghanistan just as the Taliban were gaining control of Kabul 
and extending their control into Osama’s new, Afghan home town of Jalalabad. Omar 
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and bin Laden got to know one another and formed an alliance beneficial to each man’s 
ambitions and goals.  Bin Laden gave the Taliban money, weapons, supplies and Arab 
warriors. Zawahiri furnished the well-trained and disciplined Egyptians who formed al-
Qaeda’s inner circle of lieutenants.  The Taliban provided bin Laden with sanctuary and 
protection: a win-win situation for everyone involved. From a sanctuary half way around 
the world from their U.S. target, bin Laden and his senior leaders planned and executed 
the 9/11 attacks.  


Sheehan points out that without competent tactical leadership, the best of al-Qaeda 
plans - or any terror plan for that matter - will falter. The 9/11 plot, conceived by the 
terror mastermind of Khalid Sheikh Mohammed (KSM), could never have been pulled 
off successfully were it not for the capable leadership of Mohammed Atta.  Sheehan 
maintains that terror plots are a dime a dozen and terrorist hotheads are easy to find 
and employ.  Capable tactical leaders, however, are a rare commodity in the terror 
world - hard to find and cultivate.  Sheehan stresses the point that the United States 
needs to focus its efforts on finding and negating the competent tactical leaders who 
support major al-Qaeda operations. 


Al-Qaeda and the homegrown threat are real.  Six men raised in Lackawanna, New 
York, were encouraged to form an al-Qaeda cell by a man who, though U.S. born, spent 
much time in Yemen and Saudi Arabia.  Kamal Derwish had traveled to Bosnia and the 
Afghan terror camps.  The six New Yorkers eventually traveled to Afghanistan and 
trained in al-Qaeda camps. They all met Osama bin Laden.  Derwish was killed when a 
Hellfire missile fired from a CIA unmanned aerial vehicle struck his car in Yemen.  
Without Derwish’s leadership, the Lackawanna cell faltered, lost its focus, and became 
sloppy.  The members were arrested in September 2002. 


Another potentially deadly al Qaeda operative working in the United States was Iyman 
Faris. Well known to the New York Police Department, Faris was told by al-Qaeda to 
attack the Brooklyn Bridge.  In the opinion of NYPD counter terror experts, he was a 
credible threat. A veteran of both the Bosnian and Afghan terror camps, Faris met with 
bin Laden on more than one occasion and was al-Qaeda’s great hope for another major 
attack within the U.S. borders.  But Faris did not pan out to be someone who could get 
the job done.  He was no Mohammed Atta.  Faris was not a charismatic man. He could 
not seem to organize a cell.  The dangerous reality associated with Faris was that he 
was a truck driver with a license to transport hazardous materials.   


Sheehan characterizes the leadership of al-Qaeda as being three-tiered. At the very top 
– the first tier – is bin Laden and Zawahiri.  They are the center of the Islamist, 
ideological movement known to us as al-Qaeda.  The second tier consists of regional 
leaders who manage and direct local cells and conduct operations on behalf of al-
Qaeda’s first tier, central leadership.2 On the bottom third tier – but extremely important 
to the operation – are the tactical leaders or field commanders.  These individuals 
provide administrative and logistics support, obtain weapons, train operatives, and carry 
                                                             


2 Ibid, page 54. 
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out attacks.  They are the Ramsi Yousefs, Mohammed Attas, and MSKs of the 
organization. 


 


Sheehan says that throughout history, all dedicated terrorist groups have shared some 
common traits: a strong ideology, extreme hatred for their foes, and a sense of military 
inferiority that leads them to attack a stronger enemy outside the rules of war which are 
recognized by regular armies of recognized nation states.3  He cautions his readers to 
keep in mind that “religious extremism should not be confused with terrorism, as they 
are not one in the same.  Fundamentalism isn’t necessarily a militant movement, but 
like terrorism, it is linked to a very deep sense of frustration and humiliation within the 
Islamic world.”4 


 


IRAN AND HEZBOLLAH 


The Iranian, Shia terrorist organization Hezbollah has been active within the United 
States for many years.  Most of its US activities, to date, involve providing financial 
support to Hezbollah back in Lebanon.  Smuggling is a common practice of Hezbollah in 
America and a way of raising money for their fight in the Middle East. 


Hezbollah, which means “party of God” in Arabic, was founded in 1982. It is considered 
by many to be the foremost terrorist organization in the world. With the support of its 
Iranian politicians and financiers, Hezbollah invented today’s Islamic, suicide terrorism. 
The most famous of Hezbollah’s attacks was against the U.S. Marine peacekeeping 
force in Lebanon in 1983.  A truck filled with 12,000 pounds of explosives drove through 
a Marine security checkpoint and detonated in the lobby of the Marine headquarters and 
barracks building at the Beirut Airport. A total of 241 service members were killed and 
another sixty were wounded.  This Hezbollah action prompted President Ronald 
Reagan to withdraw American forces from the peacekeeping contingent in Lebanon. 
Hezbollah successfully drove American forces out of Lebanon with the employment of a 
very basic but effective weapon – the suicide bomber.  Other terror groups took note of 
Hezbollah’s success against the Americans. 


In the early 1990s, Hezbollah once again became active with a series of suicide 
bombings.  In March of 1992, Hezbollah struck the Israeli embassy in Argentina, killing 
29 and wounding more than 250 people.  In July of 1994, Hezbollah suicide bombed a 
Jewish center in Argentina.  This explosion took 87 lives and wounded more than 300 
others.  In June of 1996, the Saudi branch of Hezbollah attacked American servicemen 
in the Khobar Towers barracks in the town of Khobar in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 56. 


4 Ibid, page 57. 
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exploding a fuel truck adjacent to one of the Air Force housing units.  This attack killed 
nineteen and injured more than 370 more. International law enforcement and supporting 
intelligence entities proved that the Hezbollah cell in Kobar had direct ties with Iranian 
intelligence officials. 


Attacks such as those mentioned above clearly demonstrate Hezbollah’s global reach.  
Around the turn of the 21st century, Hezbollah eased up on suicide bombings and began 
to become more of a political entity, striving for legitimacy.  In Sheehan’s view, 
Hezbollah leaders were smart enough to understand that if they continued killing 
civilians, international pressure would build and condemnation would rise.  Hezbollah 
realized that if they kept the killings limited to supporting the Palestinians against the 
Israelis, they could get away with a suicide bombing every so often. 


Sheehan tells us that there are lessons to be learned from the reach and capabilities of 
Hezbollah:5 


■ With the support and guidance supplied by Iran, Hezbollah is capable of 
conducting terror operations anywhere in the world. 


■ Hezbollah has the power and resources of a nation state – Iran – behind it, 
thus providing it a distinct advantage over terror groups such as al-Qaeda. 


Hezbollah maintains a solid track record of eventually getting concessions from their 
adversaries. In 2000, it achieved one of its long-standing, primary objectives when 
Israel pulled its military forces out of southern Lebanon, surrendering all of the area to 
Hezbollah.  Hezbollah adeptly transitioned between 2000 and 2005 from an 
organization that regularly employed suicide tactics as a means to its end, to a political 
organization that won 14 out of the 128 seats in the Lebanese Parliament during the 
2005 elections. 


Sheehan points out differences between Iran, the Hezbollah and al-Qaeda.  Iran is an 
internationally-recognized nation state.  Though Iran’s leadership may publicly appear to 
be irrational, that is not the case.  Iran builds solid and reliable relationships with nations 
around the world. Its leaders are intelligent enough to realize that outrageous behavior – 
especially in its dealings with the U.S. and Israel – can only be carried so far without 
incurring international pressure and increasing condemnation.  In their alliance with 
Hezbollah, Iran remains focused upon attacks against Israel and the surrounding 
geographic area.  Iran supports Palestinian terror organizations in the Middle East 
through its connections with Hezbollah.  With its covert support of terror in the Middle 
East, Iran is able to fuel the flames of secular violence in Iraq by supplying resources, 
money and arms to support the Iraqi Shia majority 


THE LONE WOLF TERRORISTS AND OTHER RADICAL MOVEMENTS 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 81-82. 
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In the past two decades the majority of terrorist attacks in the United States have been 
perpetrated by the lone wolves.  Lone wolves are persons who act independently of any 
organization.  The most notable of these free agents in America are the Beltway Snipers 
– John Allen Muhammad and Lee Boyd Malvo – who terrorized the Washington, D.C. 
metropolitan area between September 5 and October 24, 2002.  Though these lone 
wolves only come onto the scene occasionally, the FBI, other agencies and activities 
take them seriously.  The law enforcement and intelligence communities know that the 
greatest threat from lone wolves would be if they acquired a chemical, biological, 
radiological or nuclear (CBRN) weapon.  The task of trying to keep track of the plans 
and operations of the known terror organizations is daunting enough, but in a country of 
more than 300 million persons, identifying and heading off the lone wolves borders on 
the impossible. 


New York City provides a textbook example of “mission impossible” for law enforcement 
and intelligence.  This is a city of more than eight million inhabitants.  In the boroughs of 
Brooklyn and Queens, almost half of the population is foreign-born.  Though this melting 
pot gives the city its character and liveliness, it also presents an overwhelming security 
challenge. 


Terrorism has been around inside the U.S. for quite some time. Sheehan cites a 1920 
attack in New York City in which “one of the first truck bombs (actually a horse-drawn 
wagon) exploded on Wall Street opposite the House of Morgan in downtown Manhattan. 
Forty people were killed and hundreds more were injured.”6  In January of 1975, in that 
same New York vicinity, a Puerto Rican nationalist group called FALN exploded a bomb 
in the doorway of a tavern, killing four persons and injuring another forty.  FALN 
terrorized New York well into the 1980s.  In March of 1977, a team of Muslims known as 
Hanafis attacked several buildings in the nation’s capital, including the B’nai B’rith 
headquarters, during which two persons were murdered and 149 held hostage for more 
than a day. 


In 1972, the Olympics were held in Munich, Germany.  Members of the Palestinian 
terror group Black September took over an Israeli athletes’ dormitory and held eleven 
hostages for two days.  In a bungled rescue attempt by German authorities, Black 
September murdered all of the hostages before they could be rescued.  Because a 
massive amount of media was on hand to cover the Olympics, Black September 
received extended global media coverage for their cause.  This was the first world-wide, 
live coverage of a terror event.  Other terror organizations took note of the added value 
of international TV coverage of their attacks. 


The Oklahoma City bombing of the Murrah Building, shortly before 9:00 a.m. on April 
19, 1995, a five-thousand pound truck bomb charge was ignited.  The face of the 
building was removed by the blast and many floors collapsed.  One hundred sixty-eight 
people perished, including nineteen children and infants in the day care center.  More 
than 800 persons were injured.  Timothy McVeigh set off the blast.  Firmly anti-
                                                             


6 Ibid, pages 91-92. 
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government after the federal law enforcement raids at Ruby Ridge and Waco, McVeigh 
began planning the Oklahoma City operation as early as 1993.  McVeigh and his 
accomplice, Terry Nichols, built the truck bomb the day before the blast in an area near 
Geary Lake, Kansas. 


In making his escape after the bomb went off, Timothy McVeigh made a series of stupid 
mistakes - proving that even though a lone wolf may be smart enough to construct a 
devastating truck bomb, he may not be bright enough to plan a successful getaway.  


McVeigh parked his getaway car around the block the day before and removed his 
license plates, leaving a note on the windshield that the car had engine problems and 
someone would return the next day to get the car started and move it.  He did this to 
ensure that his car would not be towed before he needed it.  When he jumped into the 
car to make his escape, he forgot to put the tags back on the car.  He also had an 
unregistered firearm in the car.  He was pulled over for speeding, arrested and jailed.  
Sheehan continually reiterates throughout his book that many high visibility terrorists are 
bunglers. The McVeigh/Nichols plot is a classic example of how a very small, domestic 
cell can remain under the radar until they plan and execute a huge attack.   


The Beltway Snipers started killing on October 2, 2002.  They carried out six shootings 
in two days.  In their sixteen-day shooting spree, they perpetrated an additional thirteen 
shootings.  In all, ten persons were killed and three were wounded by Muhammad and 
Malvo.  This was a domestic terror cell consisting of only two individuals who remained 
self contained until they were captured.  Intelligence leads are extremely difficult, if not 
impossible, to obtain ahead of time with a cell this small and when the lone wolves keep 
their mouths shut.  In the final analysis, the Beltway Snipers also proved to be bunglers.  
As Muhammad and Malvo pressed on with the shootings, they taunted law enforcement 
by leaving tarot cards and messages at the scenes of their crimes.  They got cocky and 
boasted that they were responsible for the killing of a liquor store clerk in Alabama 
several months before.  Their boasting about the Alabama murder led police to identify 
the car that was used in the getaway.  Luckily for law enforcement, they based their 
D.C. operations and carried out their shootings from the same car.  Eventually they 
were caught at a truck stop, sleeping in the same car, and taken into custody. 


The beltway attacks demonstrate how truly vulnerable our society is to a well-trained 
and disciplined murderer. 


Another lone wolf who avoided capture for many years is Eric Rudolph,  Known as the 
Olympic Bomber, Rudolph set off a bomb at the Atlanta Olympic in 1996 and later 
confessed to three additional bombings of two abortion clinics and a gay-lesbian night 
club between January 1996 and January 1998.  Rudolph was a militant racist who had it 
out for gays and the U.S. government for its support of abortion rights. Sheehan uses 
Rudolph as yet another example of how a well-trained and disciplined loner, can avoid 
detection for many years if he does not make stupid mistakes.   


One of the most infamous of the U.S. terrorists is Ted Kaczynski, the Unabomber.  He 
bombed universities, airline offices and was responsible for a slew of mail bombs.  
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Between 1978 and 1995, Kaczynski set off sixteen bombs killing three and wounding 
twenty-nine.  As with the Beltway Snipers, the Unabomber fell victim to his own ego.  He 
got the New York Times and the Washington Post newspapers to publish a very long 
manifesto in which he rambled on, ad nauseam, complaining about America’s industrial 
society and the future of the country.  Kaczynski’s brother recognized the writings as his 
brother Ted’s, and turned him into the FBI.   


Sheehan provides several other famous examples of domestic terror for the reader’s 
reference and enlightenment.  He highlights the first notable, biological terrorist attack in 
the U.S. It involved the salmonella poisoning of restaurant salad bars in Oregon by the 
cult of Indian guru, Bhagwan Sree Rajneesh, in September 1984.  


Reinforcing his “going in position” as stated at the beginning of the book, Sheehan 
reminds us that a subsequent big attack has not occurred post-9/11 because law 
enforcement and the intelligence community have thwarted the terror plots.  He cites as 
an example of a pre-9/11 attack to be that was prevented by the FBI.  Inspired by the 
Blind Sheik, Omar Abdel Rahman, this plot was extremely ambitious and included the 
targeting of government officials, as well as the bombing of the United Nations, the 
Lincoln Tunnel and the Holland Tunnel.  The FBI, using a reliable source and 
surveillance of the cell’s safe house, raided and arrested the cell as it was in the 
process of making the bombs. 


 


MISSED OPPORTUNITIES 


Michael Sheehan expresses his frustration with missed opportunities to capture or kill 
leading terror figures because of the “risk aversion by senior leaders (mostly in the 
Pentagon) and poor intelligence support from both the CIA and military intelligence 
organization.”7  He says that the bureaucracy and micromanagement at the senior 
political and military levels have even hampered the capabilities of the elite Joint Special 
Operations Command (JSOC).  Sheehan says that the JSOC has accomplished some 
amazing counter terror feats in its history.  The successful operations are the ones that 
are lean, quick, covert, and extremely risky.  Military commanders keep adding more 
and more “support” to their Special Operations mix – such as helicopter gun ships and 
heavy combat forces.  This high visibility conglomeration of military assets, coupled with 
longer planning times and the involvement of more persons tends to delay or 
compromise the special operations themselves. 


In the summer of 1998, then Secretary of State Madeleine Albright sent the author to 
Sarajevo to find out why coalition forces had not yet captured Bosnian Serb war criminal 
Radovan Karadzic.  Sheehan discovered that efforts to capture Karadzic were risk-
averse and involved too many players, thus being ineffective.  The good guys started 
their effort too late and with too many soldiers.  Just as in Somalia, by the time the 
                                                             


7 Ibid, page 110. 
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cumbersome operation actually got up and running, the bad guys had gone to ground 
and were well-hidden from their captors.  


In Khartoum, Sudan, in 1999, another missed opportunity occurred. Sheehan was 
working with the State Department as Coordinator for Counterterrorism.  He was told 
that the CIA had identified a major al-Qaeda operative named Mafouz Ould Walid in 
Khartoum. In fact, his exact whereabouts to include his hotel room number was known.  
Because he was confident of his safety in Khartoum, Walid maintained little if any 
security.  We know now that the USS Cole and 9/11 attacks were being plotted in 1999.  
Had we been able to capture Walid, who had direct ties to Osama bin Laden, we may 
have been able to negate one or both terror plots.  The Pentagon, intelligence 
community and the interagency had meeting after meeting, debated forever, but were 
afraid of the risk involved in any operation to capture Walid.  The result was that the 
operation never came off and Walid eventually disappeared once again from our radar. 


Sheehan laments that in today’s American war-fighting environment, the intelligence 
community has learned a valuable survival lesson that works to the detriment of our war 
on terror efforts: “Don’t take risks and you’ll survive even if things go bad.  Nobody is 
ever fired for doing nothing.”8  Sheehan is not optimistic that the problem can be fixed. 


 


INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS 


Within the realm of 21st century, global security, nothing is more critical to the security of 
all peace-loving nations than the arrest, prosecution, and jailing of terror cell members.  
Many members of the U.S. intelligence community play key roles in the overall counter 
terror effort.  Among them are the National Reconnaissance Office, which designs and 
launches satellites for the intelligence community, the Defense Intelligence Agency, and 
the National Geospatial Intelligence Agency responsible for imaging and mapping.  The 
most critical intelligence community players remain the CIA and the NSA.  Still, the 
disasters in intelligence communication, coordination and sharing leading up to the 9/11 
attacks are well-documented.  Actionable intelligence was weak to say the least.  
Information sharing between the CIA and the FBI was deplorable.  Sheehan comments 
that instead of fixing the problems within the intelligence organizations already existing, 
our government decided to add to an already poorly performing intelligence 
bureaucracy.  The National; Counterterrorism Center was built just down the road from 
CIA to house another huge staff.  Congress later created the Director of National 
Intelligence to oversee the intel community’s healing process.  Washington’s solution to 
everything is to create a new agency, hire more bureaucrats, and outsource more and 
more work to civilian contractors. 


Unsavory alliances with foreign intelligence organizations are a necessary part of 
weeding out and destroying terror cells around the world. The CIA receives good 
                                                             


8 Ibid, page 125. 
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cooperation from their counterparts around the world because al Qaeda is not 
supported by any governments.  Sheehan points out that whether or not we approve of 
other intelligence agencies’ tactics techniques and procedures – especially those which 
violate human rights – the CIA can ill-afford to refuse to work side-by-side with them.  
To have the CIA alienated from key foreign intelligence services would simply not be 
conducive to successful counterterrorism operations. 


Sheehan believes that there is no legitimate excuse for the CIA not having infiltrated the 
ranks of al Qaeda long ago.  Al Qaeda, which has no nation or intelligence 
infrastructure, should be much easier to deceive and penetrate than the Soviet Union’s 
KGB.  But being risk averse and still deploying operatives in the same manner used in 
the Cold War, American human intelligence (HUMINT) efforts have fallen woefully 
behind where they should be.  The risk adversity also leads to a lack of imagination 
within the intelligence community. 


One of the most effective, terror-fighting entities within the United States today are the 
FBI’s Joint Terror Task Forces (JTTF) located throughout the nation.  The FBI maintains 
fifty-six field offices in the United States, generally located in or around our bigger cities.  
Most of these offices have a JTTF. Within each jurisdiction, local and state law 
enforcement and intelligence officers become an integral part of the supporting JTTF.  
Information and intelligence details about ongoing operations are shared on a real time 
basis. 


  


HOW REAL IS THE CBRN THREAT? 


With a single chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear attack, a terror organization 
can achieve a huge strategic impact upon the targeted nation.  Nuclear weapons 
present the greatest threats to global security.  Depending upon the intensity and effects 
of a CBRN weapon, it can become a weapon of mass destruction or one of mass 
“disruption.”9 


While working with the NYPD, Sheehan and others wanted to conduct tabletop 
exercises to work through the challenges presented to a big city by the exploding of a 
dirty bomb – a conventional bomb packed with radioactive materials.  Our author says 
that the federal government was of no help to New York City at all.  Federal agencies 
were willing to help, but spent their time arguing over which one of them was in charge 
of the nuclear realm.  Sheehan writes that the Department of Homeland Security never 
provided the needed clarifying guidance to help develop a realistic tabletop exercise 
and an accompanying scenario.  So Sheehan and the NYPD Team hired leading 
scientists to come to New York and educate the NYPD on the factual ramifications of 
fallout from a dirty bomb.  Sheehan and others were pleased to discover that the effects 
of a dirty bomb, though deadly, would not be nearly as horrible as popular movies and 
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fiction novels make them out to be.  When the scientists explained how the gamma 
radiation and fallout would be dispersed by the blast, what radiations would seriously 
infect people and how the radiation could be ingested, the dirty bomb scenario –though 
frightening – became manageable.  


Unlike radiological or biological attacks, however, victims of chemical attacks know 
immediately if they have been affected.  One of the most famous chemical attacks in 
recent years was the sarin gas attacks in the Tokyo subway system in 1995.  The fumes 
from the deadly gas, released on crowded trains, killed 12 people, seriously injured 54 
and affected more than 900 others.  A radical cult led by Aum Shinrikyo conducted the 
attacks. The attack caused mass panic and shut down the subway system.  The cult 
achieved more of a devastating psychological affect on the citizens of Tokyo than a 
physical one.  The cult could have killed many more citizens with automatic rifles than 
with the sarin gas they used. 


The most recent biological attacks against U.S. citizens – still unsolved – were the 
anthrax letters sent through the U.S. postal service after 9/11.  Seven anthrax letters are 
believed to have been mailed, but only four were ever located.  The weapons-grade 
anthrax spores were inhaled into the lungs of the five people who died as a result of 
exposure to the substance. Disturbingly, public health officials were very slow to 
acknowledge that the country was under biological attack.  The attacker got the 
government’s attention by sending the anthrax to the U.S. Congress.  With all of the 
paranoia and hype generated by the anthrax letters, very few Americans were actually 
affected by the anthrax spores.  It is very difficult to conduct a biological attack on a 
mass scale. 


The most deadly weapon in the terrorist’s arsenal is and will continue for some time to 
be the improvised explosive device (IED).  Sheehan divides IEDs into three categories: 
truck bombs, backpack bombs and suicide belts.10  Each has its advantages. Truck 
bombs can be built in remote area and driven to any detonation site.  Backpack IEDs 
can be carried without notice onto planes, trains, and buses.  Suicide belts enable any 
individual to get up close and personal to his victim.  One of the keys to law 
enforcement’s successfully thwarting IED plots is to track the sale of materials used to 
construct the IEDs – especially the chemicals and fertilizers. 


Sheehan maintains that a comprehensive and viable CBRN strategy starts with the 
federal government’s preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons globally.  This 
means utilizing the counter terror (CT) tactics, techniques, procedures and assets 
necessary to get the job done, preventing overt nation-to-nation sales of nuclear 
material or covert smuggling. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) must do more 
to live up to their responsibility of managing nuclear materials nationwide.  Effective 
CBRN plans and programs need to be developed at all levels of government. 


THE DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
                                                             


10 Ibid, page 205. 
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In the summer of 2004, with the Republican National Convention (RNC) scheduled to 
occur in New York City, Sheehan states that numerous offices within the Department of 
Homeland Security inundated the NYPD with warnings about every conceivable type of 
terror attack.  DHS was continually alerting the NYPD that attacks could come from 
anywhere at anytime and occur in any place.  The NYPD viewed the DHS’s warnings as 
“CYA” – “cover your ass” announcements to protect DHS turf should something actually 
happen.   


Sheehan reports that in August of 2004 a plot was uncovered by Pakistani and British 
intelligence officials to blow up the New York Stock Exchange and Citigroup Center in 
New York City, the Prudential building in Newark, New Jersey, and the International 
Monetary Fund headquarters in Washington, D.C.  The British told American officials 
that one of the al Qaeda ringleaders for this plot, Abu Issa Hindi, was believed to be in 
the United Kingdom, even though there was no active surveillance on the suspect. 
Sheehan and other counter terror officials from NYPD worked closely with the FBI and 
the JTTF, analyzing the possible threat and deciding how to handle the situations.  A 
conference call was convened to insure that all players from the national to the local 
levels knew what was going on.  National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, Secretary 
of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, CIA Deputy Director Jon McLaughlin, Homeland Security 
Secretary Tom Ridge and FBI Director Mueller were all in on the classified call.  The 
suspect – Hindi – was identified as being in the United Kingdom.  To Sheehan and the 
other CT professionals, this was great news.  Now the counter terror community could 
plan his apprehension before the plot was executed.  To Sheehan’s and other’s 
disbelief, Homeland Security Secretary Tom Ridge announced that he was going public 
with a warning concerning the four targeted buildings. To Sheehan, this was wrong on 
many levels.  First, the investigation was a Pakistani/British one.  Any specifics of the 
plot should have been released at a time of Pakistani/British choosing.  Secondly, if 
details released by the Americans compromised the investigation or caused the suspect 
to “go to ground” (go into hiding), high-level international trust and confidence would be 
violated.  Going public with that information could run the risk of blowing the case for the 
good guys. Despite multiple objections, Ridge went public with the information at 2:00 
p.m. on the afternoon of the conference call.  The FBI and others scrambled to mitigate 
the damage that would be done when Homeland Security went public with the 
information by notifying the Pakistanis and the Brits about Secretary Ridge’s plans.  
Luckily and despite the compromise by our Homeland Security secretary, British 
authorities were able to scramble, locate, and take Hindi into custody. 


Sheehan cites several more examples of what he terms dysfunctional and redundant 
actions within the DHS in Chapter 11.  Sheehan says the problem with DHS is not the 
hardworking, dedicated public servants within it, but the Department itself.  The DHS is 
a mishmash of old and new agencies.  Its main focus – counterterrorism – places it in 
constant conflict with the FBI.  Burying the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) deep within the DHS bureaucracy significantly damaged that agency’s 
capability - as seen during the post-Hurricane Katrina fiasco.  Sheehan recommends 
that FEMA be broken out of DHS and returned to its former status as a separate 
agency.  Further, Sheehan says that DHS should get out of the hurricane and flood 
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business (that belongs to FEMA) and concentrate on a core competency of border 
protection, immigration control, transportation and coastline security.  Sheehan says 
that DHS should be renamed the Department of Border and Transportation                   
Security11 and perform missions that do not conflict with the missions of other 
government agencies and activities.   


Sheehan goes on to rail against the establishment of the Office of the Director of 
National Intelligence (DNI).  He maintains that the “Director of National Intelligence 
really isn’t that.” Instead, its title should be “the coordinator of information sharing and 
the chief cajoler of those agencies that actually collect intelligence and run real 
intelligence operations.”12  The realities of the command relationship between the DNI, 
FBI and CIA are that there is no command relationship between the DNI and the FBI or 
the CIA.  The FBI, responsible for domestic intelligence, reports to the Attorney General 
and functions completely independently of the Office of the DNI.  The CIA director still 
manages clandestine operations and runs the CIA, day-to-day, from CIA headquarters 
in Langley, Virginia - not from the DNI headquarters on the other side of the nation’s 
capital.  Sheehan rhetorically asks a very important question:  If terrorists attacked the 
United States tomorrow, which agency would be in charge - the CIA, FBI, DHS, or DNI? 


 


PREPARING FOR THE NEXT ATTACK 


Sheehan does not see a positive change in the way our nation combats terror, 
regardless of who becomes America’s next president.  Sheehan believes that only 
another major terror attack will force change in a positive direction.  He firmly believes 
that another attack will come.  His recommendations in the meantime are as follows: 


■ Know the enemy based upon how he has acted in the past and how he says 
that he will act in the future.  Sheehan wants to see less speculation and more 
fact-based analysis and conclusions. 


■ Cut the intelligence community loose to do what they are capable of doing 
when the leash is taken off of them, while monitoring their activities closely. 


■ Relentlessly locate enemy cells and move immediately and decisively to 
neutralize them, regardless of the risk involved.   


■ Control our borders and coastlines, stop illegal entry into our country, and 
institute a method of national identification. 


■ Do more to harden transportation, finance, and special event targets. 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 259. 


12 Ibid, page 260. 
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■ Increase protection CBRN and explosive materials where they are stored, 
manufactured, and transported. 


■ Eliminate terror sanctuaries without occupying these foreign areas.  


■ Keep all efforts rooted in reality and perspective:  don’t terrorize ourselves. 


Sheehan says the reality is fairly simple:  “There is a small and determined group of 
killers out there.  They reside here at home and abroad. . . . .But we must remember 
that they’re not everywhere and they’re not all-powerful.”13  He warns that, until this 
movement subsides, we must “find and crush their cells at every opportunity, with 
focused and relentless determination.14 


                                                             


13 Ibid., page 282. 


14 Ibid.  
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TERROR ON THE WORLD WIDE WEB 


The author monitored and archived terrorist web sites and data bases for eight years in 
order to document his findings and conclusions in this book.  From 1998 through 2005, 
Gabriel Weimann studied international public opinion surveys, a multitude of terrorist 
Internet transactions, and law enforcement case histories, discovering that more than 
4,300 Internet sites catere to terrorists, their financiers and supporters. 


Weimann provides evidence that the number of terrorist Web sites have proliferated 
greatly since 1998.  He tells us that in 1998, less than half of the global activities 
designated by the Department of State as foreign terrorist organizations maintained any 
World Wide Web presence.  A year later – by the end of 1999 – practically all thirty 
established Web sites on the Internet.  The impact and global effect of Internet sites 
was quickly recognized and embraced by terrorist leaders and their information 
technology gurus. 


Terror leaders understand the effectiveness of virtual, global reach. Internet Web sites 
provide that reach 24/7.  Thirteen out of every one hundred persons in the world surf the 
Internet.1   During the years 2000 to 2005, the world-wide Internet community expanded 
by more than 120% to nearly one billion subscribers.  The unlimited freedom of speech 
and expression afforded to any one individual or group on the Internet is ideal for 
terrorist propagandizing and recruiting.  


Through use of the Internet, terrorism has become far less structured and formalized, 
and much more elusive and dangerous.  The mission success of terrorist organizations 
in the 21st century is and will continue to be directly related to their successful Internet-
initiated manipulation of supporters, recruits and financiers.  Via the World Wide Web, 
terror leaders can close the traditional gaps of time, space, and information sharing 
among a virtually limitless number of potential sympathizers, supporters, and direct 
participants. 


Web sites, blog sites, chat rooms and the like enable terrorist information warriors to 
manipulate truth, lies, and perceptions.  Al-Qaeda often uses Internet postings to initiate 
scare tactics designed to affect such results as placing psychological stress upon a 
target population and causing that population’s leaders to expend unnecessary time and 
money.  For example, Internet rumors of yet another attack against a U.S. city are 
commonplace.  These predictions of attacks to come spread like an uncontrollable wild 
fire, achieving the desires results every time: public apprehension, paranoia, the 
expensive, governmental commitment of personnel and resources in attempts to detect 
and prevent the rumored attacks. 


Al Qaeda and groups like it remain extremely adept at disseminating news, information, 
messages and instructions through emails, Web sites, Internet chat rooms and 
                                                             


1 Weimann, Gabriel. Terror on the Internet: The New Era, the New Challenges. Washington, DC: United Institute of 
Peace Press, 2006, page 19. 







Copyright © 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


3 


discussion groups, online magazines, and virtual message boards. According to 
researchers Rita Katz and Josh Devon -- 


“Yahoo! has become one of al Qaeda’s most significant ideological bases of operation.  
Utilizing several facets of Yahoo!’s service, including chat functions, email, and most 
importantly Yahoo! Groups, al Qaeda and its supporters have inserted themselves like a 
cancer . . . that screams “America’s pop culture. . .”2 


Terrorists rely upon anonymity to survive and function. The Internet perfectly supports 
the operational requirements of the likes of al Qaeda. It permits al Qaeda to continually 
reach into countries where the indigenous people do not agree with their extremist 
ideologies or brutal methodologies. 


 


USING WEB TECHNOLOGY TO SUPPORT THE TERRORIST CAUSE 


There exists a common misperception that terrorists who commit such atrocities as 
severing heads and killing innocent children suffer from one or more mental illnesses.  
Not so.  As a matter of fact, terror organizations conduct batteries of psychological tests 
upon potential recruits to insure that the people they hire are emotionally stable and 
mentally competent to perform their duties. The last thing professional terror recruiters, 
trainers and operatives want to deal with is a fellow warrior whose mental instability 
could potentially compromise operational security or mission success.  


Not only are terrorists mentally competent, but interestingly enough, they do not share 
any common psychological profiles or personality types. Martha Crenshaw, 
psychological profiler and author of The Psychology of Terrorism: An Agenda for the 
21st Century maintains from her studies that “no comparative work on terrorist 
psychology has ever succeeded in revealing a particular psychological type or uniform 
terrorist mindset.”3  When compared against common subjective criterion, terrorists and 
non-terrorists demonstrate similar psychopathology rates. 


Terrorist tactics, techniques and procedures attempt to make maximum use of 
psychological warfare capabilities.  By continually threatening more and increasingly 
destructive attacks, terrorists mentally manipulate and stress their target populations. 
Often, terrorists can generate a level of anxiety and fear that is lopsided with respect to 
the actual threat posed. 


Terrorist organizations normally direct their propaganda campaigns towards one or 
more of four target audiences: 
                                                             


2 Ibid, page 28-29. 


 


3 Ibid, page 35. 
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 Those who support terrorism. 


 The general ethnic or religious population that the terror organizations 
professes to support (such as Hamas’ support of the Palestinians). 


 The enemies (in the case of al Qaeda, the United States and its coalition 
nations). 


 Global public opinion. 


Manipulations of the media, coupled with Internet exploitation, have become survival 
and expansion tools for almost every 21st century terror organization.  Terror groups 
such as al Qaeda employ multimedia propaganda technologies to achieve their 
ideological objectives.  Al Qaeda published its first online, bi-weekly magazine in 
February of 2004.  Sawt al-Jihad (Voice of Jihad) was mainly focused upon Internet 
propaganda. The initial edition of Sawt al-Jihad primarily concentrated on highlighting al 
Qaeda’s objectives. It sought to orchestrate global public support and grassroots 
legitimacy of the al Qaeda cause among Muslims.  In this same premier issue, al Qaeda 
posted a video that was downloaded by almost 400,000 people in less than a week.  
The video was broadcast on Middle East TV stations and distributed via videocassette 
tapes.4  Al Qaeda also films suicide attacks and vehicle bombings and posts the videos 
on a multitude of Internet sites.  


Terrorists understand psychology and tactics, techniques and procedures of 
psychological warfare.  Modern terrorism is all about employing the latest and greatest 
technologies and creative uses of them to generate continual publicity for the terrorists 
and their causes. 


Within the conventional media – especially those strictly regulated and controlled by 
nation states that do not embrace freedom of the press – messages that appear to be 
anti-governmental or dangerous in nature can be censored.  Posting the same 
messages via the Internet is a foolproof, real time method of bypassing government 
restrictions. 


Gabriel Weimann lists the major terror groups that use the Internet as a key tool in their 
modus operandi:5 


 Hamas (the Islamic Resistance Movement). 


 Lebanese Hezbollah (Party of God). 


 Al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigade. 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 44. 


5 Ibid, page 51. 
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 Fatah Tanzin. 


 Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP). 


 Palestinian Islamic Jihad. 


 Kahane Lives. 


 Peoples’ Mujahedin of Iran (PMOI). 


 Kurdish Workers’ Party (PKK). 


 Turkish-based Popular Democratic Liberation Front Party in Turkey 
(DHKP/C). 


 Great East Islamic Raiders Front (IBDA-C). 


 Basque ETA. 


 Armata Corsa (Corsican Army). 


 Real Irish republican Army (RIRA). 


 Peru’s Tupac-Amaru (MRTA). 


 Shining Path. 


 Columbian National Liberation Army (ELN-Columbia). 


 Armed Revolutionary Forces of Columbia (FARC). 


 Mexico’s Zapatista National Liberation Army (EZLIN). 


 Al-Qaeda. 


 Japanese Supreme Truth (Aum Shinrikyo). 


 Ansar al Islam (Supports of Islam) in Iraq. 


 Japanese Red Army (JRA). 


  Hizb-ul Mujehideen in Kashmir, Sri Lanka’s Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam 
(LTTE). 


 Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU). 


 Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) in the Philippines. 


 Pakastan-based Lashkar e-Tayba (LeT). 
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 Rebel movement in Chechnya. 


The irony and hypocrisy surrounding the terrorists’ use of modern technology is that 
although they condemn the West its morale corruption, the terrorists readily embrace 
and utilize Western-based technologies to promote their agendas, spread propaganda, 
and recruit new warriors. 


Terrorist Web sites attempt to deflect moral responsibility for extremist actions and 
killings.  When terrorists kill, they can displace responsibility from themselves to 
authorities, government figures, government policies and even the victims themselves. 
Minimizing the humanness of their targets also assists the terrorists in blocking visions 
of their victims as innocent victims. Terrorist utilize euphemistic verbiage in attempts to 
reduce personal responsibility for their actions. Al-Qaeda refers to the 9/11 attacks as a 
blow against American imperialism, power and world dominance, but never as the killing 
of 3,000 non-combatants. Experts who analyze terrorist, Internet rhetoric agree that all 
of the tactics discussed in this paragraph are most often employed when discussing the 
need for or use of violence to further the terrorist’s objective.  


Terrorists seek to legitimize their use of violence with rhetoric that demonizes their 
enemies.  Supporters and members of the terror organization are referred to as freedom 
fighters, while enemies such as the United States are portrayed as immoral aggressors, 
subjecting their will and power upon those who are weak and oppressed.  When 
governmental authorities act against terrorists, the terror Internet chatter describes the 
actions as a “massacre,” “slaughter,” “murder,” planned and integrated, organizations 
such as al Qaeda target three primary audiences simultaneously: 


 Current and potential members, sympathizers, supporters and financiers.  


 The global community at large. 


 The peoples of enemy nation states. 


On their Web sites, the terror groups encourage their supporters by offering items for 
sale that promote the terror cause, such as flags, banners, shirts with logos, DVDs and 
CDs.  Much this paraphernalia is sold in many indigenous national languages, catering 
directly to selected, target populations.  The terrorists reach out to international 
bystanders by publishing Web information about the history, goals and objectives of 
their terrorist organizations.  Most of these sites offer this information in many 
languages so as to communicate with as many of the international surfing audience as 
possible.  With respect to reaching out to their enemies in attempts to change public 
opinion, terrorist Internet postings, discussion boards and chat rooms aim to reduce 
public support for the nations’ foreign policies and commitment of military forces and 
demoralize both the general public and its military members.  


Of all of the terror groups that exploit the Internet, al Qaeda is unquestionably the most 
adept and resourced to do it effectively. Roger Cressey, chief of staff of President 
Bush’s Critical Infrastructure Protection Board was quoted as stating that, “We were 
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underestimating the amount of attention al Qaeda was paying to the Internet.”6  The 
United States was slow to acknowledge the fact that al Qaeda utilizes a myriad of Web 
sites and Internet capabilities to recruit, finance, influence and feed instructions and 
commands to its senior operatives world-wide. 


Al Qaeda is very candid about the value of the Internet in sustaining and promoting the 
causes of Islamism.  On its Azzam Web site, al Qaeda posted: 


“Due to the advances of modern technology, it is easy to spread news, information, 
articles, and other information over the Internet.  We strongly urge Muslim Internet 
professionals to spread and disseminate news and information about the Jihad through 
email lists, discussion groups and their own Web sites.”7 


One weapon used against al Qaeda Web sites since the late 1990s – direct assaults 
upon the sites to shut them down – has proven, for the most part, to be unsuccessful.  
Al Qaeda knows that its enemies will continually attempt to disrupt or negate existing 
Web sites.  When one Web site is disrupted, al Qaeda stands ready to stand up yet 
another, simply redistributing the same critical information to a new Web site.  Al 
Qaeda’s original Web site, Alneda.com, was registered in Singapore and found to be 
hosted on Internet Service Providers (ISPs) in Malaysia and Texas.  It was removed 
from Malaysia and Texas at the request of United States government officials.  Al 
Qaeda then changed its URL and hosting sites every few days in order to keep its Web 
site alive and its information campaign active and effective.  


Towards the close of the 20th century, al Qaeda had only one Web site: 
www.alneda.com.  Today, it operates more than fifty sites.  One such site is that of the 
Center for Islamic Studies and Research, where postings have included the writings of 
al Qaeda’s number 1 sidekick to Osama bin Laden, Egyptian Doctor Ayman al 
Zawahiri., wherein the doctor explains to those who wish to seek his truth: 


 Why al Qaeda is waging war against the U.S. and its coalition members. 


 Why the entire world must convert to Islam. 


 How Islamic law permits retaliation against the United States. 


 How the killing of four million Americans by al Qaeda is justified. 


In 2004, al Qaeda even stood up a woman’s online magazine called “Al-Khansa.”  The 
purpose of this magazine is to instruct the wives of Islamists as to how to continue to 
provide support to their husbands who carry out the violent mandates of the Jihad 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 64. 


7 Ibid, page 66. 







Copyright © 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


8 


against non-Muslims.  “The blood of our husbands and the body parts of our children 
are our sacrificial offerings.” 8   


The Columbian terror group FARC (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Columbia) presents 
an example of more media-aware use of the Internet by a terror organization.  Whereas 
al Qaeda sites tend to be more violent and malicious, FARC Web sites distribute 
information and publicize the organization. 


The FARC’s dossier since the mid-1060s includes murder, kidnapping, extortion, 
hijacking and bombing and much more.  On its Web site, FARC portrays a picture of an 
organization that is championing the rights of the Columbian people. Main menu 
contains choices such as “Woman,” “Culture,” “Bolivarian Movement,” and “University 
Page.”  Other FARC links include communiqués which condemn the Columbian 
government and its polices and actions, pages informing readers of the FARC’s 
operations and motives behind its ideology, articles painting the Columbian government 
as deceitful and fascist and condemning its support by the United States as terrorist in 
nature. 


Like al Qaeda, FARC publishes various online magazines such as Resistencia Nacional 
(National Resistance), a quarterly magazine put out by the FARC Army Staff as well as 
an international edition of the same named The Resistance. Topics regularly addressed 
in both publications include human rights, women’s rights and economic issues. 


The Palestinian terror organization Hamas has utilized the Internet for its propaganda 
purposes since the mid-1990s.  It’s primary, London-based online publication is called 
Filastin al-Muslimah.9  The Hamas Web sites and publications perpetuate a theme of 
the destruction of Israel and the establishment of a Palestinian homeland.  Hamas 
employs a network of Web sites targeting a myriad of populations.  Its sights can be 
read in six languages: Arabic, French, Russian, Malaysian, Farsi, and Urdu. 


Hamas posts a record of its attacks on its sites.  Published in Arabic and English, “Sijil 
al-Majid” or “Record of Glory,” posts all of Hamas’ attacks beginning with its first suicide 
attack in 1994.  Hamas even has a Web site for kids.  The site is designed in comic 
book fashion and presents stories designed to encourage children to support the jihad 
and eventually become martyrs for the cause. 


The Ezzedeen al Qassam Brigades – the military branch of Hamas – has its own Web 
site:  www.alqassam.info.  This site is keep alive mainly for recruiting purposes and to 
honor its dead martyrs. 


The Lebanese “Party of God” terror group – Hezbollah – also utilizes the World Wide 
Web to advance its causes.  Hezbollah is composed of Shiite militants that have 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 71. 


9 Ibid, page 80. 
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morphed into a strong political party and a force be reckoned with inside Lebanon.  
Hezbollah was created in 1982 following the ideology established via the Iranian Islamic 
revolution of 1979 led by the Ayatollah Khomeini. Hezbollah was not only one of the first 
terror organizations to host many linked Web sites, but has developed into a multi-
media company,  operating its own radio and TV station, “al Manar.”  The official Web 
site of Hezbollah is called the “Central Press Office,” and can be read in English or 
Arabic.  Another linked site called the Islamic Resistance Support Association, found at 
www.moqawama.org, provides many links to news, martyrs, cartoons, and more 
published in both Arabic and English. The Arabic readings tend to be more militant in 
nature than the English ones.  This is a common tactic among most all terror Web sites 
that publish in English as well as the host language. 


Both Hamas and Hezbollah target children and adolescents on their Web sites.  The 
Hamas site “al-Fateh” (The Conqueror) is updated bi-weekly and contains colorful 
cartoon designs and children’s stories.  In 2003, Hezbollah commenced online 
marketing of a computer game that simulates terrorist attacks against Israelis.  Titled 
“Special Force,” this game was developed by Hezbollah’s Central Internet Bureau and 
took two years to create. The game can be played in four languages and is available on 
the Web at www.specialforce.net/english/indexeng.htm.10 


Web sites and chat rooms have been embraced by terror groups such as the 
Provisional Irish Republican Army (PIRA), the Real Irish Republican Army (RIRA), the 
Iraqi underground groups such as al-Jama’a al-Salafiya and Ansar al-Sunna (www.al-
ansar.biz).  The group of terrorists and insurgents lead by former and now deceased, 
leader of al Qaeda in Iraq – Al-Zarqawi – published an online magazine in 2005 called 
Zurwat al-Sanam, or The Tip of the Camel’s Hump.  


In assessing the effectiveness of terrorist exploitation of the World Wide Web, readers 
can initially conclude that terror leaders believe in the power and reach of their words on 
the Web, or these sites would not have proliferated as rapidly as they have in the last 
decade.  The author’s exploratory studies prior to writing this book, coupled with the 
findings of his colleagues, show that by the late 1990s, only twelve terrorist Web sites 
existed.  By 2005, the data base had grown to more than 4,300 terror Web sites.11 


Based upon the number of “hits” on terror sites that post gruesome photos or videos, 
Internet surfers can’t get enough of the terror blood and gore. Terrorist leaders know 
what the market demands and they feed the appetites on their Web sites. When 
American Nicholas Berg was beheaded by al Qaeda in Iraq, the al Qaeda Web site that 
first posted the video was closed down two days after the execution because the server 
could not handle the volume of traffic.  In May 2004, videos of American Idol were 
number one in demand on the Google Internet search engine.  Second in global 
popularity was the video showing the beheading of Nick Berg. 
                                                             


10 Ibid, page 92. 


11 Ibid, page 105. 
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TERRORISTS’ ACTIVE USE OF THE INTERNET 


Terrorists employ information technology professionals as well as professional Internet 
surfers to read and extract critical information from the more than one billion pages that 
can currently be accessed from within the virtual realm.  Open societies such as the one 
existing within the United States share a propensity for putting as much information on 
the Internet as possible, so that the entire world can read and utilize it.  Terrorists take 
advantage of this virtual smorgasbord, and employ data miners to hunt down and 
retrieve information critical to terror plans and operations.  Terror data miners search for 
a myriad of information ranging from the structural specification of damns and 
government buildings to data from the Center for Disease Control and Prevention, travel 
itineraries of very important people and even counter-terror policies tactics, techniques, 
and procedures. 


Though state and federal government entities that own and operate Web sites are today 
getting smarter with respect to what they post on the Internet, organizations like al 
Qaeda have had a virtual field day exploiting these sites for the past decade.  Our 
author, Gabriel Weimann, gives us an example on page 114 of the official Web site of 
the state of Nevada which, in 1996, posted a report compiled by a transportation 
consultant who rendered a detailed accounting of methods used to ship nuclear waste 
by highway and rail.  Terrorists found it and posted it on their Web sites. 


Today, al Qaeda and others issue orders not via direct communication with their 
operational cells but through postings on their Web sites.  This insures maximum 
operational security.  If a cell member is captured and interrogated, there can be no 
direct communication links to the leaders, as everything is done virtually on the World 
Wide Web, where anonymity of the commanders is assured. 


For the terrorist who employ asymmetric, unpredictable methods of attack, the World 
Wide Web is a dream come true.  Internet technologies allow the terrorists to reduce 
their transmission times globally. Via the Internet and its Web sites and chat rooms, 
terror leaders can send commands, reposition assets, instruct agents and operatives in 
real time without a trace back to the one individual giving the instructions.  Internet 
technologies greatly reduce the costs of global command, control, and communications 
for the terror leaders.  Through networking and information sharing, the Internet permits 
the terrorists to integrate computer and communications systems to their operational 
advantage. 


Signals and codes embedded deep within the terror Web sites’ verbiage are used to 
mobilize global assets.  Messages on the Web send instructions to terror recruiters, 
sympathizers, financiers, and “wanna be” fighters. Testimonies from captured al Qaeda 
operatives verify that many of them are motivated and recruited through information 
posted on al Qaeda Web sites.  Some of these Web postings are so well-constructed 
that inspire young men to volunteer to be suicide bombers.  
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The power of the World Wide Web to mobilize support for any activist cause was clearly 
demonstrated when the leader of the Kurdish terror group PKK, Abdullah Ocalan, was 
arrested by Turkish authorities.  Many Web sites urged citizens to support a protest 
against Ocalan’s arrest.  The result was tens of thousands of Kurds protesting around 
the world for his release.   


“The use of the Internet by radical Muslim terrorists was formally approved by Sheikh 
Abdul Azziz al-Alshaikh, the grand mufti of Saudi Arabia and the highest official cleric in 
the country. In December 2002, the Saudi Information Agency obtained a fatwa issued 
by the grand mufti approving the employment of cyberterrorism.  This special fatwa 
appeared in the religious magazine Al-Dawa, published in Riyahd.12 


Terror organizations also use their Web sites to post online operational and other 
instructional manuals. The Web is known to have a multitude of sites that post 
instructions on how to build explosive weapons, chemical weapons, suicide bomb belts, 
car and truck bombs, etc.  These “how to” books carry popular titles such as The 
Terrorist’s Handbook, The Anarchist’s Cookbook, and The Mujahadeen Poisons 
Handbook.  


It is known now that al Qaeda used the Internet extensively to plan and execute its 9/11 
attacks. In order to assure their anonymity, al Qaeda terrorists used the Internet from 
publicly-accessed computers to plan, coordinate and instruct.  The leading 9/11 
terrorist, Mohammed Atta, even made his plane reservations for that fateful day online. 


Organizations such as al Qaeda employ the most sophisticated communication 
methodologies on the Internet.  Instructions, maps, directions, photos, etc. are often 
hidden on Web sites through the employment of steganography – the technical art of 
hiding messages inside graphic computer files.  Al Qaeda uses prearranged phrases or 
symbols, hidden via staganographic technology within its Web sites to direct its 
operatives and agents.  Even the positioning of photographs or changing of colors in a 
text or picture on an al Qaeda Web site can signal “go” or “cease and desist.”  


Fundraising is another Internet benefit of enjoyed by terrorists.  Like any other political 
organization, terrorists use the Internet to maximize the collection of global monies. 
Islamist fighters in the Russian, Chechnya republic use the Internet to solicit 
contributions.  One of the Chechen bank accounts to which contributions were directed 
was located in Sacramento, California.  The Web site belonging to the Islamic Assembly 
of North America (IANA), Islamway.com, showed graphic scenes of terrorist combat and 
asked for contributions.  Since 1995, IANA has received more than $ 3 million in global 
donations. Hamas also calls for donations on its Qassam Brigade Web site, promising 
contributors “secure handling” of donations. The Web site provides instructions to 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 122. 
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potential donors, telling them to use fake names when sending email messages 
regarding any donations they intend to make.13   


Al Qaeda has been soliciting donations in the United States for more than two decade 
son numerous Islamic Web sites.  Islamic charities serve as fronts for terror collection 
mechanisms. The U.S. government froze the assets of three mainstream Islamic 
organizations posing as non-profit charities and collecting funds in the United States 
with the aid of Web site solicitations.  The Benevolence International Foundation (BIF), 
the Global relief Foundation (GRF) and the al-Haramain Foundation were found to be 
funneling donations directly to al Qaeda.  The BIF was based in Illinois and was 
founded by an associate of bin Laden in the early 1980s.  The Global Relief Foundation, 
also based in Illinois, was established by Wadih al-Hage and supported by the GRF’s 
European director Nabil Sayadi.  Both of these al Qaeda operatives were arrested and 
convicted.  The al-Haramain Foundation is based in Saudi Arabia and active in more 
than fifty nations. 


Interestingly, terror groups use the Internet to attack and debase other terror 
organizations.  These virtual net wars have been going strong since the turn of the 21st 
century. Everything from debates about politics and religion to personal disagreements 
are discussed among terrorists on the Internet.  


 


HOW REAL IS THE CYBERTERROR THREAT? 


Cyberterrorism is commonly defined as the use of computer networks to sabotage 
critical national infrastructures.14 The threat of cyber terror attacks and their possible 
lethality continue to be debated by experts on both sides of the fence.  Some say the 
threat is real; it is not a question of “if,” but a question of “when.”  Others maintain that 
terror organizations do not have the wherewithal to pull it off anytime soon.   


Defending against cyber attacks has become not only a political issue but an economic 
one.  Since the early 1990s, think tanks, academic studies, industrial capabilities, and 
extremely elaborate and expensive projects have been created to study cyber terror and 
recommend ways to defend against it.  Shortly after the 9/11 attacks, the United States 
government asked for more than $ 4 billion to support national infrastructure security 
improvements.   President Bush stood up the Office of Cyberspace Security in the 
White House and selected his counter-terror czar, Richard Clarke, to lead it. 


The media picked up on the cyber-terror debates and technological, defensive initiatives 
and began regularly reporting about current and emerging threats and the U.S. attempts 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 135. 


14 Ibid, page 148. 
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to counter them.  Several new terms were assimilated into the English language such 
as “cybercrime,” “netwar,” “infowar,” “digital terrorism,” and “computer warfare.”15 


Cyber terror presents an attractive and relatively low cost option for terrorists.  It is 
inexpensive when compared to the extent and cost of the potential damage it can 
generate.  Cyber terror provides a solid degree of anonymity.  If a nation state attacked 
by cyber terrorists seeks retribution, it must first ascertain attribution; that is, it must 
determine who perpetrated the attack and from where. This process can be extremely 
time-consuming and in some cases, almost impossible to work to fruition. 


Cyberspace offers potential cyber attackers a virtually unlimited amount of targets.  
Government data bases, commercial information systems, automated programs that 
control waste treatment and disposal, transportation control programs, etc. present a 
target rich environment which cannot be wholly protected.  Cyber attacks can be 
launched from anywhere in the world, singly or simultaneously along with 
complimenting attacks. And lastly, as the now infamous I LOVE YOU virus proved, 
cyber attacks can directly damage the information systems of hundreds of thousands of 
people. 


One of the greatest cyber-terror threats is the development of government and 
commercial computer software by terror information technology experts working under 
legitimate contracts.  Examples of cyber-terror infiltration and manipulation already 
exist.  In March 2002, Japan’s Metropolitan Police Department reported that a software 
system they had procured to track 150 police vehicles, including unmarked cars, had 
been developed by the Aum Shinryko cult – the same group that gassed the Tokyo 
subway in 1995, killing 12 people and injuring more than 6,000. 


Amid all of the predictions, paranoia, studies and reports about cyber terrorism, to date 
there is no publicly reported and recorded incident of a single major terror cyber attack 
against a U.S. government office or entity.  Al-Qaeda and other major terror groups 
have not as yet perpetrated a serious cyber attack.  Most of the attacks documented to 
date originated from hackers, with motives which were not political or religious in nature. 


 


THE FREE WORLD’S RESPONSE TO TERROR’S MANIPULATION OF 
THE INTERNET 


Our author, Gabriel Weimann, maintains that there are several ways in which the “good 
guys” can respond to terrorist use of the Internet.  International efforts to monitor the 
terror sites, chat rooms, and bulletin boards must be continued and increased.  
“Sniffing,” the employment of specially designed software that sifts through Internet 
traffic and isolates items it is programmed to search for, must be expanded throughout 
the international intelligence community. Chat rooms must be targeted by elite 
                                                             


15 Ibid, page 153. 
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intelligence organizations such as the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).  Crime fighting 
agencies such as the FBI must continue to refine and employ programs such as 
Carnivore which operates like a telephone wire tap on the Internet, recording all emails 
send from or to a specific, suspect account. 


Weimann warns that capabilities employed to monitor terror traffic on the Internet 
threats, if not closely monitored and controlled, can threaten the privacy and rights of 
free citizens.  Our author’s concerns center mainly around those who write the computer 
codes for such government programs as Carnivore, the possibility of rogue agents 
acting in their own individual interests, and honest mistakes that could compromise an 
innocent citizens’ personal information or law abiding status.  


The free world governments have finally awakened to the fact that they need not post 
everything on their Internet Web sites.  Though Web site postings may be unclassified, 
they can still be sensitive in nature.  Slow to come around but nevertheless acting now, 
government organizations are aware of the threat of terrorist data mining and are now 
purging their sites of sensitive information.  Such things as emergency response plans, 
site blueprints for nuclear power plants, chemical treatment points of failure and water 
supply information are slowly but surely disappearing from global, Internet access.  
United States government entities guilty of posting sensitive information on their Web 
sites in the past include:   


 White House Office of Management and Budget. 


 Agency for Toxic Substances. 


 Department of Energy. 


 Geographic Information Services. 


 Department of Transportation. 


 Environmental Protection Agency. 


 Federal Aviation Administration.  


 International Nuclear Safety Center. 


 Los Alamos National Laboratory. 


 NASA. 


 Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 


 U.S. Geological Survey. 


 National Archives and Records Administration. 
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 Internal Revenue Service. 


 National Imagery and Mapping Agency. 


Terror Internet Web sites were blacklisted by the United States government for the first 
time in October of 2003.  Four sites were designated as being run by “foreign terrorist 
organizations (FTOs).”  The four sites were (1) www.Kahane.org; (2) www.Kahane.net; 
(3) www.Kahanetzadak.com; and (4) www.newkach.org.  


 


THE BALANCE BETWEEN CIVIL LIBERTIES AND INDIVIDUAL 
SECURITY 


The question arises as to why law abiding citizens should be concerned with 
counterterrorism countermeasures on the Internet.  According to a report by PAR 
Worldwide Group titled The Tools of Freedom and Security, everyday citizens do have 
ample reason for concern and worry: 


Computer databases store the most intimate details of our daily lives, including medical 
records, banking and investment transactions, credit reports, employment records, credit 
card purchases, photographs, fingerprints, etc. Surveillance cameras are ubiquitous at 
ATMs, airports, and other public places. . . One concern is that the new powers granted 
to law enforcement in time of war not be abused when the threats abate.”16 


Many privacy advocates suggest that it is not the new and emerging technologies that 
should concern us as much as the lack of judicial oversight and enforcement with 
respect to the use of these technologies within free societies. The American Civil 
Liberties Union (ACLU) warns Americans that two things are placing Americans at risk 
of being subjected to a surveillance society: (1) the sudden increase ad promulgation of 
surveillance technologies, and (2) the weakening of legal restraints that traditionally 
have protected individual privacy.17 


Watchdog organizations which continue to guard against erosion of our privacy rights 
include the Center for Democracy and Technology (CDT), Human Rights First, the 
Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF), and the Electronic Privacy Information Center 
(EPIC). 


Our author suggests that self-policing will be of increased importance in the Internet 
age. Weimann maintains that because the Internet cannot exist without Internet Service 
Providers (ISPs), the ISPs and their self-policing capabilities and commitment could be 
the key to monitoring and limiting terror postings and chat on the World Wide Web. 
According to a report published in 2004 by the Middle East Media Research Institute 
                                                             


16 Ibid, page 216. 


17 Ibid, page 218. 
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(MEMRI) sewventy-six percent of terrorist Web sites are hosted in the United States.  
Only eight percent are hosted by ISPs in the Middle East.  Usually, U.S.-based ISPs 
host terror Web sites without ever knowing they are doing so.18  ISPs generally take no 
responsibility for the content of the Web sites that they host. Access providers must 
voluntarily monitor and control the content posted by their customers if self-policing is to 
become successful. 


Our author, Gabriel Weimann, posts the names of all of the U.S.-designated terrorist 
organizations beginning on page 244.  Thirty-seven of them existed as of the writing of 
this book. 


                                                             


18 Ibid, page 229. 
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PREFACE 


David Sanger traveled with President Bush around the world and covered the Bush 
administration for seven years. Many things that he observed both disturbed and 
surprised him. Many foreign leaders and their representatives interviewed by Sanger 
during those years spoke of the administration’s arrogance and infallible ideology. What 
puzzled Sanger most of all was President Bush’s inexplicable unwillingness to change 
course in Iraq until the final term of his presidency, when all was almost lost. 


Sanger says that, during Bush’s terms of office, America was slow to accept and adjust 
to the realities of the war in Iraq, and remained so utterly and singly focused that it failed 
to recognize and confront many serious, emerging threats to our national security 
outside of Iraq. Our adversaries took clear advantage of our total obsession with the 
war.  The Taliban seized an opportunity to make a resurgence in Afghanistan. Iran 
calculated that the United States, with its over-stressed military and damaged, global 
credibility, could do little if anything to prevent it from becoming a nuclear power and 
openly and boldly strove to quickly become one.  In Pakistan, Islamist militants exploited 
the anti-American sentiment to rally support to destabilize the government and makes 
its move to transform Pakistan into a nuclear, Islamist state.   


Sanger maintains that, post-9/11, America permitted fear to gain a decisive edge over 
judgment, leading to policies and decisions that drained our nation’s political clout and 
deeply de-accredited our moral authority. 


 


INTRODUCTION: THE BRIEFING 


In 2006, President Bush asked J. Michael McConnell to return to public service as the 
director of national intelligence (DNI).  McConnell took charge of more than 100,000 
government employees working within sixteen agencies that make up the DNI’s 
intelligence community (IC). He directed that thirteen reports be created for review by 
Senators Obama and McCain.  The purpose of these briefs was to give both 
presidential candidates the IC’s best assessment of America’s existing vulnerabilities at 
the conclusion of the Bush administration. McConnell personally presented the reports’ 
conclusions to Obama in September 2008, at FBI headquarters in Chicago.   


One report provided an assessment of al Qaeda and stated that, contrary to what both 
the president and vice president espoused, al Qaeda was getting stronger, especially 
on the border between Pakistan and Afghanistan.  Another report warned that the 
Taliban was making great strides in Afghanistan.  Yet another said that the growth of 
radical militancy in Pakistan could very well lead to an Islamist takeover of that nation 
within just a few years.  There was a report of Iran’s nuclear progress, North Korea’s 
threats, and the surge of the Russian and Chinese economies.   
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McConnell’s briefing to candidate Obama lasted about ninety minutes. Obama asked 
questions.  He seemed most concerned about Iran, Afghanistan and cyber threats to 
America’s electronic infrastructure. 


The two men had their next meeting a few days after Obama’s election, in the same 
Chicago FBI building. On this occasion, McConnell presented the president elect with 
the PDB –the President’s Daily Brief. Up until this meeting, President Bush directed that 
the candidates only receive briefings that discussed the global challenges America 
faced. Bush now wanted the president elect to receive the same information he did.  
Obama learned of ongoing covert actions and highly-sensitive, classified programs. He 
also learned of some of the political challenges that he was to inherit from George Bush.  
The North Koreans were going back on a deal that they had made with Bush 
concerning inspections of nuclear sites.  The Taliban was taking Afghanistan apart 
again, village by village. The Russians were threatening to build new bases near the 
Polish border in order to pressure the new president into abandoning Bush’s missile 
defense plan for Eastern Europe.  Iran would soon announce that it attained a nuclear 
weapons capability.  Terror attacks on India’s city of Mumbai threatened to re-ignite the 
more than sixty years of conflict between India and Pakistan. The president elect’s plate 
would be extremely full. 


 


PART I: IRAN – THE MULLAH’S MANHATTAN PROJECT 


CHAPTER 1: DECODING PROJECT 111 


One week before Thanksgiving Day 2007, President Bush, Vice President Cheney, 
Secretary of State Rice, National Security Advisor Hadley and others gathered in the 
White House Situation Room for an intelligence briefing on Iran’s nuclear weapons 
development.  The intelligence community had gained highly classified information from 
inside Iran which ran contrary to the administration’s current intelligence estimates. It 
stated that Iran was dangerously close to going nuclear.  (Though it is highly suspected 
that the United States obtained the information by penetrating Iranian information 
systems (cyber attacks) the methods utilized remain highly classified.) 


The information shared that day strongly indicated that two highly classified Iranian 
projects – Project 110 to develop a nuclear trigger and Project 111 to manufacture a 
nuclear warhead – had been put on hold in 2003 and remained dormant. The 
information cast doubt as to whether or not Iran was getting close to becoming a 
nuclear state, as the Bush administration had warned.  When the key points of the 
classified intelligence estimate were made public weeks later, America’s allies reasoned 
that if the American intelligence community had doubts about Iran’s pursuit of the bomb, 
then everyone needed to back away from the Bush administration’s pressure on Iran to 
end its nuclear, military efforts.  Germany refused to support sanctions against Iran, as 
did Russia and China.  
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The Iranians capitalized on the leak of the U.S. intelligence information and the lack of 
international will to sanction Iraq. It resurrected its nuclear weapons programs with a 
vengeance.  The compromised intelligence estimate played right into Iran’s hands.  
Because of it, it was discovered that Iran had discontinued an earlier nuclear weapons 
development program in 2003. Years of U.S. efforts to gain support in pressuring 
Tehran to end its nuclear weapons development had gone to hell, as now even the IC 
was saying that there had been little if any evidence that active programs existed. 


President Obama inherited an Iran that had learned a valuable lesson in 21st century 
politics. “Washington does not mess with countries that have nuclear arsenals, even 
small ones. Saddam Hussein never learned that lesson . . .Kim Jong-Il, however, 
learned it well, and after he set off a nuclear test, the Americans dropped by to 
negotiate.”4 


 


CHAPTER 2: REGIME CHANGE FANTASIES 


Sanger maintains that the Iranians seriously began to pursue a nuclear weapons 
capability after Saddam Hussein used chemical weapons against them in the Iran-Iraq 
War of the 1980s. Only possession of nuclear weapons would keep Hussein from using 
his chemical weapons against Iranians in future conflicts. 


Initially, the Iranians purchased nuclear technology from Pakistan’s now infamous Abdul 
Qadeer (aka A.Q.) Khan.  The intelligence community was keeping an eye on both 
Khan and the Iranian nuclear program developments, but never made the connection 
between Khan and Iran. After years of dealing with Khan and his cronies during the late 
1980s, Iran realized that Khan was selling old equipment at very high prices.  The 
Iranians soon began courting other suppliers of reactors, centrifuges and nuclear 
knowledge such as the Chinese and the Russians. 


It was difficult for the intelligence community to get anyone excited about Iran’s nuclear 
program until August of 2002. That month, an Iranian resistance organization exposed 
the location of a covert uranium enrichment plant in the Iranian town of Natanz. With 
this revelation, no one could doubt Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons. 


The author highlights a few of the actions taken by the American and Iranian 
governments that brought the conflict between the two countries to where it is today: 


■ During the early days of the war in Iraq, the CIA warned the Bush 
administration that hardliners within the Iranian regime might take advantage of 
the conflict to fuel the flames between Iraq’s Sunni and Shia sects.  It 
recommended that the administration thwart any such action by opening up 


                                                             


4 Ibid, page 26. 
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negotiations with the Iranians and offering them a stake in Iraq’s success. Bush 
refused to do so.  


■ On May 1, 2003, President Bush delivered his now famous and haunting 
“Mission Accomplished” speech from the deck of a U.S. warship.  That same 
week the Swiss ambassador to Iran, who also acted as a representative for the 
U.S. in Tehran, sent a fax to the State Department on the part of the Iranian 
government. It constituted a clear offer from the Iranians to work together with 
the Americans. Iran wanted to be removed from the list of nations comprising 
George Bush’s “Axis of Evil.”  It offered to assist the U.S. in fighting al Qaeda and 
in agreeing to full disclosure of peaceful nuclear technological efforts. Iran 
proposed talks and working groups.  It offered to assist the United States in its 
efforts to find a roadmap for peace in the Middle East between Israel and the 
Palestinians.  The Bush administration turned down the offer. 


■ In 2007, the American forces found themselves in a quagmire and clearly 
losing the war in Iraq.  Iraq’s support of the Shia versus Sunni, sectarian violence 
had grown strong, as had its coffers due to the record high prices of oil. The final 
years of the Bush administration were spent trying to make up lost ground with 
the Iranians.  By 2007, the Iranians had the upper hand across the board and the 
United States lost what leverage it might have had, had it decided to  negotiate 
with the Iranians back in 2003. 


■ Bush had been assured for years by his advisors that Iran would implode.  The 
repressive regime, the protest movements among Iranian youth, and the Iranian 
resistance groups would all cause the fall of the Islamist regime there. No one 
expected the cultural revolution that resulted in the election of Mahmoud 
Amadinejad, the former mayor of Tehran, was as Iran’s new president. His 
election took everyone in the Bush administration by surprise, to include Bush, 
Secretary of State Rice, National Security Advisor Hadley, and our intelligence 
agencies. 


■ The loud-mouthed and cocky Amadinejad turned out to be a wise and skillful 
politician.  During the run up to the election, he realized that what all Iranians 
wanted more than anything else was international respect.  Iranians desired their 
nation to be a great, Persian power once again in the Middle East.  Amadinejad 
employed a strategy of baiting George Bush at every opportunity.  His rhetoric 
got to Bush and proved effective.  Amadinejad was backing the Shia insurgency 
in Iraq with great results, gaining money from all-time high oil revenues and a 
redeveloping nuclear program - despite global objection or opinion.  The U.S. – 
totally committed in Afghanistan and Iraq and militarily powerless to stop him 
(short of nuclear weapons) – could not stand in his way. Amadinejad continues to 
leverage these realities to this day with great skill and success on the 
international stage. 
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CHAPTER 3: AMADINEJAD’S MONOLOGUE 


In the fall of 2006, Iranian President Mahmoud Amadinejad was granted entry into the 
United States to address the United Nations in New York.  His final social call that day 
was at the Intercontinental Hotel where he attended a dinner meeting with about forty 
members of the Council on Foreign Relations. 


Amadinejad’s attitude that evening was one of confidence.  His verbage expressed 
anger, arrogance and criticism of the United States. He had come to address the United 
Nations in an effort to capitalize upon America’s blunders in Afghanistan, Iraq and the 
Middle East while bolstering Iran’s rising, Middle Eastern dominance. (The author 
reminds us that within the government of the Islamic Republic of Iran, President 
Amadinejad wields very little power. The Grand Ayatollah Khameinei commands the 
government, the military, the intelligence agencies, the Revolutionary Guards, and the 
nuclear programs.) 


After dinner, Amadinejad opened up the conversation by intentionally goading his 
audience. He proposed that the world needed to continue to study whether or not the 
Holocaust actually ever occurred. He said that pictures of the atrocities could have 
easily been fabricated. He ranted about America’s unconditional support of Israel and of 
the mistreatment of the Palestinian people. He asked how President Bush could deny 
Iran entry into the group of nations possessing nuclear weapons when the United States 
continued to develop newer and more powerful ones itself.  Amadinejad told the 
agitated attendees that America had a lot of nerve accusing Iran of meddling in Iraqi 
affairs, as the United States had done more than meddle - it had invaded it and 
deposed its leader. 


Brent Scowcroft, National Security Advisor under Presidents Gerald Ford and George 
H. W. Bush, attended that evening session with Amadinejad.  When the Iranian 
president departed, Scowcroft commented that, “He is a master of counterpunch, 
deception, and circumlocution.”5 


David Sanger details events and circumstances occurring after Mahmoud Amadinejad 
was elected that molded the politics and nuclear ambitions of Iran today:  


■ Once Amadinejad was elected, he terminated the ongoing negotiations 
between the Europeans and Iran over the future of Iran’s nuclear endeavors.  In 
January 2006, the Iranians once again began operating centrifuges.  Iran desired 
to follow in the footsteps of North Korea and Pakistan; that is, it proceeded to 
build a nuclear development infrastructure that was so huge that it would be 
virtually impossible for Western powers to force Iran to give it all up. 


■ Once Iran began to greatly expand its uranium enrichment facilities, the Bush 
administration asked the UN Security Council for sanctions to put pressure upon 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 63. 
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the Iranians to cease and desist.  Many nations refused, including both Russia 
and China, two of Iran’s chief trading partners. 


■ In 2004, the CIA obtained a laptop computer from an Iranian technician.  It 
contained thousands of pages of information on Iran’s efforts to develop nuclear 
weapons, to include designs of missile warheads. Nothing on the hard drive 
conclusively proved that Iran was developing a nuclear weapon.  It did show that 
Iran was looking closely at what was required to build one.  The Bush 
administration showed the evidence to the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) and a host of nations which it was courting to put pressure on Iran to give 
up its nuclear ambitions.   


■ In 2006, the U.S. was successful in getting the UN Security Council to pass a 
resolution demanding that Iran discontinue its uranium enrichment. But the 
resolution did not include the two sanctions which would have gotten Iran’s 
attention: sanctions against Iranian oil exports and sanctions prohibiting the flow 
of refined petroleum into Iran. In reality, the UN sanctions were negligible. Iran 
ignored them. 


■ American and European efforts to thwart Iran’s progress failed across the 
board. Iran clung to its expressed right to enrich uranium.  By 2008, the Iranians 
had progressed from operating 164 enrichment centrifuges to upwards of 3,800. 


Nick Burns, the Bush administration’s top Iran negotiator and Condoleezza Rice’s 
senior Foreign Service officer, resigned his government post in January 2008.  Burns 
told our author that, had the U.S. agreed to open discussion with the Iranians in 2003 
when he and other professionals recommended to the administration that it do so, the 
United States would probably not be in the weak position it is today with respect to Iran.  
He maintains that all the U.S. would have had to do was say that it was willing to sit 
down at the negotiating table.  In engaging in talks with Iranian leaders, the U.S. would 
have been able to gauge if the Iranian government was truly a coherent entity. There 
would have been members of the Iranian government who favored negotiations with the 
U.S. and those that did not.  This disagreement among Iranian leaders would have led 
to factional splits which would have resulted in placing the U.S. in a stronger position 
from which to argue for sanctions.  Burns says that it was Cheney and Hadley who 
convinced Bush that any willingness to talk to the Iranians – with whom the U.S. had not 
had any negotiations in nearly three decades – would be a sign of weakness. 


 


CHAPTER 4: THE ISRAELI OPTION 


In the summer of 2007, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) predicted that 
by 2008, Iran would be operating in the neighborhood of 4,000 high-speed centrifuges 
which could, in a year’s time, produce enough enriched uranium to build one bomb. The 
IAEA obtained information and documents which contained disturbing proof that Iran 
was making great strides towards the development of its first nuclear weapon. 
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The IAEA reported that the master mind of Iran’s nuclear weapons program was a man 
named Mohsen Fakrizadeh. It reported that three projects represented the core of 
Fakrizadeh’s work: 


■ Project 5: The mining of uranium and its conversion to gas to be turned into a 
nuclear fuel. 


 ■ Project 110: Efforts to design a nuclear warhead. 


■ Project 111: Design of a warhead to be attached to the nose of Iran’s long-
range Shahab-3 missile. 


Cheney and his hawks within the administration wanted to take out Iran’s nuclear 
program altogether, but no one could figure out how to do it or how to handle the 
aftermath of attacking yet another Muslim nation.  There were some obvious airstrike 
targets, but the precise location of all of the key facilities remained suspect.  The main 
target would be Natanz, where almost 4,000 uranium centrifuges were spinning 24/7.  
Iran’s nuclear complex at Isfhan – where the uranium ore mined in Project 5 was being 
converted into a gaseous state – would also have to be bombed.  At Arak, the Iranians 
were building a reactor that would be capable of yielding plutonium.  All-in-all, the Air 
Force would have to fly upwards of 1,000 sorties.   


The bottom line with which the Obama administration will have to deal is the same one 
that confronted the Bush administration in 2008. After all of the intelligence is compiled 
and all of the experts consulted, no one within the United States government or military 
can say for certain which Iranian targets have to be taken out to insure that the mission 
of negating Iran’s nuclear programs can be accomplished with any degree of certainty. 


The Israelis had plans of their own to take out key Iranian sites if the threat, in their 
opinion, posed too much of a clear and present danger to their country.  The Israeli air 
attack plans called for over flights of Iraq on the way into Iran. This posed a nightmarish 
scenario for the United States.  Is the Israeli planes crossed over Iraqi airspace and 
then attacked Iran, the Iraqi government might come unglued altogether. As soon as 
Israeli planes were detected within Iranian airspace, the world would judge America to 
be complicit in the planning and execution of the airstrikes.  The United States made it 
clear to Israel that they would not be permitted to over fly Iraq. (In the back of many U.S. 
officials’ minds loomed the question: If the Israelis ignore the U.S. order and fly over 
Iraq anyway, will the U.S. actually shoot down Israeli war planes? Any way in which the 
scenario might play out, the U.S. was sure to come out on the losing end.)    


Sanger says that the issue is not whether or not the U.S. should negotiate with Iran, but 
whether or not America possesses the clout to alter Iran’s political actions. Sanger feels 
that there may be opportunities for the Obama administration to make positive strides.  
He says that President Obama “should try to make the Iranian elections about one 
issue: whether Iran wants to continue to be a revolutionary republic, defying the world at 
a great economic cost to its citizens, or whether it wants to become a normal nation. 
The best way to influence the outcome is to spell out to the Iranians exactly what they 
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have to gain: diplomatic recognition, a lifting of all sanctions, visas for Iranian students.  
The more public the offer, the tougher the pressure on the Iranian regime.”6 


 


PART II: AFGHANISTAN – HOW THE GOOD WAR WENT BAD 


CHAPTER 5: THE MARSHAL PLAN THAT WASN’T 


General Daniel NcNeill was former commander of the 52,000 NATO troops in 
Afghanistan (February 1, 2007 to June 3, 2008).  The author interviewed the general on 
several occasions. McNeill’s frustration was from trying to win a war by committee – 
more than twenty-three nation participants, and all with their own political constraints 
and limitations.  He told our author that the main challenge of alliance warfare is that 
each country puts its own national interests ahead of those of the fighting alliance.  
Some countries would only send their troops to the safest regions of Afghanistan. 
Others would not permit their soldiers to leave the secured bases.  Troops from France, 
Germany and Italy would not even venture into the Kandahar region where the bulk of 
the fighting was taking place. 


The NATO forces, unfortunately, were in Afghanistan for political reasons and not to 
fight and win an unconditional victory against the enemy. American forces focused upon 
the essential missions of routing out and destroying the Taliban and al Qaeda.  Most of 
the allies were there as a peacekeeping force.  General McNeill told the Defense 
Department and the White House that this was no way to fight and expect to win a war.  
He was told to keep his opinions to himself.   


By the end of 2007, General McNeill concluded that freedom in Afghanistan was rapidly 
waning. Afghanistan was not the stable and democratic nation that the Bush 
administration portrayed it to be.  The past four years had seen America’s attention and 
resources diverted to Iraq.  Afghanistan got the leftovers.  The Taliban was never 
defeated.  They were simply forced to retreat a hundred miles or so to the southeast. 
The Pakistani intelligence service (ISI) had been supporting and assisting the Taliban 
for years.  High ranking Pakistani military and government officials were complicit, either 
because of ideology or because they were being paid off by the increasing profits 
gleaned by the Taliban and al Qaeda from the growing drug trade within Afghanistan.  
(“. . .by early 2008, the CIA warned in a classified study that the drug trade had 
expanded to a $4 billion business, making Afghanistan the world’s largest narco-state.  
By comparison, the Afghan government budget for 2008 was $716 million, much of 
which came from international aid.)7 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 107. 


7 Ibid, page 117. 
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General McNeill, in the White House Situation Room, told President Bush and the 
others present that it would take 50% more troops in Afghanistan to win the war rather 
than just talk about winning it.  McNeill never got the additional troops.  He retired from 
active duty in June 2008. 


No one within the Bush administration wanted to acknowledge the truth about the war in 
Afghanistan.  To win, ground needed to be taken AND HELD for many years to come.  
This meant many more troops and resources, but most of the resources and troops 
were committed in Iraq.  General Douglas Lute, tasked in 2007 to rescue the 
administration from its dilemma in Afghanistan, told our author in the summer of 2008 
that it would take close to fifty years to accomplish the mission in Afghanistan and Iraq. 


In observing America’s many follies and constraints, missed opportunities and political 
denial, the Taliban reached an obvious conclusion.  The defeat of the United States in 
Afghanistan would not come as a result of IEDs or car bombs. All the Taliban needed to 
do is hang on and ride out the storm, and the Americans would defeat themselves 
through their apprehensiveness and unwillingness to commit the soldiers and resources 
truly necessary to win a victory. 


Even if General McNeill had received the additional troops and resources he requested, 
by his own admission he could do nothing about Pakistan’s support for his enemy, the 
Taliban.  Pakistan remains only one of two nations in the world that recognized the 
Taliban government in Afghanistan as legitimate prior to the U.S-led invasion in 2001. 
The Taliban and other Islamist militants had a long-term relationship with the Pakistani 
military and the ISI, as they all fought together against the Soviet Union.  Islamist 
extremists such as the Taliban contributed to the national security efforts of Pakistan by 
keeping India away from Afghanistan and thus, away from the long border that 
Afghanistan shares with Pakistan.  General Musharraf played both sides.  With a pledge 
to fight terrorists, Washington gave Pakistan in the neighborhood of $10 billion. All the 
while, Pakistan was taking money from the Taliban, arming and training it and other 
insurgency organizations. “Bush’s reliance on Musharraf to wage the war for him turned 
out to be one of the biggest misjudgments of the war on terror.  Bush would eventually 
come to realize that the Pakistani president commanded forces that were not only 
unwilling to take on al Qaeda and the Taliban in Pakistani territory, but were incapable 
of doing so.”8 


The Bush administration’s lofty rhetoric promising the rebuilding of Afghanistan was 
never matched by the money needed to accomplish the mission.  So small was the U.S. 
financial commitment to the mission in Afghanistan, that when all was examined and 
evaluated, America’s fiscal donation to Afghanistan amounted to about $20 for every 
Afghan citizen – less than a fifteenth of what the U.S. spent the first year alone in 
Bosnia and less than a tenth of what it spent on the citizens of Kosovo.  
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In our author’s opinion, Afghanistan was a war of necessity.  Iraq was a war of choice. 
“George Bush decided to trade a war of necessity for a war of choice, before the war of 
necessity was won.”9 


 


CHAPTER 6: THE OTHER “MISSION ACCOMPLISHED” 


The effort in Afghanistan was ill-fated from day one; not enough boots on the ground to 
take and hold territory, not enough money and resources necessary to stabilize, secure 
and rebuild Afghanistan, and no real plan to fight the narcotics trade and its resulting 
government corruption. As the focus shifted from Afghanistan to Iraq, in 2003, things 
quickly went from bad to worse: 


■ In preparation for the invasion of Iraq, the Army’s best troops and equipment 
were pulled out of Afghanistan to prepare for the eminent invasion. Reservists 
were called up to go to Afghanistan to replace those pulled out and to train the 
new Afghan Army. Though dedicated and well-intentioned, these soldiers were 
thrown into an unforgiving and harsh land, with a mission to train Afghans – 
hardened veterans of the decade-long, Afghan-Soviet War. The Afghan trainees 
possessed infinitely more combat experience than they did their American 
trainers. This was a recipe doomed for failure. 


■ In accordance with time-honored, counterinsurgency doctrine, the size and 
population of Afghanistan dictated that at least 400,000 troops would be needed 
to accomplish the mission of security, stability and rebuilding. In 2006, there were 
roughly 160,000 NATO troops on the ground in Afghanistan.  By the end of 2007, 
that number had fallen to just 41,000. 


■ A year and a half after the NATO forces drove the Taliban into the Pakistani-
Afghani border regions, Afghani warlords still ruled much of that nation’s territory.  
Hundreds of millions of dollars remained in their coffers as opposed to the coffers 
of the Afghani national treasury. The warlords were rich beyond imagination.  
The national treasury was so short on funds that Afghani government workers 
went unpaid. 


■ The U.S.-installed, Afghani President Karzai has never extended his power 
beyond the Afghan capital of Kabul.  Even those within the White House joked 
about the fact that in reality, he was merely the mayor of Kabul. 


■ Two years after the invasion of Afghanistan, the American military leaders 
appeared to be clueless as to the state of the “defeated” Taliban.  Briefings given 
to visiting officials and dignitaries by United States Central Command in 2003 
spoke of a Taliban so devastated, that it could not possibly reconstitute. 
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■In 2004, the new U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, Zalmay Khalilzad, along with 
the commanding general of forces in Afghanistan, General Barno, began to make 
great strides. They made solid progress with their eight Provincial Reconstruction 
Teams which built roads, schools, wells and were doing a respectable job of 
winning the minds and hearts of the local Afghani’s they were supporting.  
Khalilzad and UN officials wrote a new Afghani constitution and even, under 
threat of force, convinced one of the most powerful warlords in that country to 
accept President Karzai’s order that he resign as the governor of his province, 
where he continued to be a thorn in the side of the new Afghani government.  By 
spring of 2005, it actually appeared that Afghanistan was moving in the direction 
everyone had promised that it would.  But everything began to go downhill once 
again when the primary mover and shaker for the progress to date in Afghanistan 
Ambassador Khalilzad, was asked to leave Afghanistan and take the 
ambassadorship in Baghdad, where things had taken a turn for the worse. 


■ Although the Taliban, al Qaeda and other militant groups continued to regroup 
and rearm in the tribal areas along the Afghani-Pakistani border for more than 
half a decade under President Bush’s watch, he never put real pressure on 
President Musharrif to do what he promised Bush he would do in 2001; that is, 
take military action against militants in the border regions. For half a decade plus, 
the insurgents were permitted to reform and rearm unabated. It was not until 
2006 – after five years of President Musharrif’s continuous failure to keep his 
promise of rooting out the militants in the border areas- that Bush finally realized 
the Pakistani president had been playing him all along, taking U.S. tax dollars 
with absolutely no intention of performing the task. 


■ Between 2005 and 2006, U.S. assistance to Afghanistan, measured in dollars, 
was reduced by almost 40%. 


■ Many U.S. officials discussed the corrupt nature of Karzai’s government with 
the author. Thomas Schweich, a former State Department narcotics official, 
wrote in a New York Times Magazine article “. . . that when Karzai’s attorney 
general gave the Afghan president a list of twenty corrupt officials, with many 
links to the narcotics trade, Karzai told him not to prosecute any of them.”10 


■ There existed no unity of effort within the American government for dealing with 
the rising narcotics trade in Afghanistan.  The Pentagon, State Department and 
Department of Justice disagreed on how to deal with the Afghani drug trade and, 
more importantly, the corruption that it was sustaining. At the time Bush left 
office, our government still had no interagency plan to deal with the Afghani drug 
trade or the corruption within Karzai’s government. 
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“As the 2008 presidential campaign heated up, Barack Obama argued that the central 
front in the war on terror was along the Pakistan-Afghanistan border and the towns in 
Afghanistan that the Taliban were re-taking.”11 


 


PART III: PAKISTAN – “HOW DO YOU INVADE AN ALLY?” 


CHAPTER 7: SECRETS OF CHAKLALA CANTONMENT 


The Chaklala Cantonment in Pakistan, an old British garrison, today is the privileged 
home of that nation’s military and intelligence services. Within this area, the army and 
the Directorate for Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) live and work in lavish conditions.  
Also within the confines of the Chaklala Cantonment is a small compound for Strategic 
Plans, where control of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal is overseen by a man named Khalid 
Kidwai. Kidwai is in charge of the entire security structure. He is well-known in American 
circles, as, post 9/11, the United States secretly funded a $100 million effort that 
provided the Pakistanis with the education and technology necessary to lock their 
arsenal down and protect it from getting into the hands of outsiders. (Though the 
Pakistanis assured the American government that the $100 million would be spent 
properly, the United States never demanded nor did the Pakistani government ever 
grant any audits or American access to its most sensitive nuclear sites.) 


To this day the United States has two principle concerns about the security of 
Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal: the vulnerability of the weapons when they are being moved 
and the determined efforts of the Islamist extremists to take possession of at least one 
of them. 


Pakistan has a less than stellar record of maintaining trust and confidence.  The father 
of Pakistan’s bomb, A.Q. Khan, to this day a free man, profited personally by exporting 
and selling Pakistani nuclear technology.  He sold to both the North Koreans and the 
Iranians the centrifuges needed to enrich uranium to weapons-grade quality. Khan also 
delivered centrifuges to Libyans along with the plans for the bomb the Chinese 
detonated in the 1960s. To this day the Pakistani military swears that they knew nothing 
of Khan’s activities.  Most experts say that without the knowledge and occasional 
assistance of the military, Khan could have never pulled off the deals. 


The scary part of all of this is that, when the greatest threat of Armageddon comes from 
loose nuclear weapons that find their way out of Pakistan and not nuclear weapons 
launched from Russia, all of the traditional means of avoiding Armageddon go out the 
window. 


President Bush did not help matters when, during his second term of office, he signed 
an agreement permitting India to receive, for the first time, civilian nuclear technology 
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from the United States. For decades such a deal was illegal because India was one of 
three countries that refused to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  Bush sealed 
the deal even though India refused to agree to stop producing weapons-grade nuclear 
fuel in exchange for the new technology. As one American, senior military officer told 
our author in Islamabad in spring of 2008, “This took stupid to new levels. We’re going 
into the Paks every day and warning, ‘Look, you have to lock up all your weapons and 
your fuel because the more there is, the better the chance that one day you’ll wake up 
and discover Osama’s got some of it.’ And they say, ‘That’s your problem. You’re 
helping the Indians, and wasn’t it Bush who said we are America’s greatest ally against 
terrorism?’”12 


American officials really do not know how secure Pakistan’s weapons, labs and fuel are, 
currently.  Our officials are not permitted to see or inspect sensitive sites. The 
Pakistanis have a track record of denial when it comes to serious breaches of nuclear 
security, such as in the case of A.Q. Khan.  When allegations of his treachery first hit 
the pages of the New York Times, the Pakistani government adamantly denied that 
Khan was involved in any wrong doing, calling the news reports a pack of lies. Less 
than two months later, Khan was forced by Musharraf to confess.  Though Khan did so, 
he was never charged with a crime, tried, or convicted. 


Pakistan has come to learn, over the years, that America’s bark is worse than its bite.  
For example, in 1998 both India and Pakistan, despite stern objections and warnings 
from the Clinton Administration, conducted nuclear tests.  Subsequently, Clinton 
imposed heavy sanctions on both countries. Six billion dollars in aid to Pakistan was 
cancelled. Three years later, post 9/11 when Bush decided he needed Pakistan in the 
war on terror, the sanctions disappeared almost overnight.  Iran got the message loud 
and clear:  “Hang tough, proceed with your nuclear ambitions, and sooner or later the 
West will need you badly enough to accept you as another nuclear power.”13 


In Pakistan, about 70,000 people work in the nuclear complexes.  About 2,000 of these 
are top-of-the-line nuclear scientists and engineers with the knowledge to actually build 
a nuclear weapon. Washington can only hope that reliable security programs weed out 
extremists and religious zealots. But Washington can only hope. 


A scenario that American officials run in private is one in which Islamist militants push 
India and Pakistan to the brink of a war by pulling off a horrific attack in India, forcing 
Pakistan to move its nuclear weapons into place.  During the move, the weapons are 
compromised or taken by force, ending up in the hands of the Islamist extremists. 


 


 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 192. 


13 Ibid, page 200. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


15 


CHAPTER 8: CROSSING THE LINE 


When Benazir Bhutto was killed in an attack in Rawalpindi in December of 2007, the 
Bush administration and the intelligence community feared that President Musharraf 
would be next on the hit list.  President Bush put his Director of National Intelligence, 
Mike McConnell, and his CIA chief, Mike Hayden, on a plane to Islamabad to tell 
President Musharraf that he had better start cracking down on the extremists in the 
tribal areas and defusing the protests in the streets.  


A few days before these men made their long journey to speak to Musharraf, Bush lifted 
some of the restrictions on CIA operations along the Afghani-Pakistani border regions – 
operations that had previously limited the effectiveness of the spy agency’s field 
operations. Bush expanded the “permissions.”  In order for the CIA to hit a target from a 
Predictor drone, it no longer had to identify the target by name.  Now the CIA could 
engage targets based upon “signatures;” for example: an apparent al Qaeda convoy or 
people entering a known terrorist safe house. 


Subsequent to the 2007 assassination of Bhutto and the crushing defeat of Musharraf in 
the 2008 Pakistani elections, the Bush administration concluded that Pakistan was on 
the verge of collapse: 


■ Pakistan was degenerating rapidly into a failing state; day-to-day it was hard to 
tell who or what entity was in charge. 


■ The Taliban and other militant groups were attempting to speed up the nation’s 
collapse with kidnappings and suicide bombings. 


■ Al Qaeda had re-grouped, recruited and rearmed in the tribal, border areas and 
had, at a minimum, maintained its capability to attack the United States yet 
again. 


In May of 2008, McConnell once again flew to Pakistan to assess the situation. In 
discussions with a high-ranking Pakistani military officer, the Director of National 
Intelligence was told something Musharraf continually refused to admit: since 9/11, 
Pakistan had been playing for both teams – the Americans and the Taliban. Convinced 
that the Americans would eventually leave Afghanistan, the Pakistanis needed to 
ensure that the Indians would never threaten Pakistan via the Pakistan-Afghanistan 
border regions.  Ergo, since the Taliban would certainly be the victors once the 
Americans finally departed, Pakistan had to remain on the Taliban’s good side.  And, in 
order to receive upwards of $1 billion per year in U.S. aid (much of which, the 
administration knew, went to buy equipment and supplies needed to prepare for war 
with India), Pakistan promised to search and destroy the militants operating in the 
border regions.  It was a win-win for the Pakistanis every step of the way. 


President Bush admitted to the author and other reporters that he knew the truth of what 
was going on with the Pakistanis and Musharraf.  The Pakistani military maintained a 
single focus: India.  End of story. 
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The intelligence community, with McConnell as its point man, continued to show the 
Bush administration evidence of Pakistan’s support of the Taliban in Afghanistan, to 
include providing the Taliban with weapons and other forms of support used to attack 
Afghan and coalition forces.  By summer of 2008, Bush had had enough. He authorized 
the American military to invade Pakistan. The initial plan called for covert, quick-over-
the-border-and-back operations executed by the Joint Special Operations Command.  
Cross the border, hit a house full of suspects, kill them all, grab their cell phones and 
computers, and get out of the area.  There was risk.  Bush had assured the Pakistani 
people, publicly, that U.S. incursions into Pakistan would only happen with advance 
notice to and operational coordination with the Pakistani military. 


Evidence showed that members of Pakistan’s ISI helped the Taliban plan and execute 
the bombing of the Indian embassy in Kabul, Afghanistan.  After receiving the reports, 
Bush approved a list of militants inside Pakistan that could be neutralized by the military 
or the CIA.  The White House coined a new term to justify the cross-border incursions: 
“anticipatory self-defense.”14 


There are some tough lessons to be learned from our failed alliance with Pakistan.  
Among them, two are obvious: (1) the U.S. pulled troops and resources out of 
Afghanistan far too early, and focused upon clearing out the Taliban and al Qaeda 
sanctuaries in Pakistan much too late; and  (2) President Bush relied too heavily on his 
personal relationship with one single, military dictator – Perez Musharraf. 


In 2009, the collapse of the Pakistani government poses a far greater threat to U.S. 
national security than do possible failures in Afghanistan and Iraq. 


(The author points out that in retrospect, many U.S. analysts believe that al Qaeda’s 
strategic objective all along was not Iraq, Afghanistan, or Europe, but Pakistan and its 
nuclear capability.) 


 


PART IV: NORTH KOREA – THE NUCLEAR RENEGADE THAT GOT 
AWAY 


CHAPTER 9: KIM JONG-IL 8, BUSH 0 


In September 2007, Israeli jets crossed into Syrian airspace and targeted a nearly-
completed nuclear reactor constructed for the Syrians by engineers from North Korea.  


Earlier in May 2007, the Israeli Mossad chief Meir Dagan visited the White House where 
he showed National Security Advisor Steve Hadley satellite pictures of the Syrian facility 
at al-Kibar as well as photographs from inside the facility taken by Israeli agents. The 
icing on the cake was a photo Dagan produced of two men standing beside a car near 
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the nuclear complex.  They were Ibrahim Othman, head of the Syrian Atomic Energy 
Commission and Chon Chibu, a North Korean in charge of fuel production at North 
Korea’s main nuclear weapons site at Yongbyon.15  The Israeli top spy had provided the 
White House with the first conclusive proof that Kim Jong Il’s isolated and bankrupt 
nation had found a way to make millions of dollars half way around the world, exporting 
its much-in-demand capability to produce nuclear fuels. 


Kim Jong Il’s nuclear proliferation efforts in Syria went completely unnoticed by U.S. 
intelligence agencies. Whereas the CIA and others had gotten it completely wrong in 
Iraq, as Hussein did not possess the ongoing nuclear weapons programs it claimed 
before the invasion of Iraq, they somehow failed once again by not connecting the dots 
in Syria. 


The Israelis asked the U.S. to conduct the raid on the Syrian reactor site.  The Bush 
administration kept waffling. Throughout the summer of 2007 the Israelis attempted to 
get President Bush to take on the mission.  Finally, Israeli Prime Minister Olmert got 
tired of waiting for a U.S. decision.  He decided that the Israelis would conduct the 
strike.  The Israelis were careful not to tell the Americans the precise date and time of 
the air strike, so that both sides could say that the U.S. did not know of the Israeli 
actions in advance. 


Relations soured significantly between the United States and North Korea during Bush’s 
first term of office. It was then that the administration was dominated by Vice President 
Dick Cheney and his team, who remained determined to insure that any negotiations 
with the North Koreans would fail and Kim Jong Il’s regime would collapse.  Cheney 
even forbade U.S. negotiators from shaking hands at meetings with their North Korean 
counterparts and from partaking in toasts with them. In the end, the Americans insulted 
their North Korean counterparts and made the situation more untenable. Not even 
cutting off banking relationships and some covert activities had an effect on North 
Korea.  


During Bush’s second term, and with Rumsfeld off the team, Secretary of State Rice 
and a seasoned negotiator by the name of Christopher Hill agreed that the U.S. could 
ill-afford another armed conflict, and needed to negotiate with North Korea.  Cutting 
Cheney out of the action, Hill proceeded to negotiate with the North Koreans. Hill got 
them to agree to shut down the reactor at Yongbyon.  Bush agreed in return to consider 
taking North Korea off of the state sponsors of terror list, thus opening up economic 
exchanges. To the world, Bush’s turn around on North Korea was a shocking reversal of 
his firm, first-term statement that he would never negotiate with the North Koreans until 
it relinquished its weapons and closed its gulags. President Bush, who had vowed that 
he would never stand for a nuclear North Korea was now cutting deals with it. Graham 
Allison, a Harvard professor and leading authority on nuclear terrorism told the author, 
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“If you can build a reactor in Syria without being detected for eight years, how hard can 
it be to sell a little plutonium to Osama bin Laden?”16 


 


CHAPTER 10: CHENEY’S LOST WAR 


Within a few years after the Korean War armistice, North Korea began sending its finest 
scientists to the Soviet Union for training in nuclear physics. The Soviets provided North 
Korea with a research reactor in the mid-1960s.  America’s attention was on the War in 
Vietnam, and the interaction between the Soviet Union and North Korea went virtually 
unnoticed by our intelligence community. 


By the 1970s, North Korea set its sights on building a much larger reactor than the one 
the Soviets had provided.  The reactor built by the North Koreans in Yongbyon was the 
model for the Syrian reactor eventually destroyed by the Israelis. It ran on uranium, 
mined in North Korea. Each time the fuel in the reactor had to be replaced, North 
Korean scientists would receive enough spent fuel to produce half a dozen nuclear 
weapons. 


Though North Korea has remained economically ravaged and isolated throughout the 
last fifty years, it has somehow managed to ensure its long-term survival by becoming a 
nuclear power, and therefore a country with which to be reckoned and respected.  In 
this cold and desolate land where malnutrition is the order of the day, elderly women still 
pull plows across their fields, shipyards have long since rusted away, and millions of its 
own citizens have starved to death over the years, Kim’s regime has somehow survived 
in the face of all odds.  


The Clinton administration was determined to insure that the North Koreans would 
never be able to produce weapons-grade nuclear materials.  In 1994, things heated up 
significantly. Clinton and Secretary of Defense William Perry had plans to destroy the 
reactor at Yongbyon. No one knew if Kim would attack the South once his reactor had 
been hit.  Kim had threatened on more than one occasion to turn Seoul into a sea of 
flames if North Korea was attacked.  Intelligence indicated that the North was prepared 
to move its spent fuel from the reactor at Yongbyon to its processing facility where 
weapons-grade plutonium was to be produced. Secretary Perry told our author that he 
was getting ready to recommend that the president order a strike on the Yongbyon 
reactor. But President Jimmy Carter intervened on his own initiative, putting any notion 
of a U.S. strike on hold. He went to North Korea to speak with leader Kim Il Sung.  
Carter spent a few days aboard Kim’s yacht, having very direct conversations with the 
North Korean leader.  The North was elated with Carter’s visit.  It signified that North 
Korea was a world player, because it was now dealing directly with a former American 
president. 
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Somehow, President Carter got Kim to agree to permit international inspectors to 
remain at the Yongbyon facility.  The crisis was averted.  Within a month of Carter’s 
visit, Kim Il Sung was dead and Kim Jong Il in charge. 


George Bush came to office convinced that one heavy nudge would push the flailing 
North Korea over the edge and into the annals of history. “But in their headlong drive for 
regime change, Bush and his top aides forgot that triggering a nation’s collapse is a 
goal, not a strategy.  If it had been easy to engineer North Korea’s demise, Truman or 
Eisenhower would have done it a half century ago.”17  


Throughout much of Bush’s presidency, there was a deep divide among his principal 
staffers as to how to deal with North Korea. Cheney, Rumsfeld’s second, Paul Wolfowitz 
and their staffs wanted to drive North Korea into the dirt. Secretary Powell and others 
wanted to engage in talks with the North. The infighting lasted more than a year – from 
March 2001 through spring of 2002, and resulted in a lack of any policy or strategy on 
how to stem the advance of the North’s nuclear ambitions. 


Post 9/11, North Korea was moved to the White House’s back burner, aside from the 
fact that President Bush did add the North to his Axis of Evil in his 2002 State of the 
Union address.  ( A senior White House official told our author that the only reason that 
North Korea was added to the Axis of Evil was that the president needed at least one, 
non-Islamic nation on the list.) 


Instead of dealing with deposing Kim – the gravest threat to our national security and a 
nuclear one at that - Bush and his hawks decided to dethrone Saddam Hussein.  
Hussein was a pushover.  Taking down Iraq would be easy.  North Korea would not be 
easy at all. In fact, it could be said that the Bush administration simply averted it eyes to 
what North Korea was doing in the early 2000s because it was in the “too hard to 
handle” category.  Bush demonstrated his weakness and lack of desire to truly engage 
with North Korea when, in January 2003, Kim threw the IAEA inspectors out of his 
country and announced that he would convert his stockpiles of spent nuclear fuel into 
weapons-grade nuclear materials for weapons. Bush said nothing and did nothing.  He 
remained focused on Iraq and basically ignored Kim’s words and actions. 


In the winter of 2003, American spy satellites took pictures of trucks hauling away 
enough spent fuel from the Yongbyon reactor to produce up to a dozen nuclear 
weapons.  Bush said nothing.  The North Koreans knew he was incapable of backing up 
any diplomatic demands with an armed response, since the bulk of the U.S. military was 
headed for the Persian Gulf. 


In the spring of 2003, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld argued that the United 
States should team with China and oust Kim Jong Il. Secretary of State Colin Powell 
thought the idea was idiotic. To his way of thinking, the last thing the Chinese wanted 
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was chaos that resulted in hordes of starving North Koreans streaming across the 
border into China.   


In reality, there was little concern within the Bush administration that Kim would launch 
nuclear missiles at the west coast of the United States. North Korea knew, and Bush 
knew that it knew, that a U.S. nuclear response would obliterate North Korea. The real 
fear was that the North would export its expertise and sell its nuclear fuel.  Secretary 
Powell, on more than one occasion, expressed to our author his frustration and 
concerns over Bush’s refusal to initiate genuine negotiations with the North.  Powell 
maintained that the North Koreans were not stupid enough to initiate hostilities with the 
United States, but they were financially strapped enough to sell anything for cash. 


As the U.S. invasion of Iraq drew near, President Bush and his National Security 
Advisor Rice came up with a new spin.  Toppling Iraq would serve as a warning to Kim 
Jong Il that if he did not change his ways and fall into line, that he may be next on the hit 
list. The theory was not a bad one.  In fact, evidence exists that just after the War in Iraq 
commenced, Kim was intimidated.  He even disappeared from public view for several 
months. But as the American situation in Iraq quickly went downhill, the intimidation 
factor disappeared. 


“By the time the Americans settled into the Green Zone in Baghdad in the summer of 
2003, the North Koreans had already harvested enough fuel for the arsenal they long 
desired.  By American standards, the North Korean arsenal was tiny. But it was enough 
to test one bomb, to hide the rest, and rattle the Americans by threatening to sell the 
surplus.”18 


 


CHAPTER 11: “EVERYTHING IS APPOMATTOX” 


Halfway through 2003, the tensions between North Korea and the United States rivaled 
those of the United States and the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War.  Bush 
and his administration had convinced Pyongyang that the North was targeted for 
America’s next attack.  North Korea went into the survival mode and reacted by 
attempting to exaggerate its nuclear capabilities. It was hoping that the threat of a 
nuclear release would keep American forces out of North Korea. 


In summer of 2006, the North Koreans were preparing to test their intercontinental 
ballistic missile, the Taepodong-2.  The Bush administration decided that it could ill-
afford to ignore this planned show of North Korean capabilities and force. A 
demonstration of the North’s ability to hit the west coast of the U.S. with a nuclear 
missile was not to be tolerated.  The White House directed that any ballistic missile 
launched by North Korea be shot down by the United States. The man tasked to 
accomplish the mission, should the North Koreans launch, was the commander of 
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United States Northern Command (USNORTHCOM), Admiral Timothy Keating.  In May 
of 2008, when Keating was stationed in Hawaii as commander of US Pacific Command 
our author sat down to speak with the admiral about those days.  Admiral Keating told 
Sanger that for a six-week period in the summer of 2006, the military planned to launch 
ground-based interceptor missiles from both Vandenberg Air Force Base in California 
and Fort Greely near Fairbanks, Alaska. The plan called for destroying the Taepodong 
over the Pacific Ocean. 


The planned intercept was extremely risky. United States missile defense system tests 
had often resulted in embarrassing failures. The U.S. had never actually launched 
antiballistic interceptors at incoming, hostile targets. No one really knew if the mission 
could be accomplished. 


Keating and other debated for weeks how to handle the pending launch.  Suggestions 
included telling Kim that the U.S. was aware of his intentions to launch and that it 
wanted to know what was in the missile’s nosecone. Was it a dummy warhead?  A 
satellite?  A genuine warhead?  If Kim could not provide assurances that the launch 
posed no threat, then the U.S. was going to prepare for the worst and launch 
interceptors. 


On the morning of July 4, 2006, just minutes after the shuttle Discovery launched into 
space, the North Koreans launched two short-range Scud-C missiles. Keating believed 
that the Scud-C launches were a prelude leading up to a launch of the Taepodong.  He 
kept an open line with Donald Rumsfeld.  From the moment the Taepodong lifted off of 
the launch pad, Keating and the Sec Def would have less than twenty minutes to make 
a decision and order the interceptors into the sky.   


The Koreans launched their Taepodong late that afternoon, at 4:01 p.m.  Less than one 
minute into its flight, the Korean missile broke into pieces.  It is not known whether the 
launch was a failure or the North Koreans intentionally aborted the mission.  Rumsfeld 
and Keating were never forced to issue their launch orders. 


Following the launch of the Taepodong, President Bush correctly predicted that a North 
Korean nuclear test would soon follow. The president was right on target.  On October 
9, 2006, our author received an evening phone call to his home from a senior American 
official.  Sanger was told, “The North Koreans called the Chinese, and the Chinese 
called our embassy in Beijing. They said that they are going to blow the thing off in half 
an hour.  And that was fifteen minutes ago.”19   The New York Times cleared its front 
page and waited for the detonation.  


At 11:36 a.m. North Korean time, the U.S. Geological Survey picked up a                   
4.2- magnitude quake on the North Korean peninsula.  Had the North not notified the 
Chinese, the quake might have been considered a tremor. But the epicenter of the 
quake matched perfectly with the North’s nuclear test site in North Hamgyong province.   
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Shortly after the detonation, the North Koreans proudly went public with their successful 
test and new nuclear deterrent. The yield of the weapon had been only a tenth of that of 
the bomb dropped on Japan. But it was enough to add North Korea to the list of nuclear 
nations. 


The Chinese were infuriated by the detonation.  They temporarily cut off trade with the 
North. A week later the UN Security Council passed a resolution establishing the 
toughest sanctions on the North since the Korean War. The resolution, however, 
contained no references to any use of force against North Korea.  Russia and China 
wanted to insure that Bush could not do to North Korea what he had already done to 
Iraq. 


Condoleezza Rice and her skilled negotiator, Chris Hill, managed to do an end run 
around Dick Cheney and open up negotiations with North Korea in 2007. Contrary to 
what Cheney and others kept telling George Bush, Hill was absolutely convinced that 
dictators could be negotiated with given the proper circumstances and setting.  Hill had 
learned this from his very successful negotiations with the vicious Serbian leader, 
Slobodan Milosevic, during the Balkan talks.  Hill told our author over coffee one day, “. 
. .this knee-jerk view that you can’t negotiate with dictators is garbage. My view is that 
you can – especially if the dictator is surrounded by more powerful nations. . . having 
twenty people around the table doesn’t work. You get things done one-on-one, when 
there is less chance of a loss of face.”20 


By the summer of 2007, Christopher Hill has succeeded in getting the Yongbyon reactor 
closed.  After receiving a lot of oil and promises from the U.S., the North Koreans began 
taking the reactor apart.  It marked the most progress made in negotiations with the 
North in more than a decade. 


Hill was not able to get the North Koreans to talk about the reactor in Syria. The North 
Koreans would only say that they were not helping any other country achieve nuclear 
ambitions and would not do so in the future. ”In the end, George Bush, the man who 
demanded that the North Koreans would have to tell all, accepted a meaningless 
statement in which the North Koreans acknowledged the American concern about 
proliferation activities – and admitted to nothing.  But Bush badly needed a political win, 
and in late June he announced that he was starting the process to take the North off the 
list of state sponsors of terrorism.”21 


What this entire experience has taught dictators all over the globe is that if the United 
States has you in its sights, you had better scramble to develop a nuclear capability. 
Kim Jong Il watched what happened to Saddam Hussein, got the message that he was 
next on the hit list, and raced to develop the one weapon he needed to deter American 
military action.  He succeeded.  Iran learned from North Korea and is moving in a similar 
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direction.  But Iran has an additional advantage in dealing with the United States that 
North Korea does not possess. If Iran becomes a nuclear power, it will additionally be 
able to manipulate the price of oil, upon which the U.S. is so critically reliant. 


 


PART V: CHINA – NEW TORCH, OLD DRAGONS 


CHAPTER 12: GENERATION LENOVO 


The Chinese view themselves as victors with respect to the war in Iraq. While the 
United States was bleeding nearly a trillion dollars to sustain a war with no defined, 
strategic objective, China took pride in the fact that: 


 ■ It had dodged getting drawn into the war in Iraq. 


■ It was able to invest its money in building next-generation factories to expand 
and sustain China’s economic superiority and clout.  


■ It worked to create jobs for millions of those Chinese leaving the rural areas 
and entering the big cities seeking opportunities in China’s booming economy. 


■ It was able to build a new, state-of-the-art airport in Beijing and magnetic 
levitation trains in the bigger metropolises.  


As Olympic fever spread throughout Beijing, one Chinese official close to China’s 
president told our author, when he was visiting China’s capital city, “You gave us 
enormous running room (referring to the War in Iraq and how it had consumed 
America’s attention and resources).”22 The new, unwritten Chinese strategy which 
evolved since the U.S.-led invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq is to keep the United 
States occupied with anything that draws its focus away from China.   


China is both our strategic partner and our strategic competitor.  Economically, China 
now desires to become much more than a global producer of low-cost goods.  It seeks 
to be a technological leader in the competitive world market.  A Chinese company that 
typifies China’s technological cutting edge is the Lenovo Corporation, run by thirty-five 
year-old Yao Ying Jia.  Yao’s corporate offices resemble those of Silicon Valley.  
Employees are laid back, casually dressed, and often challenge one another to 
afternoon games of pool on the company’s large pool tables outside of the meeting 
rooms.  


In 2005, Yao and his Lenovo Corporation achieved a feat that no other Chinese 
company was ever able to pull off: it purchased the IBM personal computer division.  
This acquisition gave Lenovo the right to market computers with the IBM label on them. 
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Lenovo had only a few years of license to sell its computers under the IBM logo.  After 
that, it would have to sell them under its own brand name. In order to achieve brand 
recognition rapidly, Yao selected the Beijing Olympics as the ideal venue to show 
Lenovo to the world. Development of the next generation of laptop computers was put 
on hold as Lenovo competed along with 388 other companies to design the Olympic 
torch for the Chinese government.  The Lenovo design won.  Lenovo’s torch even had 
the rubbery feel of a laptop’s outer case.  As Yao said to our author after showing him a 
prototype of the winning torch, “You won’t be able to look at it without thinking ‘China’ 
and Lenovo.’”23 Yao and Lenovo represent a new China that was unthinkable a decade 
ago. 


The Chinese government has an agreement with its best and brightest. They remain 
highly compensated and free to travel the globe. In return, they are expected to 
maintain their allegiance to the Chinese state, refrain from criticizing their government, 
and not challenge the authorities on issues such as human rights. So far, the 
arrangement seems to be working for both sides.  


By traditional, Communist Chinese standards, China’s government has loosened up 
considerably.  The new capitalist yet authoritarian China permits its citizens to create 
new businesses, seek new employment, travel around the world, and even express a 
little frustration on Internet blog sites.  As long as no one strays outside of the 
government-mandated lanes – such as questioning the authority of the Communist 
Party – they are basically free to dabble in the arenas of entrepreneurism and global 
informational exchange. 


American presidential administrations – such as those of Bill Clinton and George W. 
Bush – remained convinced that the era of new China’s capitalism would lead to the 
collapse of the old China.  Certainly the benefits of capitalism would drive the Chinese 
to demand an end to old China’s strict rule and authoritarian policies.  To date, there is 
no indication that this is even remotely coming to fruition. 


One of the United States’ main justifications for permitting China to become a member 
of the World Trade Organization (WTO) was that if China became totally integrated into 
the global economy, it would be coerced into adopting international rule of law. China 
was awarded membership to the WTO and it turned out to be a positive move.  
Membership in the WTO compelled the Chinese to open up many of its previously 
closed markets.  American car manufacturers, insurance companies and many other 
service and product providers are now able to compete for Chinese market share.  


The same technical prowess that enables the Chinese government to monitor the 
keystrokes of its people and capitalist enterprises is also being used to exploit the World 
Wide Web. The Chinese government is one of the leaders in cyber capabilities and 
cyber attacks. Officials at the Pentagon and within the intelligence community will attest 
to the fact that China scoops up terabytes of information and data from American 
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corporate and government data bases weekly.  Most of what the Chinese gather is 
probably laying right out in the open.  Nonetheless, the Chinese scarf it all up and sift 
through it in attempts to gain an economic, military or political advantage. 


The Chinese will continue to be a fierce competitor throughout the Obama 
administration and beyond. 


 


CHAPTER 13: THE PUNCTURE STRATEGY 


On January 11, 2007, the China launched an anti-satellite missile into space and 
destroyed one of its own, aging weather satellites several hundred miles above the 
Earth’s surface.  China’s successful intercept and destruction of the satellite shocked 
the United States.  The world was sent a strong message on that day: China’s enemies 
will be blinded long before they reach its mainland.  


With respect to the satellite-dependent United States, the Chinese proved that they 
could neutralize the space assets upon which the United States and its military rely for 
navigation, communication, targeting and command and control. While terrorists, 
Islamists and insurgents were waging low-tech war against the United States in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, the Chinese were developing and honing their anti-satellite 
capabilities.  Chinese strategists know that the threat of taking out military and civilian 
satellite systems may be even greater than that of a nuclear exchange. 


China’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA) has focused its offensive capabilities towards 
America’s vulnerable dependence upon those computer and satellite systems that 
provide the U.S. with its amazing global reach capabilities.  The PLA concentrated on 
ways and means to take down U.S. command, control, and communications systems by 
investing heavily in the research and development of offensive systems, ranging from 
cyber weapons to sea-skimming cruise missiles capable of striking U.S. Navy carrier 
battle group ships while they are still hundreds of miles from the Chinese mainland. 


This new Chinese “puncture” strategy was developed in direct response to the Bush 
Doctrine as pronounced in the White House’s 2002 National Security Strategy; 
specifically, that the U.S. would use preemption against states accruing any WMD that 
could threaten the security of the United States. 


Chinese President Hu Jintao bet the U.S. could do little to keep China from developing 
a modern military capable of targeting America’s greatest, technological vulnerabilities. 
Bogged down in two wars, bearing record debt –much of which was being bought up by 
China – and possessing a defense budget stretched to the breaking point, China bet 
that the United States did not have the assets to keep accurate tabs on what the 
Chinese were doing. 


The White House reaction to the Chinese anti-satellite demonstration was unusual.  
Had Iran or North Korea taken out a satellite, the Bush administration would have 
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publically denounced the action.  Bush said nothing publically about the intercept.  The 
White House did, however, direct our military to prove that America could also take out 
satellites.  A year later, in February 2008, the U.S. launched an interceptor missile and 
successfully destroyed a U.S. satellite that was de-orbiting with a thousand pounds of 
toxic fuel on board. 


The game being played by between the U.S. and China is one of showmanship. The 
U.S. maintains bases in Japan and South Korea, and patrols the waters of the west 
Pacific Ocean with carrier battle groups and nuclear submarines.  The Chinese talk 
openly about their peaceful advances into the 21st century and continue to test weapons 
systems, sending the message that China will not permit outside meddling within its 
area of influence, especially with respect to Taiwan. 


China is rapidly becoming a force with which to be reckoned.  It now has about 1,000 
short-range missiles based across the mainland along the Straits of Taiwan. It is 
building new aircraft carriers, submarines, and laser weapons. A 2005 National 
Intelligence Estimate (NIE) said that the Chinese were increasing their nuclear arsenal 
by as much as 25 percent. Also, it stated that China began deploying a new, mobile, 
land-based missile called the DF-31A capable of hitting almost any city within the 
continental U.S.  The NIE calculated that by the year 2015, China would have between 
75 and 100 warheads aimed at the United States.  


Admiral Tim Keating, commander of USPACOM, says that the Chinese are currently 
establishing what he calls “an area of denial, a zone around the mainland and Taiwan 
they can keep American forces from entering, especially if a nasty confrontation 
develops between Beijing and Taipei.”24 


Adding to China’s growing clout and international influence is the fact that, for the first 
time in history, the United States finds itself asking China for diplomatic assistance in 
keeping rogue nations such as North Korea in check. China overplays America’s 
reliance upon it. The United States downplays its dependence on China. 


China’s international gains and achievements since the U.S. invasion of Iraq are 
impressive:25 


■ In 2003, Chinese investment in foreign mergers and acquisitions amounted to 
only a few billion dollars.  By 2008 that amount had increased to $45 billion. 


■ China has become a major trading partner with Brazil and Chile, purchasing 
huge amounts of natural resources from both nations. 
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■ In Africa, the Chinese have purchased the rights to huge exploration zones, 
promising that Chinese business comes without lectures on human rights. 


■ China is pouring money into Nigeria, Angola and the Ivory Coast. Its political 
clout and influence is steadily mounting.  African nations welcome Chinese cash 
investments, as they come without the usual restrictions that accompany loans 
from the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. 


■ In the Sudanese capital of Khartoum, citizens brag about their paved streets, 
made possible with money that Chinese firms have brought to that city. 


■ In Cambodia, China is building bridges across the Mekong River to a new road 
stretching more than a thousand miles down to the Gulf of Thailand. 


China is expanding its international business and trade because it desires to eventually 
secure exclusive deals that will insure a steady flow of petroleum and commodities back 
to the Chinese mainland.  China is also moving to make deals with the many countries 
with which the United States will not do business, such as Burma, Sudan and Iran. 


The challenges for President Obama and his administration with respect to dealing with 
China are ones of leadership, partnership, and communication.  


 


PART VI: CHINA – THE THREE VULNERABILITIES 


CHAPTER 14: DETERRENCE 


This chapter discusses the challenges associated with preventing a suitcase, nuclear 
weapon from being detonated within the United States. According to Sanger, “the truth 
is that things are not going very well in the Armageddon-prevention business.”26 


On paper, the way the deterrence and prevention game is played is as follows: 


■ The first layer of defense is the intelligence agencies.  They monitor phone 
calls and emails from all over the world, conduct human intelligence (HUMINT), 
pay informants, etc. in hopes of getting wind of any pending plan to initiate a 
nuclear event within the United States. 


■ In accordance with U.S. policy and international agreement, cargo is supposed 
to be scanned for radioactive materials before is leaves foreign ports.  Manifests 
are supposed to be checked and verified for any cargo that was not packed by a 
registered and trusted carrier. 
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■ The final layer of defense is made up of radiological detectors at the ports 
themselves. 


Sanger says that this is how the system is supposed to work.  But the reality separating 
what is on paper and what actually takes place day-to-day is disturbing: 


■ Experts told our author that even if a person had highly enriched uranium 
(HEU) packed in traditional cargo, current detectors used at many ports would 
have a difficult time detecting the materials. Many of the still-utilized old detectors 
would not pick up on even a few kilograms of the most common radioactive 
bomb materials. One highly-placed government expert, who deals with these 
deterrence issues, daily told Sanger that if one put the same bomb that was 
dropped on Hiroshima in 1945 through existing radiation detectors, it probably 
would not even set off the alarms.27 


■ Slabs of granite have been known to set off port radiological detectors.  Other 
materials that have registered positive include kitty litter, porcelain toilets, and 
wood from trees grown downwind from Chernobyl.  The port of Long Beach 
alone – one of our nation’s largest – registers more than 500 false alarms per 
day. The reality of nuclear devices is that they do not create a great radioactive 
signature. 


■ With respect to proper inspections and certifications before cargo leaves 
foreign ports – 


-- Many countries do not want and will not permit U.S. Customs officials to 
work at their port facilities; the U.S. must trust them to do the job properly, 
but in reality, can exercise no oversight or control over foreign processes 
and procedures. 


-- Shippers do not want to impede the loading process, as time is money. 
Inspections take precious time and cost the shippers plenty. 


-- The detectors that the United States are permitted to install in foreign 
ports are no better than the ones used stateside. 


■ The best, high-tech solution to improve the accuracy of port scanning is a new 
generation of detectors typified by the Advanced Spectroscopic Portal (ASP) 
monitor. Our government has been debating whether ASP technology is worth 
the price tag.  The bottom line is that seven years after 9/11, as Bush left office, 
not one ASP had yet been deployed into the field. 
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■ There is no defensive system in place today that can detect or prevent an 
aircraft from transporting a nuclear weapon into U.S. airspace and detonating the 
device before landing.  


■ The Department of Homeland Defense is the governmental agency tasked to 
locate and disable nuclear devices within the U.S.  The organization that actually 
has the expertise to carry out the mission, though, is our Department of Energy.  
One department has the mission, and another has the actual capabilities. 


The challenge for the Obama administration will be to increase the cooperation and 
communication among nations, ensuring that their weapons and nuclear fuels are 
accounted for and that any missing weapons or materials are reported to other nations 
immediately. 


 


CHAPTER 15:  THE INVISIBLE ATTACK 


This chapter speaks to the threat of bio-terrorism.  Sanger says that the government is 
in a much better position to respond to a biological attack today than it was pre-9/11.  
Subsequent to the 2001 anthrax attacks, the government established a program called 
BioWatch.  BioWatch collects air samples over major American cities on a routine basis.  
The program is responsible for the creation of stockpiles of life-saving drugs that have 
been strategically and secretly warehoused at critical locations around the country. 


One of the big discriminators between a nuclear attack and a biological one is that 
biological attacks are virtually undetectable in real time.  Bio attacks do not give off an 
observable signature, such as a mushroom cloud.  They generate no noise.  The 
drawback to the BioWatch detectors, as with any biological agent scanners, is that they 
tell you what has already been released into the air, after the damage has been done.  


The challenge lies not in preventing a biological, terror attack. In reality, prevention is 
nearly impossible. There are too many points of entry into the U.S. to prevent a 
determined adversary from bringing a biological agent into our country.  The challenge 
lies in our ability to mitigate a biological attack. 


Unlike a nuclear attack, where citizens are virtually powerless to protect themselves, 
there is much they can do in the face of a bio attack.  The problem is that the very 
thought of a bio attack is so scary to most people that the Bush administration did not 
wish to address it with the general public.  Neither politicians nor the Department of 
Homeland Security want to explain the dangers openly to the American people. The 
author feels that it is a discussion that our government should and must have with its 
citizens. “Richard Danzig, who served as Secretary of the Navy under Clinton, captured 
the problem elegantly in a report he wrote in May 2008.  After seven years of work, he 
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concluded, the effort to defend Americans against bacteria, viruses and toxins is an 
agglomeration of tactics presented as strategy.”28 


There are four categories of bio threats that Danzig addressed in his writings, 
highlighted by our author: 


■ Viruses:  The most well-known is smallpox.  Viruses spread rapidly.  Getting 
people vaccinated in time would be the primary challenge surrounding a virus 
attack. 


■ Poisonous toxins: Botulism is one of the more common. Unlike viruses, toxins 
are not contagious but must be individually ingested.  The challenge here is to 
find the poisoned food or drink, recall it, and find the source of the poison. 


■ Indirect agents such as hoof and mouth disease: Diseases such as these are 
highly contagious among animals but rarely affect humans.  People could eat the 
meat of an infected animal with no problem.  But an epidemic could seriously 
destroy large portions of our food supplies. 


■Anthrax: The threat that worries homeland defense planners the most.  Seven 
years after the first anthrax attacks that killed four Americans and infected many 
others, America still remains in a primitive state of detection. 


The government needs to step up to the plate and: 


■ Educate the general public on the categories of bio attacks and their immediate 
and long term symptoms and effects.  


■Explain to the public how vaccines and antibiotics would be 
administered/distributed in the event of a biological event. 


■ Plan to enact measures that, in the event of an attack, would prevent a sell-off 
on Wall Street, avoid mass panic, and maintain public confidence in our 
government’s ability to execute a rapid return to normalcy. 


 


CHAPTER 16: DARK ANGEL 


In Chapter 16, Sanger speaks to the threat of cyber-terrorism.  He brings us up to speed 
on current issues dealing with cyber threats and attacks, as well as our ability to prevent 
and respond to them. 


One of the dilemmas facing our government with respect to cyber attacks lies in 
determining attribution so that retribution can be affected.  Should a serious cyber attack 
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take down critical information systems within the U.S. government or private sector, the 
White House would have to determine who perpetrated the attack before it could order 
a retaliatory strike?  Making such a determination with a reasonable degree of certainly 
may be extremely difficult if not impossible.  Agencies such as the NSA will probably be 
able to determine from where the attack originated. But just because an attack may 
have originated from an apartment in Hamburg, Germany, it does not mean that the 
German government, military, or corporate sector were involved in the planning or 
execution of the attack. In other words, knowing the precise geographic location of the 
attacker has no direct and conclusive relevance to who might be responsible for the act.  
Without attribution, there can be no retribution. 


In February of 2002, a consortia of about fifty scientists, intelligence and computer 
experts drafted a letter to President Bush. “It warned that the next chain reaction he 
needed to worry about was not at the atomic level.  It would start in cyberspace – and 
America was a wide-open target. ‘The consequences of exploiting these vulnerabilities,’ 
the letter read, ‘would be significant damage to the U.S. economy, degraded public trust 
with concomitant long-term retardation of economic growth, degradation of quality of 
life, and a severe erosion of the public’s confidence that the government can adequately 
protect their security.’”29 


A man named O. Sami Saydjari, president of the Cyber Defense Agency, was 
challenged by government officials to design a cyber attack scenario that would contain 
enough realism to convince the nation’s leaders that a cyber threat was as serious as a 
nuclear or biological one. Saydjari recommended that the exercise be a classified one.  
The government said to make it unclassified.  Thus, Dark Angel came to fruition.  The 
Dark Angel cyber attack scenario was designed by a team of experts in less than thirty 
days and was vetted by outside experts who validated the exercise’s realism and 
plausibility. 


The main objective of Dark Angel was to cause an economic collapse via a cyber 
attack. When the power goes out, so do the lights, Internet access, and emails. Panic 
ensues. There can even be looting in the streets. Everyone in every town is affected. 


The results of the Dark Angel exercise were disturbing to say the least. The exercise 
began with a small blackout.  What made this black out unusual was that cell phones 
would not work; the cell towers were non-operative.  Automatic Teller Machines across 
the United States ceased to function.  When people attempted to log into their bank and 
brokerage accounts online, they could not do so. Then things began to get worse.  The   
9-1-1 systems failed. Oil and gas pipelines shut down.  Three fourths of the United 
States’ power grid went black.  The outages were so vast and severe that experts 
predicted at least six months of work would be needed to turn all of the power back on 
from coast to coast.  In the White House Situation Room, when the president inquired 
as to who was behind the attack, he was told that, most probably, no one would be able 
to answer that question. 
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When Mike McConnell became Bush’s Director of National Intelligence, returning to 
government service after a ten year absence, he was shocked to discover two things: 
(1) little had been done to consolidate more than eighty intelligence community data 
bases created by the sixteen organizations making up the Intelligence Community; and 
(2) how little had been accomplished to guard against cyber attacks against the United 
States. 


McConnell finally drove the severity of the issue home during a meeting with Bush and 
many of his cabinet members in May of 2007. He described for those assembled – 
which included the Secretaries of Homeland Defense and Treasury – how a well-
organized terror organization could take down the government, private sector, and 
financial infrastructure via well-timed and coordinated cyber attacks.  He got the 
president’s attention.  


When McConnell explained those cyber threats which concerned him the most to Bush 
and his advisors, he broke his message into categories: 


■ COMMS (communications): for example, intercepting phone calls, emails, ATM 
transaction and the like. 


■ EXPLOIT: the ability to intercept information and data and gain an operation 
advantage from it in real or near-real time. 


■ ATTACK & DEFEND: the ability to execute offensive cyber operations and to 
defend against those of others. 


As with many things in government, McConnell watched as the concern about the cyber 
issues he floated to the very top of government got waylaid in the midst of inter-
departmental food fights for control of the cyber mission.  The DOD maintained that 
cyber warfare was still warfare, and that the military should take the lead.  The 
Department of Homeland Security, responsible for protecting the nation’s infrastructure, 
argued that it should be in charge.  The NSA, who owns the bulk of the knowledge and 
technology to deal with cyber warfare, claimed that it was rightfully the lead agency. “In 
typical Bush administration fashion, no one was openly debating the big questions.”30 


McConnell convinced the president to begin a five-year program called the 
Comprehensive Cyber-Security Initiative.  This highly classified program remains a 
mystery with respect to precisely how much money was allocated to it and what its 
specific missions might be.  
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EPILOGUE: OBAMA’S CHALLENGES 


“Barak Obama confronts more than one opportunity to take grand action; events 
demand it and the world expects it. . .For Obama, the challenge is that the crises may 
be too plentiful and the accompanying expectations may be too high.”31 


Great challenges, opportunities and risk confronting Barak Obama: 


■ In his attempt to be the anti-Bush, his calm and analytical demeanor may be 
perceived as a lack of self-assurance and determination. 


■ In about a year’s time, Obama will no longer be able to blame existing 
problems on his predecessor.  Some of the problems which he inherited from 
George Bush are not likely to vanish within Obama’s first year in office: 


-- If Obama keeps his pledge to withdraw forces from Iraq, and sectarian 
violence flares up, the disaster will be blamed on him. 


-- In honoring Bush’s commitment to pour more troops into Afghanistan, 
Obama runs the risk of getting stalled in a country far more uncontrollable, 
complex and ungovernable than Iraq. 


-- If Obama directs the raids into sovereign Pakistani territory promised 
during his campaign, he will certainly be accused of acting unilaterally, as 
George Bush did. 


-- If he fails to read Iran the riot act over its nuclear weapons ambitions, he 
will be perceived as weak by international predators. 


Barak Obama will have to alter several illusions which, as embraced by the Bush 
administration, led America down its dangerous and current path of global isolation and 
self-delusion: 


■ Delusion 1: That the international world order established at the end of World 
War II and throughout the Cold War years – one that revolves around 
Washington, DC –will and must survive indefinitely.  Reality dictates that as the 
rest of the world progresses, develops and prospers, America’s lead will naturally 
wane, as will its influence in the world.  


■ Delusion 2: That the rest of the world will always desire to emulate the 
American way of government, to include its time-honored principles of 


                                                             


31 Ibid, page 446. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


34 


democracy and freedom of expression. The abuses witnessed by the world 
during the war in Iraq and the recent, U.S.-spawned economic global spiral has 
many nations and their citizens taking another hard look at our methods of 
government. The reality is that at the time Bush departed the Oval Office many 
autocracies – such as China – appeared to be doing quite well without a 
democratic form of government. 


■ Delusion 3: That free trade and free trade agreements are the primary causes 
for the troubles confronting today’s American workforce.  This is an Obama, 
campaign-initiated delusion.  Some of the president’s closest advisors strongly 
disagree that free trade is the workers’ nemesis; “they acknowledge privately that 
technological innovation and the slowness of companies and unions to adapt to 
global competition – the Big Three ranking among the worst offenders – had far 
more to do with job loss in America than any trade agreements.”32 


■ Delusion 4: That with the Bush administration now a part of history past, the 
Obama one will be able to put away the Big Stick. This is an illusion created by 
Obama supporters. Though much needed diplomacy will be the first approach 
used by the president’s new administration, Barak Obama can ill afford to sheath 
the Big Stick.  In dealing with Iran, for example, the new president will have to 
keep the mullahs guessing as to precisely if and when he will raise that stick and 
bring it down upon Iran. 


In order for President Obama to succeed he will have to accomplish what President 
Bush could not: 


■ Find and employ the proper blend of military force and solid plans to build up 
states, supplying them with far greater resources essential to successful nation 
build. 


■ Keep personal relationships with foreign counterparts separate and distinct 
from decisions which must be made in the best interests of the nation (do not 
repeat the errors in judgment made by Bush due to his personal relationships 
with men like Putin and Musharraf). 


■ Know America’s fiscal and resource limitations; exercise strategic patience in 
all endeavors. 


■ Cease to view disagreement within the administration as an indication of 
betrayal.  Allow for genuine dissent and solicit the hard-to-answer questions. 


■ Revamp our national security system from one which served up well during an 
era of Cold War to another that will serve us even better in the 21st century.  


                                                             


32 Ibid, page 452. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


35 


■ Accept the fact that in today’s world, America may not be the nation to always 
set the rules for the entire world.  Also accept that, on occasion, America may 
have to accept and abide by rules set by others for the common good. 


If President Obama can succeed where President Bush failed, “he will go down in 
history as a man who seized a desperate moment and turned it into a huge opportunity 
– the key to presidential greatness.”33 


 


 


                                                             


33 Ibid, page 457. 
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Chapter 1 


CONTROVERSY IN DEFINITIONS OF SUICIDE BOMBERS/WARRIORS, TERRORISM AND 
MARTYRDOM 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti & Valerie L. Dripchak 


Authors Marvasti and Dripchak illustrate how attempts to define “terrorism” and “terrorists” can 
be problematic.  Definitions of both often vary, depending upon the perspective of the person 
or government applying the labels. For example, many Westerners define individuals who 
detonate bombs on their person and kill noncombatants as “terrorists.”  Yet they call pilots who 
fly high performance military aircraft, drop bombs and collaterally kill civilians “patriots” or “war 
heroes.” Characterizations can also change over time, depending upon world events and 
existing geopolitical climates.  The Irish Republican Army (IRA) was, for many decades, 
designated a terrorist organization.  Today, it is considered a legal part of the British political 
process.  


Freedom fighters can be designated as terrorists by simply redirecting their actions towards a 
different enemy.  Osama bin Laden was considered a freedom fighter by the United States 
when he and his Afghani allies fought the Soviet Union during the Soviet-Afghan War from 
1979 – 1989. The U.S. taxpayers supported bin Laden and his mujahedeen (warriors of God) 
with training, money, weapons and supplies. After bin Laden shifted his aim towards the West, 
he became a terrorist.  Conversely, Yasser Arafat was originally labeled a terrorist when he 
masterminded airplane hijackings and political assassinations throughout the 1960s and 
1970s.  When he agreed to join the peace process with the U.S. and Israel, he suddenly 
became a legitimate leader of the Palestinian people, a politician, a guest at the White House 
and Camp David, and a candidate for the Nobel Peace Prize.  Even the demonized Saddam 
Hussein was fully supported by the United States during the Reagan administration in the 
1980s, to include being supplied weapons of mass destruction (chemical weapons) and 
money.  During World War II, the German bombing of London, the British fire bombing of 
Dresden, and the American atomic strikes against the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki killed tens of thousands of innocent men, women and children.  Yet these events 
have never been classified as acts of terrorism. 


__________________ 


The authors distinguish between the terms “state-sponsored” and “state-caused” terrorism.  
State-sponsored terrorism occurs when a government champions or orders terrorist acts 
against its own citizens or another nation state.  An American example of state-sponsored 
terrorism is the U.S. support of the terrorist “Contras” in Nicaragua during the Reagan 
presidency.  State-caused terrorism, on the other hand, takes place when a nation or 
government indirectly and often unintentionally fosters terrorism through its counter-terror 
policies and initiatives.  For example, the United States’ invasion of Iraq, performed under a 
banner of counter-terrorism, resulted in a great increase in the number of terrorists and terror 
attacks within Iraq. 
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Chapter 2 


PROLIFERATION OF SUICIDE BOMBERS: WHY ORDINARY PEOPLE PARTICIPATE IN 
WAR AND TERROR 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti  


In this section, Marvasti discusses how conditioning soldiers for battle involves the 
dehumanizing of the enemy.  Dehumanization of both the enemy and its civilian population is a 
tactic that is as old as war itself.  If warriors can be made to see their enemies as less than 
human, then the natural, mental barriers against killing can be broken down more swiftly.  The 
acts of violence required of the warriors thus become individually and collectively justifiable.    


The book makes the case that “ordinary people” do not become terrorist, suicide bombers.  
People who are oppressed, traumatized, and feel an obligation to avenge, do.  Those who see 
their friends and loved ones abused and murdered, who experience war as a part of their 
everyday existence, are the ones motivated to sacrifice themselves for what they perceive to 
be the freedom of others.  People, like the Palestinians, who live with the pain of their women 
constantly weeping at the imprisonment or loss of yet another son or grandson, desire revenge 
and justice, and are inclined to join the ranks of the terrorist and the suicide bomber.  Those 
who choose to blow themselves up may acknowledge, deep down inside, that killing innocent 
civilians is wrong. For many though, the guilt associated with murdering noncombatants can be 
overcome.  


Violent actions can be justified in the mind of the suicide bomber as “kill or continue to be 
killed.”  It is possible for Palestinian, Afghani and Iraqi citizens, exposed to severe, emotional 
trauma and personal loss, to lose their individual identities and replace them with the identities 
of the oppressed groups to which they belong.  Authors Speckhard and Akhmedova (published 
in the Fall 2005 issue of the Journal of Psychohistory) wrote that when a person experiences 
an emotional overload due to serious shock and emotional distress, “a psychological boundary 
is passed inside the individual in which he becomes, in a sense, already psychologically 
deadened and  . . . becomes extremely vulnerable to those who would encourage him to make 
terrorist acts.”1 


The term “innocent civilians” is also opened to interpretation. “Innocent civilians” are in the 
eyes of the beholders and defined by the life experiences of the observers.  On 9/11, much of 
the free world agreed that many innocent civilians were murdered in cold blood when the Twin 
Towers collapsed.  Islamists argue the opposite. They say that taxpayers who elect and 
support the U.S. government, whose foreign policies in their opinion, result in the military 
occupation of Muslim lands and support of corrupt, Middle East monarchies, are not innocents 
but participants in and supporters of the injustices perpetrated against Muslims. This chapter  


                                                             


1 Marvasti, Jamshid A. Psycho-Political Aspects of Suicide Warriors, Terrorism and Martyrdom.  Springfield, Illinois: Charles C 
Thomas Publisher, Ltd., 2008, page 19. 
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points out that Palestinian suicide bombers are often lambasted for killing Israeli civilians. Yet 
they see Israel as a nation at arms, with all able citizens serving in the military and many 
carrying their skills and weapons with them into civilian life.  This begs the question “Is a 
trained, armed and militarized society truly a society of innocents?” 


__________________ 


Suicide bombers are proliferating throughout the world. The author offers several reasons for 
this.  One is survivor’s guilt, resulting from post traumatic stress disorder (PTSD).  Palestinians 
who have seen so much suffering, death, and loss of friends and family members cope with 
their survivor guilt of by committing themselves to martyrdom operations, using their bodies as 
weapons to avenge the deaths of their loved ones.  Another reason for the proliferation of 
suicide bombers is that Palestinian and Chechen societies increasingly glorify the deeds and 
heroic efforts of the martyrs, creating examples which the youth seek to emulate.  For those 
consumed with feelings of despair and hopelessness, the role of the suicide bomber offers a 
way out with honor. 


__________________ 


This chapter explores the issue of “us” versus “them.”  It examines how people’s perceptions – 
or misperceptions – are molded over time and from a young age.  One example offered is the 
myth of the cowboys and Indians in the early American West.  Indians in television, movies 
and books are portrayed as the bad guys, and the cowboys and the U.S. Cavalry as the good 
guys.  Yet an examination of U.S. history reveals just the opposite.  The Indians were the ones 
who were terrorized, lost their lands, and saw their women and children slaughtered in huge 
numbers.  The story of Christopher Columbus provides another analogy.  Today, Americans 
celebrate Columbus Day with a national holiday.  But the true history of Columbus’ arrival in 
the New World is one of invasion, murder and enslavement of the local indigenous 
populations.  In the Western media, Palestinians are portrayed as the bad guys, as if they had 
arrived from another land and were trying to throw out the Israelis and place them into refugee 
camps.  A study of the 20th century Middle East documents evidence that it was the 
Palestinians who were driven from their lands and forced into internment camps by the Israelis.  
The author’s point is that as long as historical truth is distorted, regardless of the reasons, 
terrorism and suicide bombing will continue to flourish. 


 


Chapter 3 


WHAT MOTIVATES THE SUICIDE BOMBER? 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti  


Doctor Marvasti and his colleagues examined numerous case studies of suicide bombers.  
They studied these bombers’ lives, environments and notes left behind to family members.  
Though no single factor alone makes a terrorist or a suicide bomber, Marvasti and his team 
hypothesized what they believe motivates them. Their conclusions are as follows: 
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 ■ The motivation behind suicide bombings is predominantly political and not religious. 
 These bombings are carried out to change policy not to force religious conversion. 
 Primarily motivators include: 


  • Severe living conditions:  lack of food, water, medical care. 


  • Extreme poverty, instilling a feeling of desperation and hopelessness. 


  • Life within refugee camps (a 2005 study by an Israeli researcher, Merari,   
  revealed that 56% of Palestinians suicide bombers lived in refugee camps in the  
  occupied territories and have experienced serious emotional trauma).   


  • Perceived injustice. 


  • Humiliation. 


  • A desire to stop Western powers from supporting repressive Middle East   
  monarchies, such as the Saudi Arabian government which stifles    
  individual rights, freedom of speech and religion, etc.  


  • Nationalism: a desire to form their own country and rid their lands of invaders  
  and occupiers. 


• Altruism: the sincere belief that he is sacrificing himself for the good of his 
family and community. 


  • Revenge and rage, which form a psychological defense against humiliation,  
  shame and deep personal loss:  Revenge can bring fulfillment to suicide   
  bomber. When the bomber detonates, he avenges past injustices, deters future  
  ones, and restores his self-pride. (Research performed by Doctor Abdel Aziz  
  Rantisi, a Hamas suicide bomber  coordinator and pediatrician who was killed by  
  the Israelis, maintains that Palestinian, suicide bombers were motivated during  
  the second Intifada by “situational anger and the desire for vengeance and  
  retaliation. . . Rantisi has stated that before the second Intifada, Hamas had  
  trouble finding men for their missions, which was the reason why there were so  
  few suicide bombings during the Oslo Accords, and no suicide bombings   
  between 1998 and 2000.   Afterwards, when the peace process began to   
  breakdown and the Palestinians began dying, Hamas and other organizations  
  experienced a sharp increase as more Palestinians wanted to participate.”2 


Doctor Marvasti and his team suggest that psychic trauma and dissociation produce suicide 
bombers.  Psychic trauma involves a painful experience with which the individual is not 
capable of processing or coping.  Rather, the person represses the event and may eliminate 
part or all of the experience from his conscious mind.  Dissociation is a perceived detachment 
of the mind from the emotional state or even from the body. Dissociation is characterized by a 


                                                             
2 Ibid, page 37. 
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sense of the world as a dreamlike or unreal place. It may be accompanied by poor memory of 
the specific events, which in its more severe form, is known as dissociative amnesia.3 


Psychic trauma can result from injustices suffered by previous generations and the associated 
feelings that result from years of humiliation, resentment, rage, and displacement.  For many 
Israelis, psychic trauma results from the Holocaust.  For Palestinians, it is European 
imperialism and the loss of their homeland. 


With respect to dissociation, some suicide bombers who fail in their missions describe 
themselves as having floated on air while having the bomb strapped to their bodies.  Feelings 
such as these provide evidence that suicide bombers often dissociate from themselves.   


Doctor Merari, head of the Center for Political Violence at Tel Aviv University, in an interview 
with CBS News in 2003 stated, “The only thing abnormal about the suicide bomber is, at a 
certain point, a total absence of fear.”4  He suggests that this total void of fear places the 
suicide bomber in a state of dissociation or even self-hypnosis.  


Though religion does not appear to be the primary motivator for suicide bombers, it does tend 
to provide hope and comfort to many of them.  It is extensively documented that Muslim, 
suicide bombers do not consider their actions to be suicidal in nature; rather, they believe that 
their death is a self-sacrifice and commitment of their body and life to their God. 


Poverty also plays a role in molding the suicide bomber.  It does not appear to be a life of 
poverty itself, but the associated injustice, shame and humiliation resulting from poverty that 
establishes conditions ripe for harvesting suicide bombers. 


Studies by prominent psychologists and psychiatrists indicate that shame associated with 
military occupation and oppression is a significant factor in human aggression.  Palestinian 
suicide bombers, for example, are highly motivated by their individual and collective 
hopelessness and despair.  The younger Palestinians turn to suicide bombing as a way to deal 
with their desperation.  


Suicide bombers are encouraged by cultural, financial and emotional support.  Culturally, the 
societies that produce suicide bombers idolize their martyrs and celebrate their deaths in every 
aspect of day-to-day life. Graffiti praises them. Children at play mimic their heroic actions. 
Songs are sung about the glorious shahid (martyr).  According to some studies, more than 
one-third of twelve-year-old boys in the Gaza Strip believe that to die as a martyr is the best 
thing that they can hope to achieve in their lives.  


 
                                                             
3 Definition from MedicineNet.com. Retrieved October 24, 2008. Available: 
http://www.medterms.com/script/main/art.asp?articlekey=38857 


4 Marvasti, Jamshid A. Psycho-Political Aspects of Suicide Warriors, Terrorism and Martyrdom.  Springfield, Illinois: Charles C 
Thomas Publisher, Ltd., 2008, page 39. 
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Chapter 4 


TRAUMA OF TERRORISM AND POLITICAL VIOLENCE ON CIVILIANS: DIAGNOSES AND 
TREATMENT 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti & Valerie L. Dripchak 


Doctor Marvasti, suggests that terrorism “has less to do with the terror act and more to do with 
society’s response to the act.”5 


This chapter reminds us that shortly after the events of September 11, 2001, Americans 
experienced significant stress characterized by sleep disorders, distress, irritability, and 
feelings of anxiety and depression. People attempted to cope by attending religious services, 
discussing their feelings with others, and donating to various charities.  Within a few weeks of 
the 9/11 terror attacks, most people recovered from their symptoms. Some changed their day-
to-day behavior by increasing alcohol consumption, smoking more cigarettes, or changing  
their travel plans. A New England Journal of Medicine report on PTSD revealed that an 
estimated 90,000 persons developed either PTSD or clinical depression following the attacks 
of September 11th. An additional 34,000 met the criteria for both PTSD and clinical depression.  


The effects of terror attacks upon children in their infancy and up to five-years-old are well-
documented.  These little ones become easily startled, ill-tempered, frightened if left alone in a 
room, and tend to cry and clutch.  When these same children reach ages six to eleven years, 
they express general anxiety, a tendency to skip school, avoidance of friends, aggressive 
behavior and fear about being abandoned by their parents.  At ages twelve through 
adolescence, these same children experience anger, confusion and fear. 


Marvasti and Dripchak conclude that as more civilians become targets of terror attacks, society 
will have to  find new and more effective ways to attend to the needs of citizens psychologically 
affected by terror.  


 


Chapter 5 


HOMEGROWN “WORRIER” AND “WARRIOR”: MUSLIMS IN EUROPE AND THE UNITED 
STATES 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti  


In this chapter, Doctor Marvasti divides Muslims into two distinct groups, a minority that 
includes terrorists and suicide bombers – the “warriors” - and the overwhelming majority of 
Muslims designated as those who are very concerned and disturbed about the current world 
affairs – the “worriers.”   


                                                             
5 Ibid, page 61. 
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Demographically, American and European Muslims break down as follows: 


 ■ American Muslims6: 


  • Number about seven million. 


  • Sixty-seven percent have college bachelor’s degrees or higher. 


  • Thirty-three percent hold masters degrees or Ph.D.s. 


  • Sixty-six percent of Muslim households earn greater than $50,000/year. 


  • More than twenty-five percent of Muslim households earn more than   
  $100,000/year. 


 ■ European Muslims7: 


  • There are approximately fifteen million Muslims within the European Union –  
  twice the number in the U.S. 


  • The European Muslims migrated from a multitude of foreign countries and have  
  become an economic and political power base. This migration began in the  
  1950s and 1960s and grew immensely in the final decades of the twentieth  
  century. 


  • The current rate of growth for Muslims in Europe is three hundred percent  
  greater than that of European non-Muslims.  Thus the total number of European  
  Union Muslims may double by the year 2015 to thirty million. 


  • Disturbingly, European “homegrown” Muslims are being drawn into the Islamist, 
  terror movement. 


   ◦The United Kingdom conducted a survey of British Muslims after the 7/7  
   London subway and bus bombings.  Only about one percent    
   of those Muslims surveyed believed that western society deserved the  
   violence it was experiencing.  Yet , twenty-four percent of British Muslims  
   said that they shared some sympathy for the cause of the London   
   bombers.   


◦ Most of the 7/7 terrorists were European-born, British citizens who 
received secular, British educations and had not been radicalized in 
Islamist madrasses  (religious schools).   Somehow though, they became 
influenced by radical Islamist forces within their own homeland. 


                                                             
6 Ibid, page 79. 


7 Ibid, page 79-80. 
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Doctor Marvasti and contributors interviewed American Muslims who hailed from a wide variety 
of countries.  Among all of those interviewed, the Pakistanis reported the highest number of 
discriminatory incidents and the most U.S. government profiling.  Since 2006, reports of racial 
and religious prejudice in the workplace, schools and American neighborhoods have increased 
exponentially.   


Political experts report that the United States’ “war on terror” has seriously hurt the reputation 
and credibility of the U.S. throughout the world.  Many Muslims draw similarities between 
America’s treatment of Iraqis (the Abu Ghraib prison scandal, for example) and Israel’s actions 
towards the Palestinians, both of which they find to be unacceptable.  Globally, many Muslims 
view the U.S. as victimizing their brothers throughout the Middle East.  


The British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) polled more than 25,000 Muslims in almost thirty 
countries and asked which countries in the world exerted the most negative influence. The 
United States was identified among the top three.  


 


Chapter 6 


PSYCHOLOGICAL AUTOPSY OF THE SUICIDE BOMBER 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti & Valerie L. Dripchak 


Doctors Jamshid Marvasti and Valerie Dripchak endeavored to dissect the psyche of the 
suicide bomber. They did their best to remain as objective as possible in their studies and 
writings for this book.  The team examined available information on a variety of suicide 
bombers, to include those who claimed allegiance to Sri Lanka’s Tamil Tigers, the suicide 
battalions of Iran which fought against Iraq in the Iran-Iraq War, Chechen suicide bombers in 
Russia, and those who died for Afghan, Palestinian, and Lebanese causes. Their conclusions 
are as follows: 


 ■ The majority of suicide bombers are young men in their late teens to early twenties.  


 ■ Research indicates that there is no definitive correlation between a lack of education 
 and the inclination to become a suicide bomber.  A study conducted by Merari in 2005, 
 for example, found that among Palestinian suicide bombers, their education levels 
 were above the societal norm.  Twenty-six percent had a partial college education as 
 compared to only eleven percent of the general, Palestinian population.8 A 
 researcher from the University of Michigan collected information on  failed       suicide 
 bombers and their families and found that the majority of suicide bombers are from 
 middle class  families, are well-educated and do not act out of stupidity. 


 ■ Some studies examining captured IRA and Palestinian suicide bombers who failed in 
 their missions show that these subjects were poorly educated, unemployed, and 


                                                             
8 Ibid, page 107. 
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 unmarried. There may be a correlation between failed suicide bombers and education 
 levels. 


 ■ Among the vast majority of suicide bombers, one or more of their family members had 
 been harmed or victimized by the enemy.  These actions, perceived as unjust, motivate 
 family members to seek revenge through the act of suicide. 


 ■ Oftentimes, a family does not know that one of their members is planning a suicide 
 attack until after the act is conducted. This finding is important, because the Israelis 
 routinely demolish the homes of Palestinian suicide bombers to punish the families for 
 supporting their suicide bomber.  Research indicates that the destruction of these 
 homes only serves to produce more suicide bombers seeking revenge for the 
 destruction of their families’ homes. 


 ■ With respect to what degree religious fanaticism motivates the suicide bomber, 
 studies conflict in their findings.  Some experts state that suicide violence is not 
 primarily motivated by religious beliefs.  Yet other well-respected researchers report that 
 among captured (and failed) suicide bombers, religion appears to be the prime 
 motivator. (The authors note that studies of captured suicide bombers may  not 
 yield accurate results.  Their reasoning is that many failed and captured suicide 
 bombers are tortured or otherwise abused, which can cause trauma in the brain and 
 affect their answers and reasoning abilities.  Also, some of these captured suicide 
 bombers may unconsciously (or consciously) want to be caught because they truly do 
 not wish to die.  In addition, long-term imprisonment and solitary confinement can create 
 paranoia in some of these captives.) 


 ■ Contrary to popular Western belief, research clearly establishes that suicide 
 bombers are not crazy; they do not suffer mental illnesses.  Most are rational and justify 
 their suicide actions with complete possession of all of their mental faculties.  They 
 sacrifice themselves as weapons to kill their enemies, and go to their deaths fighting for 
 causes in which they believe.   


 ■ Terrorist organizations such as Hamas carefully screen suicide volunteers. Only 
 mentally stable warriors qualify for training as suicide bombers. Unbalanced or 
 otherwise disturbed individuals present too much of an operational risk to the 
 organization. 


 ■ “The only abnormal thing about the suicide bomber is, at a  certain point, a total 
 absence of fear.”9 


 ■ Suicide bombers often take the lives of innocent civilians.  While the killing of non-
 combatants may be appalling to many Westerners, the book points  out that the 
 victimization of innocents in support of a cause is certainly not new, nor is it strictly 


                                                             
9 Ibid, page 113. 
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 a function of Islamist extremists who use their own bodies as effective weapons of 
 war. 


  • The United States made the conscious decision to kill and maim tens of   
  thousands of Japanese civilians when it ordered atomic bombs dropped on  
  Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 


  • In the name of the preservation of unborn life, Christians have bombed abortion 
  clinics, taking the lives of doctors, nurses and staff members. 


 ■ An examination of Middle East tradition provides cultural justifications for suicide 
 bombings.  The age-old tradition of “an eye for an eye” prevails to this day in much of 
 the Middle East. When a Palestinian child is killed, for example, that child’s family 
 or tribe may seek permission from their religious leaders to avenge the death. 
 Another rationale for killing innocents is that any member of the enemy’s society 
 potentially can take up arms and become a fighter; one less innocent is one less 
 potential enemy fighter. 


 The chapter concludes that “the suicide warrior/bomber is not detectable by race, 
 religion, pathology, education, socioeconomic status, or gender and actually is in a 
 heterogeneous grouping.”10 


 


Chapter 7 


SUICIDE AND SELF-DESTRUCTIVE BEHAVIORS: LEARNING FROM CLINICAL 
POPULATIONS 


by Valerie L. Dripchak 


 


Doctor Dripchak believes that although suicide bombers are primarily studied by those who 
practice forensic sciences, suicide bombers must also be analyzed from a clinical aspect to 
gain a more thorough understanding. 


With respect to suicide and gender, Dripchak cites from a 2004 report from the American 
Foundation for Suicide Prevention that: “the rate for men who commit suicide was higher every 
year of the past century.  In fact, according to this source, men were three to five times more 
likely to commit suicide . . .”11 


With respect to religious rulings on suicide, most all major world religions condemn it: 


                                                             
10 Ibid, page 117. 


11 Ibid, page 125. 
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 ■ Within Jewish law, suicide is prohibited under any situation. 


 ■ Roman Catholics view suicide as a mortal sin. 


 ■ Most Protestant Christian factions believe that suicide is sinful and that those who kill 
 themselves are damned, though the more liberal churches hold that God forgives all 
 sins to include suicide.  


 ■ In the Hindu religion, taking one’s own life is considered as sinful as killing another 
 person. 


 ■ Though mainstream Islam views suicide as sinful, the Muslim holy book, the Koran, 
 says that Allah is forgiving of all sins.  Some Islamic scholars (though they are 
 thought to be in the  minority) profess that suicide bombings are not the same as self-
 murder, as they are  performed in a spirit of jihad, and as such, are permissible. 


 ■ Buddhists teach that one must never destroy any form of life, to include one’s self.  
 (Historically, there have been exceptions to this rule. During the Vietnam War, Buddhist 
 monks burned themselves to death in protest of the American occupation of their 
 country.) 


Doctor Dripchak draws similarities and differences between those who chose suicide as a last 
resort and those who become suicide bombers for a cause.  


 ■ Similarly, both groups believe that they are victims of unfair treatment in their lives.  
 This perception can produce feelings of despair, frustration and anger. 


 ■ Similarly, surviving family members and friends often bear the shame and guilt 
 associated with the deceased’s choice to take his own life.  


 ■ With respect to differences: Within the clinical suicide population, their focus is upon 
 their own deaths, whereas among the suicide bombers, their centricity revolves around 
 death and terror that they will bring to others via their act of suicide, with their own 
 deaths being a consequence of the suicidal acts themselves.  


 ■ A major difference is that, within the clinical suicide population, serious mental health 
 issues often surround the deaths.  Among suicide bombers, it is not the mental health 
 issues but the political ones that push them to the act of taking their own lives as well as 
 the lives of others. 


 ■ A final difference revolves around the targets of the suicidal act:  Clinically, the suicide 
 may be aimed at revenge towards a family member or friend who is left behind.  Among 
 suicide bombers, the act is committed to fight an enemy whose victimized individuals 
 the suicide bomber does not personally know. 
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Doctor Dripchak concludes that “The fact that the suicide terrorists, who arguably have no 
reported pathologies, need to take revenge on their enemies is a very powerful motivation and 
a threat to innocent people.”12 


Chapter 8 


COUNTERTERRORISM: VIOLENCE BREEDS VIOLENCE AND INCREASES TERRORISM 
AND DISCONTENT 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti 


Nation states must fight terror, but concentrating the fight exclusively on the terrorists treats the 
effects without eliminating the cause.  Though military action against the terrorists is a 
necessity, Western nations must realize that economic and social initiatives and the elimination 
of social injustices are critical to dismantling the foundation that fuels the terrorist movement. 


Military actions aimed at eliminating terrorists inevitably generate collateral damage; 
specifically, the killing of non-combatants and the destruction of their homes and community 
infrastructures.  In Afghanistan, Iraq, and the Occupied Territories, mounting numbers of 
civilian casualties and property damage eventually turned a supportive, indigenous population 
against those fighting to wipe out the terrorist organizations. Both Hamas and Hezbollah have 
grown stronger because of the Israeli military actions in southern Lebanon and the Occupied 
Territories. Citizens in these areas directly or tacitly support terror organizations that promise 
to end the violence and injustice.  Afghanistan provides another solid example of how 
continued military action can wear out the welcome of a nation such as the United States. 
Mavasti says that, “The foreign presence in Afghanistan was initially popular.  But due to 
indiscriminate bombings and other mistakes, you’ve lost the high ground and turned the public 
against you.  The current policy will continue to radicalize society and increase violence.”13  


This chapter challenges the idea that the primary causes of conflicts among peoples of the 
world are religious or cultural.  It cites many studies that suggest otherwise.  Some of the 
conclusions put forth in this chapter include: 


 ■ Invasions and occupations in the Middle East intensify terrorism: 


  • The United States was warned by Middle East nation state leaders such as  
  Egypt’s President Mubarak not to invade Iraq because such an invasion   
  would generate many more terror attacks in the region.  The rise of terrorist  
  activity in Iraq since the U.S.-led invasion has validated Mubarak’s fears. 


  • The Israelis occupied southern Lebanon in 1982 after a series of Palestinian  
  attacks originating from that country. Initially, many Arabs in the region   
  disapproved of the Palestinian presence and welcomed the Israelis.  During the  


                                                             
12 Ibid, page 133. 


13 Ibid, pages 138-139. 
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  Israeli occupation, “numerous Arab villages were overrun and some 1,900   
  civilians were killed in the war. The invasion of southern Lebanon forced most  
  Palestinian fighters to flee the country, but within a year more than 5,000 had  
  returned.”14  The fighting intensified. The Israelis suffered so many causalities  
  that they were forced to withdraw in 2000. 


 ■ The United States and its close ally, Israel, are perceived by many as perpetuating a 
 double standard throughout the world: 


  • The U.S. maintains that it invaded Iraq to bring about democratic rule in the  
  region, yet the United States supports some of the most brutal and dictatorial  
  regimes in the Middle East, to include those in Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Egypt. 


  • The United States encouraged democratic elections in the Middle East.    
  Palestinian Chairman Arafat was chosen by the Palestinian people to be their  
  leader.  Though Arafat was democratically elected, President George W. Bush  
  said that Arafat should be removed from power. 


  • The U.S. encouraged democratic elections in Algeria. But when the religious  
  extremist party won the elections over the military regime, the Algerian   
  military refused to hand over power.  This refusal was supported by the United  
  States, thus countermanding the election results. 


  • In September of 2002, Israel refused to comply with a United Nations   
  Security Council resolution calling for it to withdraw its forces from    
  Palestinian President Yasser Arafat’s headquarters in Ramallah and to   
  cease bombing in the area. Israel disregarded the UN resolution, with   
  no consequences imposed by the United States. Yet the U.S. justified its   
  invasion of Iraq by stating that Iraq failed to comply with UN resolutions. 


  • When the Shah of Iran (an American ally) was forced to flee his country during  
  the 1979 Islamic Revolution, the Iranian government requested that the   
  Shah be returned to Iran to stand trail for the torture and murder of Iranian   
  citizens during his rule. The U.S. refused to extradite the Shah on the grounds  
  that the Iranian government was required present documents proving the guilt of  
  the deposed leader. Years later, the U.S. requested that the Taliban government  
  in Afghanistan extradite Osama bin Laden to the U.S. for his crimes of 9/11.   
  When the Taliban government made a similar request, asking the U.S. for proof  
  of bin Laden’s guilt before handing him over, the U.S. refused and began a  
  bombing campaign against Afghanistan. 


 ■ The U.S. unintentionally fueled state-caused terrorism in the Middle East.  State-
 caused terror results “when a government, with the intention of fighting terrorism, 
 actually causes more terrorism, or its actions further entice terrorists and thereby 
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 diminish the government’s own image in the  world.”15 When a United States 
 National Intelligence Estimate was leaked to the public in the fall of 2006, it 
 revealed that sixteen government agencies concurred that the war in Iraq made 
 America less safe and increased the number of terrorists and terror attacks in the 
 region. 


 ■ Many Americans fear that their civil liberties will continue to be eroded as the 
 government institutes more and more measures to tighten security during  this war on 
 terror.   


  • A 2005 Gallup Poll “revealed that most Americans disapprove of government  
  access to massive data-bases that contain records of billions of telephone calls  
  made by ordinary citizens.”16  More than sixty-six percent of Americans worry that 
  the government is utilizing methods of information and data collection that have  
  not yet been revealed to the public. 


 


Chapter 9 


THE FAILURE OF COUNTERTERRORISM: THE NEED FOR A PSYCHOSOCIAL AND 
NONMILITARY SOLUTION 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti 


In this brief chapter, Doctor Marvasti points out that there is often a clear distinction between 
the opinions of the United States government and those of the American people.  There are 
those Americans who fully support the international actions of the government and those who 
take issue with American foreign policy.  Doctor Marvastiu labels those who take issue with 
their government as “the other side.”17 


In his call to arms after 9/11, President Bush told the American people that our terrorist 
enemies attacked us because they are against our freedoms of religion, speech, the right to 
assemble, etc.  Marvasti and the others whose works he cites in this chapter disagree.  They 
point out that the 9/11 attacks did not target symbols of American freedoms, such as the 
Statue of Liberty.  Instead, the icons for the American-led global monetary system and the 
United States’ military might – the World Trade Center and the Pentagon – were assaulted by 
the al Qaeda pilots.  Americans have become the enemy and target of the likes of al Qaeda 
not because they are freedom-loving Americans per se, but because, in the eyes of many 
Arabs and Muslims throughout the world, they support the leaders of a government whose 
foreign policy is viewed as oppressive and even terrorist in nature.  


                                                             
15 Ibid, page 152. 


16 Ibid, page 155. 


17 Ibid, page 169. 
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Critics of U.S. policies and actions maintain that the U.S. government has deceived its own 
people numerous times since declaring its War on Terror.  Examples provided include the CIA 
torture flights of suspected, apprehended terrorists and the CIA-backed coup d’état in Iran 
when the democratically-elected government of Doctor Mosaddeq was overthrown and the 
dictatorship of the Shah of Iran returned to power to serve U.S. interests in the region. 


Marvasti suggests that to decrease global terror, the following actions must be taken: 


 ■ Alleviate the regional trauma that produces so much suffering, resulting in more terror 
 and suicide bombings.18 


 ■ Support the policies of moderate leaders and activists throughout the world. Marvasti 
 cites the example of the U.S. rejection of Iranian President Khatami’s “peaceful and 
 non-military style19 that was essentially rebuked by the U.S. government when it 
 included Iran within its Axis of Evil. 


■ Pursue non-violent solutions to Arab/Muslim challenges through the use of soft power. 
Marvasti quotes from a book titled The Battle for the Hearts and Minds:  Using  Soft 
Power to Undermine Terrorist Networks. The book “suggests that political, economical 
and ideological measures are a necessity to successfully fight terrorism.  Soft power 
tools such as post-conflict reconstruction, public diplomacy, and foreign  assistance 
are elements that possibly need to be implemented . . .”20 


Marvasti suggests that the U.S. would do well to open up dialogues with the likes of Osama bin 
Laden.  History demonstrates that when the lines of communication are opened and frank 
discussion ensues, the efforts lead to progress.  As an example, Marvasti quotes from 
psychoanalyst Peter Fonagy (2003) who noted that “in the United Kingdom, when officials 
finally sat down and talked with the terrorists in Northern Ireland, the terrorist activities began 
to subside” (as cited in Hough, 2004).21 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                             
18 Ibid, page 171. 


19 Ibid, page 173. 
20 Ibid, page 177. 


21 Ibid, page 178. 







Copyright © 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


18 


Chapter 10 


WORLD LEADERS AND TERRORISM: PSYCHO-POLITICAL IMPACT AND 
INTERACTIONS 


by Jamshid A. Mavasti 


The chapter reminds us that our leaders are human and therefore vulnerable to anger, stress 
and the impulse to immediately retaliate when an injustice is committed against their country 
and citizens. In a national crisis situation, leaders move quickly to re-establish a sense of 
control and power among their citizens. A nation’s leaders make themselves more visible and 
accessible in order to portray an air of control and confidence. By vowing to hunt down, kill or 
capture those responsible for a terrorist attack, a leader attempts to quickly transform feelings 
of confusion and despondency to those of expectation and hope for justice and closure. 


Under extreme pressure, leaders often react to terror attacks by defining everything as either 
black or white, with no acceptable gray areas. Things are either good or bad.  Other nations 
quickly fall into categories of allies or enemies.  These same leaders have a tendency to 
embrace military victories as though they were extraordinary feats as opposed to the 
overpowering of an inferior force by one of the world’s greatest military powers. 


Leaders will sometimes label those who are critical of their foreign policies and military 
commitments as unpatriotic to their country or disloyal to the soldiers who are fighting. Such 
comments, for example, were made by senior members of the Bush Administration as antiwar 
sentiment grew among the American people. 


President Jimmy Carter’s national security advisor, Brzezinski, maintains that the Bush 
Administration’s continuous references to the war on terror have created a culture of fear 
among Americans.  This fear causes American emotions to peak and diminishes the collective 
ability to objectively reason. This climate of fear enables leaders to easily rally citizens to 
support their political and military objectives.  For example, “Brzezinski has referred to the Iraq 
war as the “war of choice” and reported that it could have never gained Congressional support 
without the psychological linkage between the shock of 9/11 and the postulated existence of 
Iraqi WMD.”22  


Marvasti concludes that citizens trust their government leaders to act in a manner that reflects 
the desires of those who elected them.  Though expectations often demand that our leaders 
show no emotion or stress during times of crisis, Marvasti reminds us that in reality, even the 
most idolized leader is human and frail, experiencing varying degrees of trauma that can 
ultimately affect judgment and policy. 
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Chapter 11 


SOWING THE SEEDS OF WAR: ISRAELI AND PALESTINIAN CHILD DEATHS IN THE 
CONTEXT OF SEPTEMBER 11 


by Justin McCabe 


The chapter argues that most of the 21st century, ethnic violence takes place in the developing 
world.  Increasingly, researchers are studying the immediate and long term effects of war upon 
generations of children.  The best case studies today are those involving the Palestinian and 
Israeli children victimized by the ongoing Israeli-Palestinian conflict.   


The mutual killing of children between the Israeli’s and Palestinians intensified during the first 
Intifada (mass, Palestinian rebellion) between 1987 and 1993.  Studies conducted between 
1987 and 1989 revealed that twenty-one percent of all Palestinian deaths and thirty-eight 
percent of the total casualties were children under the age of sixteen.  Of the one hundred fifty-
nine children killed by beatings or gunshot wounds (mostly gunshot wounds), the average age 
was ten years old. Most of the wounded children who survived were age twelve and a half.   


Americans do not comprehend the societal effects of child deaths upon a people such as the 
Palestinians. These events take place a world apart from Americans, most of who rarely read 
or hear about them.  To put the trauma experienced by Palestinians into perspective, the book 
draws a comparison between numbers of Palestinian children killed (159) and what the 
equivalent numbers of Israeli and American child deaths would be when sizes of populations 
are compared. The number of Palestinian children killed in the conflict with Israel between 
1987 and 1989, in Israeli population terms, translates to Israeli losses of 251 children dead and 
another 70,000 – 99,000 injured during that same two-year period.23 (The actual number of 
Israel children killed in the conflict between 1987 and 1989 was just three.)  With respect to the 
U.S. population, the Palestinian child deaths equate to 9,680 American children killed and 
another 3 to 3.8 million injured during that same two-year period.24 


During the ongoing, second Al-Aqsa Intifada (which began in 2000) the level of violence and 
use of sophisticated weaponry on the part of the Israelis increased dramatically, and so have 
the number of child deaths. In the first two years of this second Intifada, Palestinians lost 344 
children. The Israelis lost seventy.25 The total number of child deaths – casualties under the 
age of eighteen – between September 2000 and April 2007 number 118 Israelis and 930 
Palestinians.   


The trauma suffered by both the Israelis and Palestinians from the ongoing “loss of innocents” 
fuels the most primitive of human feelings within both warring factions. A desire for revenge 
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and a growing hatred manifest themselves in the form of continued violence. Ironically, this 
accelerated violence generates increasing numbers of child casualties. 


 


Chapter 12 


PALESTINE: A NATION TRAUMATIZED 


by Jess Ghannam 


 Jess Ghannam states that, “In 1948, on the land where Palestinians had been living for 
centuries, about 800,000 indigenous Palestinians and more than 500 Palestinian villages were 
ethnically cleansed by paramilitary forces, thus creating the largest and oldest refugee problem 
in the world today.”26  The past sixty years have been disastrous for the Palestinian people. 
Estimates put today’s numbers of displaced, Palestinian refugees and those living in exile in 
excess of 5 million.  Another four million live in Gaza and the West Bank.  Another 1.2 million 
Palestinians live inside Israel.  When one asks why Palestinian society produces such a 
growing number of suicide bombers and terrorists, one may find the answer in six decades of 
domination and subjugation, frustration, hopelessness and day-to-day suffering: 


■ International law, as set forth by the Fourth Geneva Convention, specifically requires 
occupying military forces to provide for the health, care and well being of the inhabitants 
under their occupation.  Further, the articles of that convention make  it the 
responsibility of the occupying force to guarantee civilians access to health care  and to 
protect the indigenous health care facilities from attack.   


  • The book notes that it is well-documented that “Israel has consistently violated  
  international law and the Geneva Convention with respect to every aspect of  
  Palestinian health and health care infrastructure.”27  Examples provided include: 


   ◦ Almost every Palestinian hospital in the West Bank, Gaza, and   
   Jerusalem has been attacked by the Israelis. 


   ◦ Since fall of 2000, 129 medically ill patients have died waiting to cross  
   Israeli checkpoints to obtain medical care. During this same period   
   approximately seventy Palestinian women were forced to give birth while  
   waiting at the checkpoints. Of these newborns, forty died at the   
   checkpoints due to complications or being still-born. 


   ◦ The wall that Israel is building through Palestinian land along the West  
   bank separates Palestinians from family members and blocks an   
   estimated 80,000 Palestinians from obtaining health services. 
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  ■ More than 80% of Palestinian children live below the recognized international  
  poverty line. 


■ Due to the financial embargo imposed upon the Palestinians after Hamas won 
a majority of seats in the last democratic election, Palestinian health workers go 
unpaid for months at a time.  The international community has called upon Israel 
to stop demanding the withholding of funds for Palestinian  health care. Among 
those organizations petitioning the Israelis are Doctors without Borders, Human 
Rights Watch, World Health Organization, and Amnesty International. 


  ■ According to the World Health Organization’s 2006 WHO Report28 - 


   ◦ In 2005, the poverty and unemployment rate among Palestinians living in 
   Gaza was forty-three percent.  Among those living in the West Bank and  
   Jerusalem, twenty-two percent were poor and unemployed. (The United  
   States and Israeli economic blockade, imposed in 2006, effectively   
   doubled these percentages.)  


   ◦ Due to poor nutrition, nearly one-tenth of all Palestinian children   
   experience stunted growth. 


   ◦ More than half of all Palestinian children are close to or suffer from a  
   vitamin A deficiency.   


   ◦ Twenty-five percent of all Palestinian children and about one-third of  
   Palestinian women of child-bearing age suffer from iron deficiency   
   anemia. 


   ◦ Palestinians and their children suffer the highest rates of traumatic stress 
   disorders in the world. More than forty percent of the Palestinian pop- 
   ulation suffers from post traumatic stress disorder, depression and   
   anxiety disorders. (Some studies put the PTSD rate among Palestinian  
   children living in Gaza at eighty percent.  This percentage results from the  
   fact that a third of Palestinian children in Gaza have witnessed the beating 
   of family members or friends at the hands of the Israeli military. One  
   quarter have also witnessed the shooting of a close friend.  Forty-two  
   percent of Palestinian children and adolescents in the West Bank and  
   Gaza have seen the killing of a family member. 
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Chapter 13 


THE TRAUMA OF TERRORISM: PHARMACOTHERAPY IN ACUTE TRAUMA AND PTSD 


by Jamshid Marvasti and Kenneth M. Cunningham 


This chapter dealt with discussions of trauma and PTSD from a doctorial standpoint. The 
material went heavily into depth at the medical doctor level, with discussions of such topics as 
the neurocirculatory model, dysregulation of neurotransmitters, SSRI antidepressants, 
pharmacotherapy agents, SSRI discontinuation syndrome, serotonin norepinephrine reuptake 
inhibitors, monoamine oxidase inhibitors, beta-adrenergic blocking agents, and alpha-
adrenergics. These subjects were determined to be not directly relevant to the mission and 
scope of our book synopses service.  


 


Chapter 14 


FEMALE SUICIDE WARRIORS/BOMBERS 


by Jamshid Marvasti and Susan Plese 


A 2006 study states that “female suicide bombers appear almost exclusively in societies that 
are heavily traditionalist and conservative, where women lack equal rights and their status in 
society is much lower than that of their male counterparts.”29  What that study does not 
mention is that these same women who become shahida (martyrs), also hail from communities 
under occupation or invasion.  (One of the most repressive societies within which women live 
is Saudi Arabia, yet that nation has not produced, to date, even one female, suicide bomber.) 


As with male suicide bombers, a female’s choice to take her own life as a warrior is less a 
function of gender but more a result of societal conditions of hopelessness, injustice, and 
despair - a desire to right wrongs or to make the enemy suffer revenge.  With respect to 
female, Palestinian shahida, letters they leave behind often speak of their sacrifices made for 
the good of Palestine and their people. 


The book points out that Western media often search for a personal, family or emotional 
reason to explain why a female would detonate herself, instead of pursuing the same societal 
reasons that drive the male shahid to their suicide deaths.  Studies show that female bombers 
generally make the same rational decisions to take their own lives as do their male 
counterparts, unaffected by hormonal imbalance, female emotions, or mental defect.  


“What is common about all of the female suicide bombers, however, is exposure to violence, 
injustice, trauma, losses, and invasion by a perceived enemy.”30  In a review of female suicide 
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case studies, the book references the fact that more than thirty Chechen women have joined 
the ranks of the suicide bomber in the past nine years.  They were chiefly motivated by a 
desire to assist their male brethren to form an independent, Muslim state within Russian-
controlled Chechnya.  These women are referred to as “black widows” because they lost so 
many husbands and male family members in armed conflict during the first Chechen war with 
Russia in the mid-1990s.  These women have been abused and humiliated at the hands of 
Russian soldiers.  They desire to avenge the deaths of their loved ones and to rid their land of 
the occupation forces. 


The book addresses the hierarchy of needs with respect to these female suicide bombers.  
According to accepted theory, a person cannot begin to address higher needs such as love or 
self esteem until their more primitive needs – those of food, water, and security – are satisfied. 
These shahida, just as their male shahid comrades, fight for security and safety, the right to 
raise their families, worship their God, and live free from occupation and injustice. 


Female suicide bombers have distinct advantages as warriors over their male counterparts.  
The stereotype of women - as basically nonviolent creatures - provides them easier access to 
their targets.  Women who blow themselves up tend to garnish more media attention than the 
males.  This additional global coverage aids recruiting efforts and fuels the causes for which 
the suicide bombers have given their lives.  Female bombers also pose a threat to the 
masculinity of their enemy’s male warriors. 


The authors believe that, “. . . nationalism and the urge to fight against occupation touches the 
hearts of both men and women, as does cultural humiliation, personal history of loss, death of 
friends and family, desperation and rage.”31 


Chapter 15 


UNDERSTANDING THE MOTHERS OF SUICIDE BOMBERS 


by Jamshid Marvasti and Claire C. Olivier 


Studies show that Palestinian terror recruiters do not have to actively recruit Palestinian young 
men into the ranks of the shahid.  The boys want to be suicide bombers.  As the recruiters 
themselves state, “They do it for the women who they see crying every time an Israeli tank 
destroys a home.”32  The hatred and rage that Palestinian mothers feel at the deaths of their 
sons (and daughters) are always present within the circle of family and friends.  Sons seek to 
avenge those who bring so much sorrow to their mothers.  Ergo, a vicious cycle continues, 
seemingly without end, within which, in an attempt to lessen the pain of grieving women, more 
men go to their deaths, leaving mothers to grieve over the loss of yet another son or daughter. 


Pointing again at the Western media, the book’s writers say that the West often portrays the 
mothers of these martyrs inaccurately, in that they show them to be parents who encourage 
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their children to join the ranks of the suicide martyrs.  Though mothers of suicide bombers 
often publicly pronounce support and joy at the acts of martyrdom their offspring commit, they 
do this in the spirit of community and nationalism and support for the resistance effort. Inside 
they deeply grieve and may even regret the actions of their sons and daughters.  A point 
driven home by the authors is that these mothers are placed in a position most people 
throughout the world are not: support the life of their child or support the life of their nation and 
a prospective quality of life for future generations. Women are faced with the predicament of 
raising their children to be patriotic, even though this patriotism may very well result in the 
death of their children. 


Martyrdom has become an integral part of Palestinian life over the past several decades.  
Society fully expects the mothers of these shahid and shahida to be pillars of strength in their 
communities.  Mothers and other family members “celebrate” their martyr’s death in public, 
fearing that it is a sign of weakness to show the enemy that they are emotionally devastated by 
the voluntary deaths of their loved ones. 


 


Chapter 16 


NEUROBIOPSYCHOSOCIAL ASPECTS OF VIOLENCE 


by Gagan Dhaliwal 


Dhaliwal makes the distinction between violence and aggression.  Violence involves deliberate 
actions meant to cause injury to humans, animals, or inanimate objects.  Aggression “is a 
behavior characterized by verbal or physical attacks, yet it may be either appropriate and self-
protective or destructive and violent.”33 He maintains that terrorists – in particular suicide 
bombers – act in part because of their controlled aggression. They remember the hurts and 
injustices done to them and carefully and precisely calculate the time, place and method of 
their revenge.  Dhaliwal supplies the reader with several, medically-accepted facts pertaining 
to violence: 


 ■ There appears to be no single gene responsible for violence in a person.  Medical 
 experts agree that brain physiology and societal and family influences interact in ways 
 that lead to violence in children and adults.   


 ■ The older people become, the more less inclined they are to express themselves 
 through physical violence. 


 ■ Poverty and easy access to weapons can lead to violence. 


 ■ Noted researcher Kathleen Heide identified fifteen risk factors that contribute to 
 homicide on the part adolescents. She writes that social factors and personality traits 
 both contribute to these homicidal events.  Heide lists the primary social contributors as 
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 child abuse, child neglect, absence of positive male role models, crisis in leadership, 
 lack of heroes, witnessing violent acts, access to weapons, drugs and alcohol, poverty, 
 and lack of resources.34  The personality characteristics include low self-esteem, 
 inability to deal with strong, negative feelings, boredom, prejudice, hatred, and a belief 
 that there is nothing left to lose.35 


 ■ Children who are raised in an environment of drug abuse, parental crime and poverty 
 are more violent than children who are not exposed to those risk factors. 


 ■ Persons suffering from anti-social and paranoid personality disorders are more apt to 
 violence than those who do not suffer from those diseases. 


 


Chapter 17 


HISTORY OF WAR CRIMES, MARTYRDOM, AND SUICIDE BOMBERS/WARRIORS 


by Jamshid A. Marvasti and Valerie L. Dripchak 


The authors point out from the beginning that history is written by those who win wars, not by 
those who lose them.  So it follows that efforts to establish rules of war and quantify war crimes 
are often determined by war’s victors.   


The Geneva Conventions establish the international laws of war.  In present day, war crimes 
can be adjudicated by individual governments or tried at The Hague International Court.  The 
Fourth Geneva Convention defines a war crime as: “Willful killing, torture or inhuman treatment 
or confinement of person or property not justified by military necessity and carried out 
wantonly” (Kalfal 2003).36  In accordance with this definition, war crimes continue to be 
perpetrated today.  Some are punished, some are overlooked.  


Geneva Convention articles make it a war crime to starve civilians as a means to wage war.  It 
is also an internationally-recognized crime to attack or destroy objects that are non-military and 
needed for the survival of the civilian population.  Alain Gresh (2006) in an article in Le Monde 
Diplomatique, suggested that the Israeli Defense Force violated these Geneva laws when it 
entered the occupied territories and blockaded the Palestinian population and also when it 
bombed Gaza’s power station in mid-summer depriving 750,000 Palestinians of electricity.37 
The Israeli’s have never been formerly charged by the international community with war 
crimes. On the other hand, Saddam Hussein was executed for his war crimes, and former 
Yugoslavian President Milosevic was sentenced to life in prison for his. 
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Marvasti and Dripchak add some historical context to the Islamic tendency towards martyrdom. 
Though both Sunni and Shia Muslims martyr themselves, martyrdom is an important aspect of 
the Shia Muslims’ faith.  The Shias are in the minority of Muslims worldwide and predominantly 
reside in Iran, Iraq and southern Lebanon.  The Shia tradition of martyrdom dates back to the 
days of their great hero Imam Hussein, the grandson of the Prophet Mohammed.  When 
Hussein and his comrades of less than 100 were surrounded at the city of Larbala in Iraq by 
thousands of the enemy, they refused to surrender.  Every man there became a martyr.  This 
event, and Hussein’s death, is commemorated each year during Ashura.  During the month-
long anniversary celebration, millions of Muslims get together in large groups to honor Imam 
Hussein. Shias beat their chests and strike their backs with chains, chanting slogans such as 
“everyday is Ashura” or “every land is Karbala.”38  The highest honor that one can aspire to in 
Shia society is to become a martyr like Imama Hussein and his followers. 


Historically, suicide warriors existed as long as two thousand years ago.  Suicide attacks were 
used by the Jews against their Roman rulers in Judea.  The Jewish suicide bombers 
conducted dagger attacks against individuals in broad daylight.  During this same time period, 
Muslim activists in Iran carried out similar suicide attacks by knifing their intended victims at 
close range. 


The early twentieth century had its Japanese kamikaze suicide fighter pilots.  In Vietnam it was 
reported that children would enter the American camps with explosives strapped to their 
bodies.  They would mix with the GIs and then detonate themselves. 


The authors note, as the first contemporary suicide attack, the martyrdom of Hossein 
Fahmideh in 1980 during the Iran-Iraq War. This thirteen-year-old boy jumped underneath an 
Iraqi tank and self-detonated, stopping both the tank and the Iraqi assault.  In December 1981, 
a suicide bomber destroyed the Iraqi embassy in Beirut, Lebanon.  In September 1982, 
Lebanese President Basher Gemayel was killed by a suicide bomb.  It was with this 
assassination that suicide bombing became an institutionalized tactic throughout the Middle 
East.39 


The suicide bombing tactic is also embraced by the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) in 
Sri Lanka.  The Tamil Tigers are fighting to secede from the government and form their own 
Tamil nation. The violent LTTE fighters are credited with carrying out more suicide bomb 
attacks than any other terror organization in history. 


The authors conclude that, “The history of political violence and suicide activity against a 
powerful enemy dates back to ancient times. What is different in present time is the extent of 
the lethality of the weapons and the speed of conveying information to the world . . . We all 
bring to the historical accounts the biases of our culture, our age, and our personalities. 
Therefore, the quest to achieve objectivity may only be an illusive goal.”40 


                                                             
38 Ibid, page 310. 


39 Ibid, page 313. 


40 Ibid, page 315. 
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Chapter 1: World Gone Wrong 


Subsequent to the invasion of Afghanistan by U.S.-led forces, General Tommy Franks, 
USCENTCOM (United States Central Command) commander, told Washington that his forces on 
the ground possessed more prisoners of war then they could handle given their existing combat 
missions. He did not have the troops, facilities or resources to provide for or guard these 
detainees in Afghanistan.  He requested that they be moved out of country as soon as possible.  


The White House and Department of Defense (DOD) began scrambling to identity an acceptable 
location for the Afghani detainees.  Many re-location issues came into play during the selection 
process, such as jurisdiction, United States and international laws, rules of war, etc. While the 
powers to be were working to come up with acceptable locations, President Bush and his 
Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld, drafted official policy statements regarding the detention 
and treatment of prisoners.  George Bush’s order, titled “’Detention, Treatment, and Trial of 
Certain Non-Citizens in the War Against Terrorism,’” the Military Order of November 13, 2001, 
established the framework that would govern the detention of prisoners in the war on terror 
throughout the Bush presidency.”2 


This presidential order was unprecedented in that it was expansive, vague and failed to 
acknowledge any checks and balances of executive powers as exercised in the president’s 
directives.  Without the knowledge of or opinions from the National Security Advisor, Condoleezza 
Rice, the Secretary of State, Colin Powell, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or White House general 
counsels, President Bush’s order gave his Secretary of Defense the power to                                 
(1) oversee the detention of all alleged persons who aided or abetted or conspired acts of violence 
against the U.S. and (2) exercise authority over the military tribunals within which these detainees 
would be tried and convicted for their offenses.  When the president gave the judicial powers to 
the DOD instead of the DOJ (Department of Justice), he virtually removed national and 
international courts from the day-to-day process. 


This Military Order sent a clear signal to all of the principals within the Executive Branch of 
government. Secret meetings and agreements forming national policy would occur on this 
president’s watch.  In essence, the Department of State and the president’s own national security 
team was placed on notice.  This war on terror was to be predominantly a George Bush and 
Donald Rumsfeld production. 


Prisoners had to be moved out of the Kandahar, Afghanistan, as soon as possible. Detainees had 
no protection from the cold. Many had suffered horribly under the control of American ally and 
Northern Alliance warlord, General Abdul Rashid Dostum, who packed prisoners in airtight 
containers, subsequently suffocating them. The continental United States was ruled out as a 
relocation option.  No state wanted al Qaeda’s heavies on their soil.  The U.S. territories such as 
Guam and Wake Island were ruled out, because as U.S. territories, the prisoners would be subject 
to and protected by U.S. law if detained there.  


                                                             


2 Ibid, page 3. 
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As discussion within a working group progressed, a Department of Justice staffer mentioned the 
Marine base at Guantanamo, Cuba. The United States possessed a 99 year lease from the 
Cubans for Guantanamo.  It was a no man’s land.  It was not subject to Cuban law, American law 
or international law.  Moving detainees there would not require any status of forces agreements or 
treaties. Guantanamo, or “GTMO” as it is referred to, was the obvious and no hassle solution. It 
was perfect.  It certainly fulfilled Rumsfeld’s request for a location that was the legal equivalent of 
a no man’s land. 


Before the arrival of Afghanistan’s detainees, GTMO was a bare bones operation. To fulfill its 
missions as a refueling station, a forward Caribbean presence for the United States military, a 
support base for the U.S. Coast Guard, a maintenance caretaker for the bay and the Marine 
station, there were a little over 700 personnel assigned there, along with about 2,000 family 
members, as well as Jamaican and Filipino contractors.  Preparing GTMO in only a few weeks to 
house hundreds of combat detainees was a daunting task and a logistics nightmare.  But GTMO’s 
commanding officer, Navy Captain Robert Buehn, saluted smartly in the “Can do, Sir!” tradition of 
military commanding officers, and set out to do his very best. 


Top lawyers in the Executive Branch of the Bush administration, as well as senior military                 
officers, strongly recommended that the Secretary of Defense reconsider placing the detainees in 
a legal no man’s land. Rumsfeld ignored them. Two days after Christmas, 2001, Donald Rumsfeld 
officially announced that a new detention facility would be constructed at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.  
United States Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) was assigned mission control of the 
operations there.  A Joint Task Force – JTF-160 – was established to command and control the 
detention center.  


The reality and ramifications of the Rumsfeld decision was to put the burden of dealing with 
prisoners of war upon a military that had not had to handle such challenges since the end of World 
War II.  The U.S. military was simply not properly trained or resourced to take on the daily care 
and feeding of hundreds of detainees. 


 


Chapter 2: The First Team 


In 1995, then Marine Colonel Michael Lehnert was assigned to GTMO as the commanding officer 
in charge of Operation Sea Signal which involved the care and custody of 8,000 men, women and 
children awaiting permission to enter the United States as refugees, having fled Cuba (about 150 
fled from Haiti).  Now in December, 2001, newly promoted Brigadier General Lehnert was 
selected to return to GTMO as commanding officer of the new JTF-160.  He knew the assignment 
would be risky, challenging, political and difficult.  His reputation for professionalism and genuine 
care for the health and welfare of the detainees under his charge in 1995 made him the perfect 
choice to command the new detention center.   


In 1995, Lehnert cared for refugees, not criminals or prisoners of war. Nonetheless, Lehnert’s 
moral code and sense of professionalism dictated that the prisoners be treated humanely, fairly, 
and with due process of law. 
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Under Donald Rumsfeld, it was often difficult to ascertain precise chains of command, 
responsibilities, jurisdictions or even defined missions.  Rumsfeld had all but ignored the military 
service chiefs both individually and as members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  In fact, he made it 
clear on more than one public occasion that he had little or no use for them.  So as the mission of 
JTF-160 began to take shape, the military officers at the top –the Joint Chiefs – were cut out of the 
picture altogether. 


Lehnert’s mission was confusing and difficult from day one. As with many last minute, seat-of-the-
pants military operations, he was instructed that he would have just 96 hours after his Joint Task 
Force arrived at GTMO to be ready to receive, guard, feed and care for around one hundred of the 
detainees from the Afghanistan theater of operations.  He acquired two key individuals for his core 
team.  Colonel William Meier was selected to be General Lehnert’s Chief of Staff for JTF-160.  
Major Tim Nichols was selected to be the JTF’s top intelligence officer.  The GTMO base 
commander, Navy Captain Buehn, agreed to “roll in” under Lehnert as the JTF’s Deputy 
Commander for purposes of maintaining unity of command.  Instead of two separate commanders 
at GTMO – Buehn for the base’s day-to-day operations and Lehnert for JTF-160 tactical 
operations - now there would be one commander, Lehnert.  The chain of command would be clear 
cut and unmistakable – no gray areas or conflicts that might adversely affect both missions. 


With all of the uncertainties and confusion, General Lehnert was concerned about establishing 
and maintaining unity of effort and unity of command – two elements key to military operational 
success.  Unit of effort meant that all of the key players, president, secretaries and military 
leaders, remain on the same sheet of music.  Unity of command meant having a clear, definable 
command structure with one person clearly in charge and responsible at the top.  In the case of 
JTF-160, that would be Brigadier General Lehnert. 


General Lehnert had been told that he would remain at GTMO for about sixty days.  He was 
directed that his mission would be to hold detainees in a new detention camp there.  Beyond that, 
he knew and was told nothing. In the absence of guidance, Lehnert did what any professional 
soldier does.  He relied upon his experience, professionalism and morale code to guide him 
through the unknowns of his mission. 


 


Chapter 3: The Void 


Joint Task Force 160 was made up of 1,700 men and women being deployed to GTMO.  The 
advanced party, placed on airplanes departing Camp Lejeune on December 26, was not told 
anything about their still classified mission.  Without prior notice, and while the troops were in the 
air en route to GTMO, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, feeling pressure from the media, 
announced that a detention facility would be built and maintained at GTMO.  Most of the military 
members in the advanced party found out about their mission from spouses who had watched the 
news and phoned them with the information.  The advanced party was furious because, thanks to 
the Sec Def, they had become a terrorist target before they had even hit the ground.  From the 
onset, communications between Washington and GTMO were dysfunctional, to say the least. 
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Many questions remained unanswered as General Lehnert and his team began constructing the 
detention facility.  Construction details such as how much living space each detainee was to be 
permitted, the types of walls and ceilings that were permissible, and supplies and guidance 
required to restrain the detainees all depended upon the legally adjudicated status of the 
detainees - and that status was not defined for JTF-160.  The lawyers were still debating the 
details and legalities of the president’s military order long after the detention facility had been 
constructed and manned. No written operational instructions, guidelines, or restrictions were 
provided to General Lehnert.  He and his staff never saw any requisite operations plan from 
Washington or USSOUTHCOM.  One NCO related to the author that, originally, he was told to 
construct a facility for 200 detainees and that he had three weeks to get it done.  Subsequently, 
the number changed to 500, with only two weeks to accomplish the construction.   


Due to the absence of any legal, written guidance, General Lehnert and his JTF staff had no clue 
as to the standards of treatment that needed to be applied to arriving detainees. Critical guidance 
such as which types of food should be served and how often the detainees were to be fed, the 
standards of health and medical care, and daily regimes for the prisoners and the guards all went 
unaddressed by the powers in Washington. 


While lawyers and the Congress endlessly debated all of the details and ramifications of the 
president’s military order, General Lehnert’s team built cell block after cell block.   


Just before the end of 2001, the White House Office of Legal Council issued a memo which 
addressed detainees’ rights to habeas corpus and access to U.S. courts.  They concluded that the 
reach of the U.S. legal system did not extend to GTMO because GTMO was part of Cuba and not 
the United States.  Since U.S. rights at GTMO were established under treaty with the Cuban 
government, U.S. courts could not have any jurisdiction there without infringing upon the 
sovereignty of Cuba. With respect to the application of the Geneva Conventions to his detainees, 
General Lehnert was given very sketchy guidance.  He was told that he should be consistent with 
the Geneva Conventions, but should not feel that he was legally bound to them. 


To further complicate matters, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz declared that the 
American Taliban captured in Afghanistan, John Walker Lindh, was in U.S. custody and was being 
treated as a prisoner of war; thus, he was afforded all of the rights and protections of the Geneva 
Conventions.  Lehnert was commanding a JTF that was clearly operating within undefined, 
questionable and dangerous parameters. 


 


Chapter 4: Filling the Void 


Since the end of the Second World War, few nations have disputed the validity of the Geneva 
Conventions. The First Geneva Convention took place in 1864, and the most recent, in 1949. 
There are 194 signatories to the Geneva Conventions.  For any nation to go back on the 
Convention’s agreements is perceived by signatories as an extremely gross violation of 
international law and trust. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


6 


The themes that remain central to the agreements of all four of the Geneva Conventions are found 
in Common Article 3, which specifically  forbids “violence to life and person, in particular murder of 
all kinds, mutilation, cruel treatment and torture as well as outrages upon personal dignity, in 
particular humiliating and degrading treatment.”3  General Lehnert and his advisors remained 
troubled by the vague guidance that they were provided from Washington: guided by the Geneva 
Conventions but not bound to them. 


On January 8, 2002, the legal advisor to the Secretary of State, William H. Taft IV, great grandson 
of President Taft, received a 40-page memorandum from the White House Office of Legal 
Council’s John Yoo demanding concurrence with his opinion that the Taliban and al Qaeda 
captives to be detained at GTMO had no legal status.  White House’s legal experts determined 
that these detainees from Afghanistan deserved no protection under either the War Crimes Act or 
the Geneva Conventions. Technically, they were not to be considered enemy prisoners of war 
(EPWs). This memo, in effect, released the United States from its humanitarian obligations under 
international law. 


The Department of State’s lawyers, under the supervision of Taft, scrambled to denounce, on 
solid legal grounds, the White House council’s memo. The state department’s legal team agreed 
that the conclusions of the White House’s council could not be endorsed by the lawyers at State. 
In State’s legal opinion, the Geneva Conventions plainly recognized irregular combatants as 
qualifying for protection under the Conventions.  In the opinion of Taft and the other State 
Department lawyers, ignoring the Geneva Conventions amounted to divorcing America from the 
community of signatories. Taft and his team pulled no punches with their reply to John Yoo and 
the White House counselors. Department of State labeled the White House memo as 
“fundamentally inaccurate,” “seriously flawed,” “incorrect,” “unsound,” and “ignorant.”4  
Simultaneously, JTF-160 was completely unaware of the legal battles raging between White 
House and the Department of State.  


In the absence of guidance, JTF-160 attempted to sort out its own legal questions.  General 
Lehnert downloaded the details of the Geneva Conventions’ 143 articles and studied them.  Some 
mandates of the Conventions, due to strict timelines before the detainees arrived at GTMO, were 
simply not possible to support. The establishment of recreational facilities was one of them. What 
concerned General Lehnert the most was not so much Washington’s dismissal of the old rules, 
but its failure to establish new rules that Lehnert could use to definitively execute his mission 
properly and legally.  


In accordance with accepted military protocol, one of the first orders of business at GTMO was to 
invite the International Red Cross in to observe day-to-day operations and ensure that the Geneva 
Conventions were being upheld by the captors. General Lehnert made an official request to 
Washington to have the Red Cross invited in to observe his operation.  His request was dismissed 
by officials at the Pentagon.  Lehnert confided to his chief legal officer, Manuel Supervielle, that he 
was deeply concerned about the dangers of proceeding with the GTMO mission without the 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 50. 


4 Ibid, page 54. 
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presence of the International Red Cross.  Supervielle agreed. JTF-160 needed a neutral and 
independent, internationally-recognized body to verify that GTMO was being operated under the 
accepted conventions of human decency and international law. The Red Cross could aid GTMO in 
its mission. It possessed interpreters fluent in Farsi, Arabic, and Pashto. Its observations were 
totally confidential.  The Red Cross reported to officials in Washington, DC and not to the media. 
Supervielle phoned the JAG at USCENTOCM in Qatar and inquired as to the legal status of the 
arriving detainees. USCENTOCM’s JAG did not know the answer.  He then phoned the JAG at 
USSOUTHCOM and asked the same question.  USSOUTHCOM could not provide an answer. So 
in an act of desperation, Manuel Supervielle, a Cuban-born American, picked up the phone and 
called the International Red Cross in Geneva directly.  He invited them to GTMO.  They 
immediately accepted.  


“Rather than a state of limbo being created out of a policy void, administration lawyers had 
formulated a policy embracing limbo as its primary characteristic. There was to be no policy.  That 
was the policy . . . There would be no black versus white, legal versus illegal, right versus wrong.  
It was a policy destined to spawn disaster both from the military and legal perspectives.”5 


On January 4, 2002 the mission at GTMO was officially underway without any operational plan 
from Washington.  


 


Chapter 5: The Bad Guys First 


Colonel Terry Carrico was General Lehnert’s military police expert on the ground.  It was Carrico’s 
responsibility to plan and drill the security procedures for getting the detainees from the airfield to 
the cells unharmed and without incident. Colonel Carrico’s plan called for total control from the 
moment the plane landed until the prisoners were secured in their cells.  Carrico knew that the two 
most vulnerable phases of the operation where during the transfer of the prisoners from the 
aircraft to the bus and from the bus to Camp X-Ray itself.  If there was going to be an al Qaeda 
rescue attempt, it would most likely come at on of these two critical junctures during the transfer of 
custody operations.  Carrico took every precaution.  He had the seats removed from the bus so 
that the detainees would have to sit on the floor, unable to see out of the windows. He also has 
the bus windows covered with cardboard. 


With respect to the public relations aspect of the JTF-160’s mission, Lehnert and his public affairs 
officer (PAO), Steve Cox, worked in unison with USSOUTHCOM’s PAO, Colonel Bill Costello, to 
try and get some definitive guidance from the Pentagon as to how much access the media should 
have to Camp X-Ray and what restrictions should be placed upon the news people. As with other 
forms of definitive guidance that Lehnert requested, none was forthcoming on the public affairs 
(PA) front.  Knowing the importance of his command’s open and honest relationship with the 
press, Lehnert became concerned over the lack of guidance from above. Any stonewalling or 
evasiveness on the part of JTF-160 with the press would come back to haunt Lehnert. He 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 64. 
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explained to his PA officer, Cox, “If we have any hope of in the world of getting public opinion on 
our side, they (the press) would have to see it (Camp X-Ray) for themselves.”6 


The Pentagon authorized the press access to GTMO on the day the first detainees were 
scheduled to arrive, January 11.  Under great pressure from the media to observe the 
containment at GTMO, Secretary Rumsfeld finally caved and gave his permission.  With the U.S. 
media permitted to observe the handling of the prisoners at the airfield and foreign press 
members’ ability to observe U.S. operations from the Cuban side of the walls, Lehnert and his 
chain of command understood that their dealings with the media would be critical to their mission 
success. 


Though General Lehnert and his top cop, Colonel Carrico, agreed that the Geneva Conventions 
should guide their treatment of the prisoners, the two men disagreed on how firm the treatment of 
their guests needed to be.  Lehnert leaned towards being as humane as possible. Carrico warned 
Lehnert that if the prisoners perceived any weakness at all on the part of JTF-160, they would take 
full advantage of it.  The two agreed to exercise restraint but also decisiveness in the camp’s day-
today operations.   


The first twenty prisoners arrived at GTMO in pretty bad shape.  General Lehnert’s guards were 
shocked at the detainees’ appearance and condition.  All twenty were fitted for sensory 
deprivation as they came off of the aircraft.  All wore hoods, ear muffs and goggles.  Many were 
so weak that the Marines had to carry them from the plane to the bus.  They were soaked with 
urine, emaciated, and physically exhausted from their long journey. 


In handling prisoners of war, there is oftentimes a fine line between maintaining the necessary 
mental and physical control over the prisoners and crossing the line towards abusive behavior. 
There were several instances of mistreatment of prisoners by their guards, reported to authorities 
not only by the abused detainees but by other military observers in the area.  In the initial days of 
the detainee arrivals, many were shoved and kicked by their keepers. 


The medical examinations administered upon arrival presented some unforeseen problems. Many 
among the GTMO medical staff were female.  They regularly assisted with routine health 
examinations and care of the detainees.  This experience was extremely humiliating for the 
Muslim captives.  By Islamic law, only their wives are permitted to see them naked or to touch 
their bodies.  


Each prisoner at Camp X-Ray lived in an open-air, 6-foot wide by 8-foot long wire mesh cage.  
Each prisoner received a bucket for any bodily functions necessary between escorted trips to the 
portable latrines, towels, a blanket, toothbrush, soap and shampoo, flip-flops and an insulated 
mat. 


General Lehnert and his team were confronted with several unforeseen problems from day one.  
First of all, no one knew the prisoners’ names, countries of origin or the languages they spoke.  
Detainees were identified by numbers assigned to them. Language was a particularly difficult 


                                                             


6 Ibid, page 71. 







Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


9 


obstacle.  The Camp X-Ray personnel had been given Arabic cue cards.  Most of the detainees 
did not speak Arabic.  They spoke Urdu and Pashto.  No one on Lehnert’s team spoke either of 
these languages.  The lack of communication between the guards and the prisoners was a 
formula for disaster.  It hampered the JTF’s ability to exercise total control over their detainees. 
Lehnert knew that this inability to communicate might eventually transform frustration into violent 
actions. 


“Early on, the detainees and the guards began to absorb their impressions of one another, and in 
the days to come, they would begin to act upon those impressions.  They would be helped in 
these exchanges and observations by the arrival, days after the first planeload of detainees had 
come to Guantanamo, of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC).”7 


 


Chapter 6: The Petting Zoo 


When the first detainees touched down at the airfield at GTMO on January 11, 2002, their arrival 
and treatment was captured on film.  Photos of that day, not for public release, showed the 
prisoners kneeling in the heat of the day, bound, shackled, hooded and wearing face masks – all 
in violation of international law.  The Geneva Convention’s Articles 13 and 14 call upon captors to 
keep the identity of their captives from the public and to respect and provide for the dignity of the 
prisoners.  To photograph the faces of the detainees was strictly forbidden by international law.   A 
photograph showing the prisoners being mistreated was published by the media. Secretary 
Rumsfeld phoned General Lehnert looking to punish someone for the photo release.  When 
Rumsfeld asked who was to blame, he was told that his own Pentagon had authorized the release 
(which it had). 


Within a week between the arrival of the first planeload of prisoners and the release of the 
damning photo, more than a hundred more detainees landed at GTMO. Many were badly 
wounded or diseased.  As with the first group, the names, national origins and languages of the 
prisoners were all unknown to their captors.  


So numerous were the VIPs flying into GTMO each week that hosting them and taking them on 
tours became a full-time job for JTF-160.  Camp X-Ray quickly became a high security tourist 
spot.  All of the high-profile visitors got to see the open-air cage cells and their inhabitants, to 
include their open urination and defecation. 


As detainees continued to arrive, be in-processed and incarcerated, the U.S. legal community still 
could not reach a consensus on how the detainees were to be treated.  It was a battle between 
White House, Office of the Secretary of Defense the Vice President and Colin Powell’s 
Department of State legal team headed by Taft.  The White House, Donald Rumsfeld and Dick 
Cheney remained adamant that the laws of the Geneva Convention did not apply to the irregular 
warriors detained at GTMO.  Taft’s team held firm that the detainees should be treated in 
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accordance with the Geneva Conventions and that anything less was un-American and would 
come back in the court of world opinion to haunt the United States. 


It was USSOUTHCOM’s Staff Judge Advocate, Colonel Manuel Supervielle – the man that had 
invited the ICRC to GTMO – that probably kept America from clearly violating the covenants of the 
Geneva Conventions.  Supervielle and his staff thoroughly scrubbed the Conventions’ Article III 
and color coded all of its requirements.  The color red meant that that portion of the Conventions – 
for whatever reasons – could not be followed at Camp X-Ray.  Yellow indicated those articles that 
were borderline and could either be followed by command of General Lehnert or not.  But any 
article coded green had to be instituted at GTMO in order to be within the spirit and the laws of the 
Conventions.  Supervielle and his staff had done the research and the homework.  Their 
opponents had not. 


Another problem confronting the JTF was food; specifically, the current diet for the prisoners - not 
hala food in accordance with Islamic law - was causing many health problems for the detainees, 
as their systems simply could not handle the meals ready to eat (MREs) that they were provided.  
Lehnert ordered the prisoners to be weighed frequently in order to insure that they were digesting 
the food that they were given.  General Lehnert requested assistance from USSOUTHCOM with 
respect to how to provide food that would be amenable to the Muslims’ digestive tracts.  


Not all of the detainees, arriving malnourished, wounded and diseased, were expected to survive.  
Some would die no matter how well the JTF medical personnel cared for them. JTF-160 was not 
prepared to bury deceased Muslims.  There was no one within the organization that knew 
anything about proper Muslim burial rights.  Yet another reality of caring for Islamic detainees was 
not planned for before the operation commenced. 


In the initial weeks of the GTMO operation, only one prisoner arrived with his own copy of the 
Koran.  Detainees requested their own copies of the holy book.  Additionally, they needed to know 
which way was east, so that they could face Mecca when they prayed five times daily. 


The most serious problem in the camp remained the absolute revilement displayed by the Muslim 
detainees whenever a female was present during their medical exams or care procedures.  


Personal hygiene of the prisoners became a logistical nightmare for the JTF.  In accordance with 
Islamic law, Muslims are required to wash before prayers, five times daily. They required frequent 
access to showers.  If the prisoners could not wash, then they could not pray.  If they could not 
pray, then they offended their God.  If they were made to offend their God, then, technically, the 
camp was in violation of the Geneva Conventions. 


The ICRC arrived, were welcomed by General Lehnert with open arms, and immediately formed a 
respectful and healthy working relationship with General Lehnert personally and the JTF-160 staff.  
Lehnert made it clear from day one that the ICRC was to be an integral part of the detention 
facility and that their assistance and advice were valued and appreciated. The ICRC team of four 
was headed by Urs Boegli, the ICRC’s chief delegate in Washington, DC. Boegli and Lehnert hit it 
off from the moment that they met.  Their respect and admiration for each other and the jobs each 
were tasked to do was sincere. 
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The ICRC made several key observations in their first few days on the ground and asked the JTF 
to make appropriate changes.  For one, the detainees were roasting in the Cuban afternoon heat. 
The JTF agreed to put plastic sheets on the west side of the cages to shield them against the 
afternoon rays.  The camp was being constructed and expanded 24/7.  With all of the sounds of 
the construction equipment and the floodlights needed for night construction operations, the 
prisoners were unable to sleep.  At the ICRC’s request, the detainees were provided ear plugs 
and eye masks.  The ICRC made recommendations on how food should be prepared for the 
detainees.  The ICRC informed Colonel Carrico that posting guards in the showers violated an 
Islamic ban against men being seen naked.  Carrico stated that showers without guards were not 
an option and that the prisoners would be guarded at all times.  A compromise was found.  
Thousands of pairs of underwear were in storage on the island from the 1990s when they were 
needed for many thousands of refugees.  The detainees were given underwear to cover 
themselves during showers. 


One concession that could not be made to the ICRC was the removal of women from the medical 
treatment faculties.  The bottom line was that the medical mission was to ensure to the health and 
welfare of all of the detainees; without the women, there would not be enough qualified and 
competent medical personnel on the island to accomplish the day-to-day tasks. 


 


Chapter 7: The Caribbean Hilton 


Colonel Terry Carrico was the head of the Joint Detention Operations Group (JDOG) for JTF-160.  
Carrico was a career military policeman, not a corrections expert.  Carrico believed that only 
unyielding authority could keep JTF personnel safe and the detainees, in check.   


What initially dumbfounded our author was that no prison specialists were sent to serve on 
Colonel Carrico’s staff. Plenty were available from both the American Correctional Association and 
the Bureau of Prisons.  Second, Carrico’s troops had no background, training or experience in 
running a detention facility for prisoners of war.  Third, Carrico was running his operation with 
reservists and not regular duty troops. The reservists were not fully trained in their military 
occupational specialties as MPs, let alone as incarceration experts. 


Colonel Carrico’s prime directive was a gag order.  There was no communication between guards 
and detainees.  Familiarity breeds contempt and sympathy on the part of the captors for their 
captives.  This sympathy leads to vulnerabilities which the prisoners will eventually exploit to their 
advantage.  Another Carrico order stated that no prisoner would be moved without the attendance 
of two escort guards.  If this resulted in fewer showers or portable potty breaks, then too bad. 
Carrico also established an Immediate Reaction Force (IRF) ready to squelch any disturbance 
24/7.  The IRF wore full battle gear, carried riot shields and wore helmets with plastic face shields.  
These guys were no nonsense, and the detainees knew it. 


The stress on the guards was intense.  In accordance with the Geneva Conventions, captors must 
live in conditions similar to those of their captives.  So the guard forces slept in a tent city which 
was crowded, hot and miserable.  To add to the stress, prisoners would frequently throw urine and 
feces at the guards.  The guards feared that they would begin contracting diseases.   
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The guards were not permitted to carry weapons.  They were afraid that the prisoners would 
shank them when they entered the cages.  To lessen the stress, General Lehnert and Colonel 
Carrico came up with a rotation system.  Guards performed their duties and slept in the tent city 
“inside the wire” for three or four days.  Then they were given two or three days outside of the 
camp in houses that had been set aside for them on the island. 


Despite the measures taken to alleviate their stress, the guard force resented the fact that more 
accommodations were made for the prisoners than were made for them.  The most degrading and 
demeaning job for the guards was having to pick up and empty the buckets of urine and feces 
from the cages, clean them out and then return them to the cells. Much of their day involved 
escorting prisoners to the portable latrines or showers.  Having to “serve” terrorists was not in their 
natures.  


Rumsfeld eventually won out over Powell in the legal battle.  On January 19, Rumsfeld informed 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in writing that “the United States had determined that Al Qaeda and 
Taliban individuals . . .are not entitled to prisoner of war status and that they are to be treated in a 
manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 only to the extent 
appropriate and consistent with military necessity.”8  Secretary Powell protested directly to 
President Bush, but his argument fell upon deaf ears.  Rumsfeld and Cheney had already trumped 
the Secretary of State.  It was a done deal. 


Rumsfeld returned to GTMO on January 27.  General Lehnert was able to briefly have a one-on-
one conversation with the Secretary of Defense.  Lehnert had heard the Sec Def tell the press that 
there were no plans to increase the number of detainees at GTMO to one thousand or more. 
Lenert had seen internal memos from Rumsfeld’s office stating that the camp’s detainee 
population could rise as high as two thousand.  General Lehnert asked Rumsfeld if his plans for 
the future viewed the detention mission at GTMO as temporary or long-term.  The Secretary 
replied that Lehnert’s operation would be a short-term one.   


General Lehnert later said that he was not so much shocked at Rumsfeld’s denial of what Lehnert 
knew was going to be a long-term operation at GTMO, but that the secretary never once raised 
the issue of the detainees’ legal rights during his visits to GTMO. 


 


Chapter 8: The General and the Chaplain 


Navy Chaplain Lieutenant Abuhena Saifulislam arrived at GTMO on January 23. A Bangladesh-
born, naturalized citizen of the United States, Saif was one of the few active duty, Muslim 
chaplains in the military. Coincidentally, an entire shipment of new Korans arrived at GTMO the 
same day. 


General Lehnert was impressed with his new chaplain as soon as he met him.  Saif possessed an 
air of confidence, peacefulness and professionalism that Lehnert liked.  They got down to 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 121. 
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business immediately, first working to define the chaplain’s role at the camp and the rules of 
engagement for the chaplain’s interaction with both the guards and the detainees.  Saif told 
General Lehnert that despite Colonel Carrico’s gag order, it was essential that he be able to 
converse with the Muslim detainees.  Actually, the general had ended the “no talk” order the day 
before Saif arrived.  The Naval base at GTMO already had a chaplain assigned for the troops and 
their families stationed there.  Saif’s role was to be the chaplain – the imam - for the detainees. 


General Lehnert and Saif debated whether or not the chaplain should wear his Navy uniform.  
Both agreed he should, as it was important to be honest and upfront with the prisoners.  No 
hidden agendas.  The chaplain was a naval officer, and attempting to hide that fact would only 
prove detrimental in the long run.  


The morning after the chaplain’s arrival, at sunrise, Saif performed the first call to prayer of the 
day for the Muslim inmates.  He sat in his camouflage uniform, cross-legged and projected the call 
to prayer into a hand-held bullhorn.  The detainees were startled and a bit confused, but all joined 
the new imam in morning prayers from their cages.  At the end of the prayers, Saif announced to 
the prisoners that he was there for them and available at any timer if they wished to speak with 
him. 


As time progressed, the true relationship between the chaplain and his detainees became 
arguably debatable.  Many of the guards reported that the detainees would mock Saif behind his 
back.  In memoirs written by prisoners, few mention the chaplain at all.  They trusted him enough 
to complain to him about what they did not like or what they did not have.  Saif procured copies of 
the Koran in Urdu, Arabic and large type and also convinced many inmates to take the medicines 
needed to heal them.  The chaplain also saw to it that they were provided additional buckets of 
water so that they could cleanse themselves before prayer. 


General Lehnert and Chaplain Saif became inseparable and formed a very close working 
relationship.  Saif got along so well with his boss that General Lehnert authorized him to raid the 
General’s personal refrigerator whenever he desired.  


As Saif interacted more and more with the prisoners, he was able to glean bits and pieces of 
information from many of them, such as their names, where they were from, and how they viewed 
their situations and the world in general.  His interaction with the prisoners drew suspicions from 
the JTF. Chaplain Saif was a Muslim who spoke the language of the enemy. He was never fully 
trusted by the guards or Colonel Carrico, who always suspected that Saif could be an enemy 
infiltrator.  


General Lehnert possessed a genuine desire to make sure that the detainees in his charge were 
treated with dignity and respect.  It is not that Lehnert was a “softy” or bleeding heart liberal.  The 
General firmly believed that his personal honor, as well as that of his beloved Corps and country, 
depended upon his ability to keep the camp from deteriorating into a shameful situation such as 
had happened with the internment of Japanese Americans during World War II.  Saif aided 
Lehnert’s efforts immensely.  


Saif made many contributions to success of the JTF’s mission at Camp X-Ray.  He was the bridge 
between the Muslim captives and the American troops. He provided education on Islam and 
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Muslim customs and traditions to the guards.  His presence played well in the media and to a 
large extent placated those who criticized the operation as GITTMO as being inhumane.  The 
chaplain’s need to communicate with the bad guys provided a counterbalance to Colonel Carrico’s 
harsher treatment policies.  Saif’s mission there also defied the Pentagon’s desire to keep the 
detainees nameless and subhuman creatures in the eyes of the guards.  Most of all, Saif’ daily 
presence kept morale considerations at the top of everyone’s agenda within the JTF’s chain of 
command.  Having a Muslim chaplain on board satisfied the requirements of both the IRCR and 
Geneva Conventions.  What also aided the mission greatly was Chaplain Saif’s full support of the 
detention effort itself. 


 


Chapter 9: Missing Pieces 


At the end of January, 2002, Donald Rumsfeld held a video teleconference (VTC) with the 
USSOUTHCOM command and staff.  Rumsfeld was angry and demanding answers to questions 
that USSOUTHCOM was hearing for the very first time.  The Secretary of Defense demanded to 
know what progress had been made in the interrogation of the detainees at GTMO.  What 
information of strategic value had been gleaned from prisoner interrogations?  What had JTF-160 
done to get him the information he wanted?  All of these demands from the Sec Def came as a 
compete surprise to the military.  Prior to this VTC, the military was told that the mission at GTMO 
was to keep terrorists from re-entering the fight.  As far as the military chain of command was 
concerned, it was doing a great job of containing the threat.  The U.S. military never saw any 
instructions from the Sec Def in writing directing that interrogations be conducted.  Rumsfeld 
caught USSOUTHCOM off guard and by complete surprise.  


JTF-160, under the command of Brigadier General Lehnert, had done a superlative job - given 
their complex detention mission. Rumsfeld expected, but had not told anyone within the military 
chain of command, intelligence information from the detainees via interrogations. He directed that 
USSOUTHCOM begin prisoner interrogations within twenty-four hours of the ongoing VTC. 
USSOUTHCOM scrambled to execute the secretary’s orders.  


It was true that intelligence was key to fighting this asymmetric, terrorist foe.  But the Sec Def 
himself either did not understand the truisms surrounding intelligence gathering or simply chose to 
ignore them. 


The military understood that with respect to intelligence collection, there were two types of 
intelligence that needed to be gathered: tactical and strategic. “The time for tactical information – 
the kind relevant to upcoming battles and imminent security threats – had likely gone by for the 
detainees at Guantanamo.  Prisoners generally reveal useful tactical intelligence only within a few 
hours of capture.  The more time passes, the more dated, fabricated, watered-down, and tactically 
worthless the information is likely to be. In the words of the Army Field Manual on prisoner 
interrogation used in 2002, prisoners are most vulnerable and likely to divulge what they know at 
the point of capture.”9  These detainees at GTMO spent months in custody in Afghanistan where 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 145. 
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no one questioned them.  Anything they may have offered of value was now seriously outdated.  
The bottom line was that these prisoners had spent three months in custody without any 
interrogation at all.  Attempts to gain actionable intelligence would probably be fruitless.  


On January 22, 2002, Donald Rumsfeld announced to the media that the primary mission in 
GTMO was to extract valuable intelligence information from the detainees held there.  From this 
point on, GTMO would be utilized as an interrogation center and not a holding facility.  


Acting USSOUTHCOM commander, Major General Galen Jackman, was very concerned about 
Rumsfeld’s guidance to have the military operate an interrogation facility at GTMO.  The U.S. 
military, in Jackman’s professional opinion, was not trained or experienced enough to carry out the 
mission.  The military had not conducted such operations since World War II – more than a half 
century ago. Additionally, it was common knowledge among senior politicians and military 
commanders that the CIA, not the DOD, conducted the most comprehensive interrogations of 
detainees, often employing questionably legal methods. 


General Lehnert understood that he had thus far been assigned only the mission of detaining the 
prisoners.  He never received a written order or directive from either USSOUTHCOM or the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense to conduct interrogations.  Interestingly enough, the interrogation 
mission had always been conducted at Camp X-Ray in an unofficial manner.  Agents from the 
CIA, DIA, FBI, and Secret Service were conducting interrogations at Camp X-Ray while the 
powers in Washington, DC were still debating how to proceed.  The JTF had constructed 
interrogation huts outside of the wire for government agents to use for their inquisitions.  The JTF 
transported prisoners to these interrogation facilities whenever the interrogators called for them.  
The JTF guards were permitted to witness the interrogation sessions to insure that the 
proceedings were above board. 


Before the Rumsfeld VTC ended, the secretary ordered USSOUTHCOM to begin interrogations at 
Camp X-Ray within twenty-four hours.  As soon as the VTC ended, Lieutenant Colonel “Buck” 
Buikema was ordered onto a plane headed for GTMO.  The officer was instructed that by 0900 
hours the next day, in accordance with the secretary’s guidance, he would interrogate a prisoner.  
Even if Lieutenant Colonel Buikema only asked the detainee his name, an interrogation would 
take place so that USSOUTHCOM could honestly report to Donald Rumsfeld that his order had 
been carried out on time. 


Major Nichols, General Lehnert’s chief intelligence officer, questioned the value of interrogating 
the JTF’s GTMO detainees.  In order to gain credible and actionable intelligence information from 
prisoners, interrogators must know the circumstances surrounding the capture of the individuals 
whom they are questioning.  Such information had never been documented by anyone in the 
military chain of custody from the time the detainees were taken into custody in Afghanistan. 


JTF-160 was doing its best to conduct its mission in accordance with human decency, dignity, 
honor and the high, ethical traditions of the U.S. Armed Forces.  Donald Rumsfeld concluded that 
JTF-160 was not a team player.  He concluded that another unit at GTMO – one with a specific 
interrogation mission – was needed.  
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The JTF-160 commanders and staff soon figured out why the White House and DOD legal 
counsels remained adamant about the fact that the Geneva Conventions should not apply to the 
detainees at GTMO.  It was an Article 17 problem.  In accordance with the Conventions, Article 17 
stated that a prisoner was only required to render his first and last names, date of birth, and 
service serial number.  If the Sec Def yielded to demands that these prisoners be afforded the 
protection of the Conventions, then he would not be able to get the information from them that he 
furiously demanded. 


The president of the United States settled the debate on February 7, 2002 when he publicly 
declared that the Taliban and AL Qaeda men in U.S. custody did not qualify as prisoners of war, 
and thus were not entitled to any rights guaranteed under the Geneva Conventions. With this 
decree, and to the shock of the free world, President Bush ignored international law as a check 
and balance to regulate U.S. treatment of its prisoners. 


Donald Rumsfeld, in violation of the age-old adages preaching the need for unity of command and 
unity of effort to achieve military success, established JTF-170 at GTMO.  Its sole purpose would 
be to interrogate the detainees and acquire valuable intelligence information. From the beginning 
of JTF-170’s operations, unity of effort was severely lacking, as interrogators from the various 
government agencies had different agendas.  The FBI wanted to build cases against the 
detainees themselves for prosecution in courts of law. The CIA and DIA interrogators desired to 
prevent future attacks against the United States.  


With respect to judicial proceedings – whether conducted in military or civilian courts of law - the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense did not want to permit the detainees legal representation.  
Military legal authorities strongly opposed the Sec Def’s views. The Army’s Judge Advocate 
General, Major General Thomas J. Romig wrote in an official memo, “There is no greater proof of 
the government’s confidence in the fairness of its proceedings than to open them up to 
participation and scrutiny of any qualified attorney that an accused individual can secure.”10 


As the months of detention dragged on, the guards acknowledged that their detainees were not 
“the worst of the worst.”  General Lehnert and his intelligence guru, Major Nichols, were also 
acutely aware of this fact.  Nichols broke the captives into three categories:  those that might have 
some intelligence value, those that clearly had less than moderate intelligence value, and the rest 
who had absolutely no intelligence value.  Even former Secretary of the Army, Thomas Whiter, 
said that as many as one-third of the detainees at GTMO did not belong there. 


On February 16, 2002, USSOUTHCOM was ordered to stand-up JTF-170.  Its mission was to 
coordinate the interrogation of the GTMO detainees in support of Operation Enduring Freedom.  
According to acting USSOUTHCOM commander Major General Jackman, another JTF at GTMO 
clearly violated the need for unity of command and unity of effort and presented a “recipe for 
disaster.”11 


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 159. 


11 Ibid, page 162. 
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Chapter 10: A Political Animal 


By February of 2002 the camp had settled into a calm and trusting, daily routine.  Colonel Carrico 
commented that he now believed that the detainees realized they were going to be treated 
humanely every step of the way and had calmed down quit a bit since their arrival. The guards 
and the prisoners conversed.  Most of the guards were satisfied that their detainees were not the 
cold blooded, animalistic killers they were made out to be before their arrival at GTMO. Fear that 
the captives were going to shank their guards at the first opportunity faded.  General Lehnert was 
very pleased that his operation at Camp X-Ray was proceeding with honor, dignity and mutual 
respect.  Unbeknownst to Lehnert, Donald Rumsfeld had other plans for the detainees at GTMO 
which he chose not to share with his JTF-160 commander. 


On February 15, 2002, another plane load of VIPs landed at GTMO.  Among the visitors was the 
man that Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld tasked to shift the mission at GTMO from containment to 
interrogation. Major General Michael Dunlavey was that man.  Those that knew him said he was a 
completely political animal, clawing his way to the top in any manner he could.  He was 
Rumsfeld’s “yes man” in GTMO.  Whatever the Sec Def wanted, General Dunlavey would strive to 
see that he got it, with no questions asked. Rumsfeld had instructed General Dunlavey to 
investigate the goings on at GTMO, bypass the normal chain of command, and report directly 
back to the Sec Def himself.  In reality, Donald Rumsfeld had emplaced his own general officer 
spy at GTMO. 


General Dunlavey was a competent, experienced, and educated man.  He had a background as 
both a lawyer and a judge.  He knew the law.  He was also familiar with interrogation, detention, 
and surveillance operations. 


Rumsfeld directed General Dunlavey to obtain valuable intelligence information from the “worst of 
the worst” detained at GTMO.  He did not tell Dunlavey how to do it.  He just told him to get the job 
done as expediently as possible. 


Major General Dunlavey told everyone at GTMO that he would ultimately be in charge of all of the 
detainees.  He bragged about his personal relationship with the Sec Def and the fact that he had 
direct access to the secretary at any time. 


Secretary Rumsfeld and Major General Dunlavey planned to establish a new command at GTMO 
– one whose mission was to extract information from the detainees.  It was their secret.  Dunlavey 
spent the better part of February and March flying back and forth between the States and GTMO, 
planning the details of his new, GTMO command, soon to be designated Joint Task Force 170. 


Dunlavey told Lehnert that he wanted access to members of Lehnert’s command who had 
information about the detainees, beginning with Lehnert’s chaplain, Saifulislam. Brigadier General 
Lehnert told Major General Dunlavey that Chaplain Saif would not help with Dunlavey’s 
interrogation efforts. Though Lehnert, a one-star, had no authority to give Dunlavey, a two-star, 
orders, Dunlavey had no authority over Lehnert who was the designated commander of JTF-160.  
Ironically, as commanders of different units, Lehnert had no tasking authority over Dunlavey and 
Dunlavey had none over Lehnert. 
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Major General Dunlavey wanted the information that psychiatrists on Lehnert’s staff had on file 
from the detainees.  Lehnert denied Dunlavey access to the psychiatrist’s files, on grounds that it 
was unethical to violate doctor/client privileges. The psychiatrists were under Brigadier Lehnert’s 
JTF-160 command.  End of discussion. 


Major General Dunlavey’s plan for prisoner interrogation negated everything that JTF-160 had 
struggled to accomplish with respect to honor and mutual respect, trust and dignity. Dunlavey 
wanted to approach the cages in the dead of night with men wearing black hoods, drag the 
detainees out of their cages, and scare them into giving up valuable intelligence information.  


In establishing JTF-170 under Major General Dunlavey, the Secretary of Defense once again 
violated the age-old mandate for operational success, unity of command.  Now, JTF-160 would be 
responsible for the day-to-day care, feeding and order of the prison camp, and JTF-170 would be 
in charge of conducting interrogations.  Dunlavey’s command would end up subverting Lehnert’s 
command.  “Where there had been one commander who insisted that things be done is way, with 
respect for Geneva Conventions, there was now a countervailing voice with new ideas, some of 
which seemed to encourage disregard for procedure and law.  Dunlavey had begun to subvert 
everything Lehnert stood for – his focus on established protocol, his adherence to the U.S. 
Constitution and the Geneva Conventions, his allegiance to the traditions of the uniformed military, 
and his sense of his own command responsibilities.” 12 


 


Chapter 11: Towels into Turbans 


A prisoner’s revolt in the form of a hunger strike occurred during the first two weeks of March, 
2002.  Tensions had been mounting and the hunger strike came as no surprise to General 
Lehnert.  He knew that his prisoners were feeling more and more as if they would be stuck in 
limbo forever, with no trials, no due process, or no way to ever get out of Camp X-Ray. 


Lehnert could not get a decision from Washington as to the fate of his detainees.  Whether or not 
they would be tried in a timely fashion, by which court, and by whom was still being debated at the 
highest levels of government – way above General Lehnert’s pay grade.  Until the answers to all 
of these questions were forthcoming, all the general could do was plan to improve the physical 
attributes of the camp to make it more humane, with cells that had running water and toilets.  A 
new camp –Camp Delta – had been on the drawing boards from the very beginning. 


By March, 2003, there were 300 detainees held captive in the GTMO cages.  By their seventeenth 
week behind bars, the prisoners had concluded that Donald Rumsfeld was going to keep them at 
GTMO until they perished.  They became convinced that they would never see their families or 
homelands again.  Hopelessness and despair permeated the camp.  The tensions between the 
guards and their captives, the unbearable sun and insects in the prisoners’ cages, infections on 
the wrists and ankles of the prisoners from the shackles they were required to wear when being 
escorted to the showers or latrines, all made for a potentially explosive situation in the camp. 


                                                             


12 Ibid, page 174. 
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A guard in one of the cages searching through a detainee’s copy of the Koran, dropped it on the 
floor and kicked it.  The prisoners came unglued. They yelled and screamed and tried to tear 
down their cages.  The Immediate Reaction Force (IRF) had to be called in with pepper spray and 
physical force to get the camp back under the military’s control.  The entire episode lasted only 
about 45 minutes.  By nightfall, the camp operations had returned to normal. 


The fact that the uprising lasted less than an hour and no one was seriously injured in the scuffles 
were a credit to the planning, quick actions, and cooperation among JTF-160’s commanders, staff 
the ICRC, and Chaplain Saifulislam.  


Midweek following the uprising, the detainees informed their guards that they were beginning a 
hunger strike.  On that day, more than 100 prisoners stopped eating.  Top officials in Washington 
– to include the Sec Def - were not at all concerned about what was going on in Camp X-Ray.  
General Lehnert believed that the hunger strike was taking place out of desperation on the part of 
the detainees at Washington’s failure to announce a policy that would give them an idea of what 
their futures held.  Lehnert decided to personally speak to the detainees, listen to their grievances 
and do what he could to reassure the prisoners that they would not remain at GTMO forever. 


On day one of the hunger strike, General Lehnert addressed the prisoners for the first time.  After 
consulting with Chaplain Saif, the general reminded the prisoners that suicide by starvation was in 
violation of the Koran.  Lehnert’s short-term strategy worked.  Less than 90 inmates remained on 
strike by dinner that evening and the next morning, fifteen more had agreed to begin eating again. 


Lehnert visited with detainees every day during the hunger strike.  He spoke to them as a group 
and individually.  Many of the detainees later remarked that they appreciated and were amazed at 
the general’s compassion and unassuming nature during his visits with them.  One of the 
prisoners appeared to Lehnert to be a lost cause.  At the time of his capture, his wife was 
pregnant.  The prisoner did not know if his child had been born, if his wife was still alive, or if he 
truly had anything left for which to live. Lehnert gave his private cell phone to Saif and asked the 
chaplain to phone the detainee’s wife.  Saif did so. The wife answered the phone and spoke with 
the chaplain, telling him that she was OK and that the baby boy was fine also.  When the detainee 
found out that he had a son, he ended his hunger strike. 


General Lehnert and Colonel Carrico directed that the ring leaders of the hunger strike be 
separated from the other inmates.  Fifteen of the hard core strike leaders were moved to cages 
that were visible to the other prisoners but far enough away and isolated so as to negate 
communications between the leaders and the strike followers. 


Lehnert always tried to use reason with the prisoners before resorting to use of force.  The longer 
General Lehnert, his staff and guards were exposed to the detainees, the more they came to truly 
believe that most of these men were not the hard core, conscienceless animals that Rumsfeld 
made them out to be before their arrival at GTMO.  Most were simply foot soldiers that were 
fighting for a cause in which they believed and whom were unlucky enough to be captured. Many 
of the detainees, in their memoirs, singled out General Lehnert’s reaching out o them as the only 
acknowledgement of human dignity and respect that they experienced at GTMO. 
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As was mentioned at the beginning of the book, General Lehnert believed that the honor of the 
Marine Corps and of America itself depended upon how the world viewed the treatment of his 
detainees. America was founded on the principle that all men were innocent until proven guilty.  
The presumption of innocence had to apply to his prisoners too. 


By the time the hunger strike had almost completely ended, General Lehnert was informed that 
his tour as commander of JTF-160 would be coming to an end.  


 


Chapter 12: Bowing Out 


Towards the end of March, 2003, Army Reserve, Brigadier General Rick Baccus was informed 
that he would be taking over command of JTF-160 from Lehnert.  Baccus’ selection to command 
JTF-160 would be the move necessary on the part of the Sec Def to turn the detention center into 
the interrogation command that Rumsfeld had wanted all along.  Rick Baccus was a reserve 
general with no experience in running prisons or detention centers.  More importantly, Brigadier 
Genera Baccus’ temperament and personality were no match for that of JTF-170 commander 
General Mike Dunlavey.  Whereas active duty Brigadier General Lehnert stood his ground with 
reserve Major General Dunlavey, Baccus, as a reserve one-star would be no match against 
Dunlavey, a reserve two-star.  Lehnert knew that his JTF-160, under Baccus’ command, would 
eventually be controlled by Dunlavey. 


When Baccus arrived at GTMO, he sat down with Lehnert one-on-one.  Lehnert did not discuss 
personalities, Dunlavey’s hidden agenda, or much of his (Lehnert’s) mistrust and suspicions about 
the powers-to-be in Washington.  He kept the discussion professional, informing Baccus of what 
had transpired at Camp X-Ray since the first detainees arrived, the fact that the world was 
watching closely, and that for the sake of America’s reputation, the treatment of the inmates 
needed to remain in accordance with the Geneva Conventions. 


On March 20, 2002, the Secretary of Defense announced that there were guidelines for tribunals.  
Some of the trials would even be open to the public.  Lehnert spoke to the detainees the next day, 
and told them that military commissions were being established to determine their futures. Lehnert 
wanted to be able to give them a glimmer of hope before he departed.  He also told the inmates 
about the new facility that they would be moving into shortly – one with running water so that could 
cleanse themselves before prayers and toilets. 


Our author, Karen Greenberg, interviewed each member of General Lehnert’s senior commanders 
and staffer, asking them what was the most difficult aspect of their jobs at GTMO.  The unanimous 
answer was dealing with the media. Their lack of experience in dealing with the press, coupled 
with the press’s constant scrutiny and questioning, was a source of stress during the entire 
operation.  With the aid of USSOUTCOM’s public information office and Steve Cox on Lehnert’s 
staff at GTMO, a major press incident was avoided.  
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At his change of command ceremony, General Lehnert reminded all in attendance – to include 
Baccu and Denlavey - that “becoming like the enemy was more akin to defeat than success.”13 
That afternoon, a little while after Lehnert and his staff departed the island to return to the United 
States, a particularly brutal beating of one of the detainees occurred. 


The building of Camp Delta began as soon as Lehnert changed command with Baccus.  By late 
April, 2002, JTF-160 began transferring prisoners from Camp X-Ray to their new accommodations 
at Camp Delta.  Unlike Camp X-Ray, visible from a public road and to the regularly assigned 
GTMO personnel and their families, Camp Delta was constructed out of eyesight and ear shot of 
the public.  It was even more secure from observation by Cuban observation towers.  Delta 
became its own secret, isolated community, complete with a movie theater, restaurant and bar, a 
gymnasium and chapel. 


Brigadier General Baccus’ yielded to the will of his superior on the island, Major General 
Dunlavey.  Under the commands of both of these men, all that General Lehnert had worked to 
build quickly began to unravel.  The detainees now being hidden away and Camp Delta, and the 
other five hundred who would follow, “had been moved out of a physical limbo.  But they were not 
moving towards a future.  They were here to stay without charge, without lawyers, without 
process, and without a trail.  Encased in concrete, they had been buried alive.”14 


 


Postscript:  The Banality of Goodness 


By May 2002 the transfer of all prisoners from Camp X-Ray to Camp Delta was completed.  
General Dunlavey moved to satisfy the demands of his boss, the Secretary of Defense.  Rumsfeld 
wanted intelligence information from the detainees and Dunlavey was going to get it for him.  The 
fact that these detainees had been “out of the loop” for more than half a year and whatever 
information they might have been able to provide at the time of their capture was now sorely 
outdated, did not seem to matter to the Sec Def or Dunlavey. 


On August 1, 2002, the White House Office of Legal Council (OLC) issued a memo legalizing 
what amounted to torture. “anything other than “ ‘pain . . . of an intensity akin to that which 
accompanies serious physical injury such as death or organ failure’ fell outside the category and 
did not constitute torture.”15  Authorized interrogation techniques according to the OLC memo fell 
into three categories.  Category I techniques included deception and screaming at the prisoners.  
Category II permitted sensory deprivation, isolation up to 30 days, 20-hour interrogations, removal 
of clothing, hooding, stress positions and the use of such fear techniques as scaring prisoners 
with dogs.  The third category authorized water boarding and the use of death threats towards the 
prisoner or his family. 


                                                             


13 Ibid, page 206. 


14 Ibid, page 212. 


15 Ibid, page 214. 
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Though several key military commanders – to include the newly-assigned commander of 
USSOUTHCOM, General James Hill – and legal officers within the chain of command thought that 
the category II and II interrogation techniques crossed a line of legality and violated the Geneva 
Conventions none would openly confront the Sec Def or the president of the United States.  The 
military “roll-over” was best typified by the legal review of the OLC torture memo by General 
Dunlavey’s JTF-170 lawyer, Diane Beaver.  Under tremendous pressure from her general to 
concur with the White House, Beaver’s review and official legal opinion given to General Dunlavey 
stated that all of the interrogation techniques –categories I through III – as listed in the OLC memo 
were legally permissible.  Beaver never truly believed that all of the interrogation techniques in 
categories II and III were legally permissible. In her defense she stated, “It’s not my job to second 
guess the president.”16  Duane Beaver said that she hoped someone else up the chain of 
command would review her memo and invalidate it.  But that never happened. 


The detention command - JTF-160 – and the interrogation command - JTF-170 - were 
consolidated into one: JTF GTMO.  General Dunlavey was removed from command of JTF GTMO 
in November of 2002 and never got to institute the newly-approved interrogation techniques at 
Camp Delta. He was replaced by General Geoffrey Miller, an active duty officer.  Within six 
months of his departure, all that General Lehnert had worked to ingrain at GTMO had been 
negated by his successors. 


“For all of the time, effort, distortions of law, and allocation of funds put into Guantanamo, after 
seven years, the only result has been two convictions.  David Hicks pleaded guilty and was 
returned to Australia in 2007, where he served out a nine-month term.  And in 2008, there was 
conviction of Salim Hamdan, a driver for Osama bin Laden against whom there was such scant 
evidence that his sentence was only five and a half years.”17 


 


 


 


                                                             


16 Ibid, page 216. 


17 Ibid, page 220. 
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Introduction 


Barry R. Posen is Ford International Professor of Political Science at MIT and Director of the MIT 
Security Studies Program. Posen succinctly defined strategy when he wrote, “A state’s grand 
strategy is its foreign policy elite’s theory about how to produce national security . . .A grand 
strategy enumerates and prioritizes threats and adduces political and military remedies for them.  
A grand strategy also explains why some threats attain certain priority, and why and how 
remedies proposed would work.”1 


Strategy has two dimensions:  horizontal and vertical. 


-- The horizontal strategies revolve around a nation’s diplomatic, military and economic 
endeavors. 


-- The vertical strategies encompass long-term events and outcomes and the ability to 
project thinking and actions based upon perceptions of the future. 


All strategies are based upon a number of leading assumptions. If the assumptions prove valid 
over the lifetime of the strategy, politician and military leaders stand a better chance of achieving 
their goals and objectives. Assumptions result from inherent planning shortfalls; specifically, facts 
that would like to be known but simply are not available for whatever reason at the time the 
strategy is being formulated.   


Our author uses the term “strategy” to mean security strategy; that is, the employment of the 
armed forces to safeguard and promulgate American national interests globally.  There can be no 
security strategy without the ability and will to threaten the employment of armed forces if needed 
to achieve national objectives.  America’s security strategy entails employing or threatening to 
employ armed force for three primary reasons: 


 ● To protect and defend allies. 


 ● To reinstate security and stability with a specific region. 


● As an extension of diplomacy to force an opponent to execute a desired course of action or 
to dissuade that opponent from moving forward with one that is detrimental to U.S. security 
interests. 


The war in Iraq has proven that the people in power often get their assumptions wrong.  In its war 
planning, George W. Bush administration assumed that the Iraqi people would welcome a new 
and American-installed political order with opened arms and peacefulness.  It was wrong. 


 
                                                             


1 Metz, Steven. Iraq and the Evolution of American Strategy. Dulles, Virginia: Potomac Books, Inc., 2008, page 
xvii. 
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Chapter 1: Ascent of the Enemy 


A major element of United States security strategy in the past seventy years has been competing 
for and securing partners around the globe.    


Post-World War II, Iran became a close ally to America. It served as buffer against the expansion 
of the Soviet Union’s influence in the region.  The United States’ support for the repressive regime 
of the Shah of Iran backfired in 1979 when Islamic fundamentalists overthrew the Iranian 
monarchy, sending the shah into exile and establishing an Islamic Republic.  Overnight, America 
lost its powerful and regionally influential, Persian ally.   


From the Iranian Revolution of 1979 to the beginning of the Reagan presidency in 1981, Iran 
gained strength in the region. Iraq was the primary counter regime to the Iranian one. Initially, 
Ronald Reagan was skeptical of forming any relationship with Iraq under the leadership of 
Saddam Hussein.  But as Iran gained more and more influence, the Reagan administration felt 
itself forced to begin dealing with the devil that was Saddam Hussein.  In order to keep Iran in 
check, President Reagan directed that Iraq be removed from the list of states sponsoring 
terrorism.  While the United Kingdom and France supplied arms to Saddam Hussein, the United 
States provided him with intelligence information, technical support, and some materials that 
Hussein eventually used to develop the chemical and biological weapons he used against his own 
people.  So determined was the Reagan administration to maintain Iraq as an ally to counter-
Iranian influence in the Middle East that it completely ignored Saddam Hussein’s gas attacks on 
Iraqi Kurds. 


On August 2, 1990, Iraq invaded Kuwait and threatened the security of the Saudi Arabian oil fields 
and the stability of the Middle East.  With permission from the Saudi king, the American-led 
coalition of forces deployed to the Persian Gulf and prepared to oust Iraqi forces from the Iraqi-
ravaged nation of Kuwait.  


 


Chapter 2: The Test of Battle 


America is an unconfident superpower because it needs the support of a coalition of nations to 
justify its employment of military forces. Even if the supporting nation states offer little or nothing in 
the way of effective military support to a U.S.-lead war effort, America will gladly accept their tacit 
support and flaunt it.  When the U.S. intervened in Grenada in 1983, it touted its partners Antigua, 
Barbuda, Barbados, Dominica, Jamaica, St. Lucia and St. Vincent – tiny nations that were unable 
to provide any credible value-added to the U.S. war efforts. 


The U.S. military does not employ strategies designed to win wars.  Rather, it plans and conducts 
operations aimed at pleasing Congress, sustaining American public support, and minimizing 
American casualties and civilian deaths.  Modern U.S. military strategy is based upon avoidance 
of criticism and inquiries, not victory. 


When Iraqi forces under the command of Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in 1990, the balance of 
power in the Middle East was seriously disturbed.  Everything that the George H. W. Bush 
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administration had done to restore Middle East stability in the years after the Islamic Revolution in 
Iran was undercut by Saddam’s land grab of Kuwait. 


When Saddam Hussein began massing his forces on the Kuwaiti border, then Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, directed United States Central Command’s                      
(USCENTCOM’s) General Norman Schwarzkopf, to dust off Operation Plan (OPLAN) 90-1002, 
the plan to defend Saudi Arabia against armed aggression.  A major flaw with the off-the-shelf 
OPLAN 90-1002 was that it was written to be executed during a Soviet Union, Cold War scenario 
which assumed that at least three weeks warning would be provided to CENTCOM before the 
commencement of armed aggression on the part of any and all opposing forces.  The Iraqi 
invasion of Kuwait caught American military planners off guard and unprepared to render an 
immediate and effective response.   


On August 4, 1990, General Schwarzkopf informed the National Security Council that he needed 
at least three months to deploy the forces required to defend Saudi Arabia from Iraqi aggression 
and an additional six months to deploy enough combat forces to expel Iraqi forces from Kuwait.   
Two days later, then Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney sought and received permission from 
Saudi King Fahd to deploy U.S. ground and air forces to Saudi Arabia.  Operation Desert Shield 
began on August 7 with the deployment of American military forces to Saudi Arabian bases. 


Several months transpired as U.S. forces trained in Saudi Arabia for combat with Iraqi forces. By 
October, diplomatic efforts had failed on all fronts.  War was imminent.  General Powell advised 
President Bush that another 200,000 troops would be needed in country to expel Iraqi forces from 
Kuwait.  Bush authorized the activation of the troops for deployment. 


On the night of January 17, 1991, the American-led coalition began its operation to expel Iraqi 
from Kuwait.  The air campaign begun that night endured for forty-three days.  Coalition ground 
operations commenced on February 24, 1991.  Approximately 100 hours after ground combat was 
initiated, the Iraqis were driven from Kuwait. The vast majority of Iraqi ground combat forces were 
annihilated.  The president ordered a cease fire on February 28, 1991. On March 3, in the town of 
Safwan, coalition and Iraqi military leaders met to hammer out the terms of the Iraqi surrender. 


Desert Storm brought to light the fact that America’s role in the new global world order would be to 
deter or respond to aggression on the part of state dictators.  The Gulf War awakened the Bush 
administration to some new, strategic concepts.   


One of these concepts was forward basing of troops.  Bush and his advisors came to realize that 
the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait may have been deterred had America pre-positioned sufficient troops 
at permanent bases in the Middle East as a deterrent.  Secondly, the civilian and military leaders 
realized that they had to be able to project military power at a moment’s notice.  Gone were the 
days when armed forces would have weeks or months to prepare for deployment and combat. 


The success of advanced technological intelligence gathering, reconnaissance and combat 
systems during the Gulf War put a hold on any plans to delay or cancel new high-tech systems 
under development.  Everyone from Congressmen to defense experts to the American public 
agreed that superior U.S. combat technology had saved American lives and brought the war to a 
quick and decisive end. 
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As the dust settled over the Gulf War, the services were at odds at what their victory had truly 
proven. To the Air Force, the Desert Storm win demonstrated conclusively that air power could be 
the deciding factor on the modern battlefield.  For the Army, an age-old truth was once again 
reinforced: only boots on the ground, when all is said and done, can defeat enemy boots on the 
ground.  The Navy and Marine Corps offered a third opinion.  These entities concluded that Desert 
Storm proved that the United States needed standoff fire power and rapidly deployable 
expeditionary forces that could sustain themselves without the support of local infrastructures. 


Less talked about was what America’s Desert Storm experience DID NOT prove.  The war failed 
to test the U.S. military’s ability to sustain a hard, protracted war requiring massive troop rotations 
and substantial call-up of the reserves.  It clearly did not test the military’s capabilities to fight and 
win against skilled and well-trained enemy combat forces. 


The military and its political leaders may have missed the most important lesson of Desert Storm; 
that is, the United States executed a military strategy that led to tactical and operational success 
on the battlefield, but which never resulted in a strategic victory.  President George H. W. Bush, 
believing that deposing Saddam Hussein might exceed United Nations mandates and break up 
the U.S.-led coalition, permitted Hussein to remain in power. Historian Jeffrey Record wrote, 
“Rarely in history has a victorious army unilaterally stopped fighting – in the absence of any 
request for terms by the vanquished. A man with Saddam Hussein’s mentality almost certainly 
interpreted Bush’s haste in unilaterally calling the war to an end as a sign of weakness.”2  Post-
Desert Storm, many experts said that Saddam Hussein would suffer from his humiliating defeat 
and eventually lose his grip on Iraq.  Hussein proved them wrong.  


 


Chapter 3: Transformation and Containment 


When Bill Clinton took office in 1992, he did so firmly committed to American leadership in the 
world but unsure of the role that the military should play. Influenced by the militarily dysfunctional 
Vietnam years, Clinton was not comfortable with the employment of armed forces as a solution to 
America’s problems. Based upon military’s performance in Desert Storm, the Clinton 
administration acknowledged a need to ensure that the American military’s technical capabilities 
remained far above those of its enemies. Additionally, it placed greater reliance on coalition 
partners, a formula that worked well in the execution of Operations Desert Shield and Storm. 


In the early 1990s, our political and military leaders rationalized that only three nations in the world 
possessed large, conventional armed forces and aggressive tendencies which posed a threat to 
America and its allies:  Iraq, North Korea and Iran.  As a result, most of the military planning and 
exercises focused upon Major Regional Conflicts (MRCs) involving these three countries.  Desert 
Storm-like scenarios were played out over and over again in exercises and training. “Treating 
Desert Storm as a paradigm through focus on MRCs convinced the public that the use of armed 


                                                             


2 Ibid, page 44. 
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forces would result in very few American or civilian casualties. They assumed all of America’s 
future wars would be like the Gulf War.”3 


During the early years of the Clinton presidency, the military sought to remain strategically 
relevant. It developed a new roadmap.  What evolved was something known as the “revolution in 
military affairs” (RMA).  The basic tenant of the RMA was that the history of war is characterized 
by periods of relative stability and/or fairly small changes in such things as operational methods 
and technology, mixed with briefer periods marked by quick and sweeping changes.  These rapid 
changes often lead to a marked increase in the capability and efficiency of fighting forces.  Those 
nations and their militaries quick to grasp and embrace the rapid advances often gain a strategic 
advantage over those that do not. The post-Desert Storm RMA, which revolved around the 
leveraging of information technology and the critical importance of information dominance in war, 
was quickly embraced by America’s political and military leaders. 


The concept of the RMA was merged with that of the MRC.  The result was a 1997 Joint Staff 
publication titled Joint Vision 2010. Joint vision 2010 proposed that future battles areas would be 
increasingly lethal and that the key to victory would be the military’s ability to dominate its battle 
space awareness. “Operational concepts like massed force and sequential operations were to be 
replaced by massed effects and complex, simultaneous operations made possible because of 
networking and information technology.”4 


The United States’ National Security Strategy (NSS) of 1998 stated that our military forces had to 
be transformed by embracing the RMA.  The NSS called for a modernization of the armed forces 
away from the Cold War mentality and towards one of new systems and platforms.  All of the 
armed services added their own partisan twists in the “re-modernization” efforts: 


● The Air Force placed its emphasis on what it termed effects-based operations.  In its opinion, 
the key to victory was long-range and precision strikes utilizing the very best in technology. 


● The Navy embraced network-centric warfare in which U.S. forces were linked together via 
the web. This would result in information superiority over our enemies.  Subsequently, with 
greater and more precise information as to enemy locations and vulnerabilities, coupled with 
our increased ability to more rapidly and accurately make decisions and execute operations, 
precision strikes would break the opponent’s will to fight. 


● The Marine Corps adopted the concepts of “fourth generation war” and the “three block    
war.” The idea was that future wars would involve low-tech enemies and success would be 
highly reliant upon simultaneous humanitarian assistance, peacekeeping and combat 
operations. 


● The Army argued that land power would remain top dog in the merging global security 
environment because most foreign militaries were still land power oriented. 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 56. 


4 Ibid, page 59. 
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The United States had four military services and just as many visions of what future wars would 
entail. 


The Clinton administration moved to shape the global security environment in two ways.  First, it 
moved to boost the military capabilities of our allies so that they could be more effective when 
working side-by-side with U.S. forces. “Engagement” was the term used to describe this.  
Secondly, the administration sought to shape the security environment by putting more emphasis 
on multinational peacekeeping operations.  Both approaches were flawed in their basic 
assumptions.  They wrongly assumed that U.S. armed forces, in cooperation with other ones, 
could rapidly reestablish security in a war torn region, thus permitting international aid agencies 
and nongovernmental organizations to sweep in with humanitarian relief and reconstruction 
efforts.  It was also assumed that America’s big, technical, and intimidating military would keep 
war lords, militias, and criminals in check.  Assumptions failed to acknowledge a key reality; in 
order for peacekeeping operations to succeed, a genuine peace needed to be effect.  


With American military involvement in the Balkans, Somalia, and Iraq under Clinton’s watch, the 
president learned that military force can only prop up diplomacy when the United States is willing 
and able to put up with more and extended pain than its ruthless opponents.  It worked for 
America against Slobodan Milosevic.  It did not work against the merciless and determined 
Saddam Hussein. 


 


Chapter 4: Terrorism and Force 


During his campaign for a first term in office as president, George W. Bush, governor of Texas, 
railed at the Clinton administration for committing our military to uncertain missions with no clearly 
defined objectives.  He promised that, if elected, he would not make those same mistakes.  
President Bush’s first-term National Security Advisor, Condoleezza Rice, stated that there were 
some purposes for which the American military should not be utilized.  These included acting as a 
police force and nation building.  Rice supported Colin Powell’s principal that the military should 
never be committed to combat without clear and achievable military objectives.  Our military in 
Iraq today are serving as both policemen and civil society builders. 


President Bush desired to rally American support against our attackers in mental preparation for 
the possible commitment of military forces.  He moralized the 9/11 attacks.  He told the American 
people that the attacks were not a result of anything that America did, but rather, because of what 
America was.  It was al Qaeda’s hatred of American rights, freedoms, and way of life that led to 
the horrific attacks. When Bush conceptualized his strategy for going after al Qaeda, he couched 
the enemy not in terms of ethnicity, religion or nationality, but in terms of a tactic –terrorism.  His 
would be a war against terrorism.  But with more than forty well-organized and equipped terrorist 
organizations dispersed globally, a war against terror constituted a monumental if not impossible 
effort. 


Post-Soviet Union, the American-engineered new world order centered on itself as the world’s 
only true superpower.  The 9/11 attacks and subsequent possible terror scenarios threatened this 
order.  What if transnational terrorist organizations such as al Qaeda acquired weapons of mass 
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destruction (WMD), be they chemical, biological or nuclear? Any WMD in the hands of terrorists 
could serve as a show-stopper for U. S. strategic policy and objectives.   


When the President George W. Bush declared his war on terror, the U.S. military was forced to 
refocus its efforts and resources – not something that it could accomplish overnight.  Whereas the 
pre 9/11 military concentrated on defeating the armed forces of rogue nation states such as Iran 
or peer-level opponents like China and Russia, non-nation state adversaries conducting low 
intensity operations and irregular warfare remained on the periphery of mainstream, American 
military thought, planning, exercises, and day-to-day training. 


The author explains that the Bush administration was consistently incorrect in many of its key 
assumptions in planning for the war in Iraq: 


 ● The desire for freedom in the form of a democratic government is universal. 


● Muslims around the world will embrace the beliefs of others, even if radically diverse from 
their own, if it means establishing a democratic form of government. 


● The absence of a democratic form of government is the root of rage and dissatisfaction 
among peoples of the Middle East, and exploited by the likes of al Qaeda. 


In his effort to bring on allies in his war on terror, President Bush aligned his strategic goals and 
objectives with corrupt and repressive regimes such as those of President Mubarak of Egypt, 
President Musharraf of Pakistan, and the Saudi royal family.  This did not go over well in the Arab 
and Muslim worlds.  The fact that the Americans were willing to deal with the devils if that’s what it 
would take to defeat global terror painted a double, democratic standard which was exploited by 
Islamist recruiters and al Qaeda propaganda practitioners. 


 


Chapter 5: Decision and Triumph 


Saddam Hussein publicly attributed the 9/11 attacks to the evil foreign policies and actions of the 
United States and its allies.  He even had a mural created portraying him smoking a cigar while 
standing next to the disintegrating World Trade Centers. Though the Iraqi dictator was simply 
embracing an act of war against the United States that, in actuality, he had nothing to do with, 
many in Washington, to include President Bush, drew a connection between Iraq and al Qaeda.  
In his efforts to appear supportive of al Qaeda’s 9/11 actions, Saddam sealed his own fate.  


Civilian pundits weighed-in heavily post 9/11.  The ultra-conservative Weekly Standard in its 
October 1, 2001 edition displayed a wanted poster with side-by-side photos of Saddam and 
Osama.  William Kristol, Weekly Standard’s editor, called for the removal by force of Saddam 
Hussein. Former CIA director James Woolsey said that Iraq may have been behind al Qaeda’s 
attacks. Charles Krauthammer, the brilliant and conservative writer and speaker, stated that 
deposing the rule of the Taliban in Afghanistan and the Syrian government should be the second 
priority on the Bush administration’s agenda, and that taking down Hussein should be next.  In a 
piece published by William F. Buckley’s National Review, Richard Lowry stated, “Early indications 
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are that Iraq had a hand in the September 11 attacks.  But firm evidence should be unnecessary 
for the U.S. to act.  It doesn’t take careful detective work to know that Saddam Hussein is a 
perpetual enemy of the United States.”5 


While much of the support for military intervention in Iraq came from the conservative side, so too 
did a lot of the resistance: 


● President Reagan’s ambassador at large for counterterrorism, L. Paul Bremer, made the 
case that other targets deserved far higher priority than Saddam Hussein and Iraq. 


● Brent Scowcroft warned the Bush administration that to proceed without a solid and capable 
coalition was very risky. 


● CIA director George Tenet wrote that what remained a mystery to him was precisely when a 
war in Iraq became inescapable. 


It was the military establishment that advocated a slower approach, sounding the risks involved 
with perpetrating a hasty war in the Middle East.  The military continued to argue that Saddam 
Hussein was not a threat because he was completely contained. But high ranking, civilian war 
hawks, such Vice President Dick Cheney, and the Defense Department’s Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz 
and Feith, pushed for a military invasion and overthrow of the Hussein regime.  


In November 2001, Bush directed Sec Def Donald Rumsfeld to begin planning for an invasion of 
Iraq.  Rumsfeld met with CENTCOM’s commanding General Tommy Franks to review OPLAN 
1003-98, a plan developed in the 1990s for intervention in Iraq.  The plan stated that three corps – 
more than 350,000 troops - would be needed to stabilize Iraq after the removal of Hussein. 
Rumsfeld thought this to be an overestimate.  He wanted a plan that employed a much smaller 
force.  He believed that Saddam’s regime was so fragile that it would completely collapse when 
the attack began.  Military planners always want the strongest possible force, as they plan for the 
worst case scenarios.  Rumsfeld, on the other hand, believed that the revolution in military affairs 
and its accompanying superior technical capabilities had greatly reduced the fog of war, and thus 
justified greater risk taking.  


Two primary, political worries influenced CENTCOM’s final war plan for the invasion of Iraq. “First 
was the concern that Hussein would be able to inflict extensive casualties on the invading force, 
whether by use of chemical or biological weapons, by urban warfare in Baghdad, or a combination 
of the two. . .The second consideration was the need to keep diplomatic options open while 
military planning and preparation moved forward.”6   


As CENTCOM, under the close scrutiny and micro-management of the Sec Def, honed plans for 
the invasion of Iraq, it concentrated its efforts on combat plans and gave little or no thought to 
post-combat requirements and activities – known as Phase IV of the operations plan.  Phase IV 


                                                             


5 Ibid, page 103. 


6 Ibid, page 112. 
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involved security, stability, civil affairs, humanitarian aid and other “must dos” necessary to 
translate battle field success into strategic victory.  CENTCOM assumed that the Department of 
State had a plan for Phase IV and would be placed in charge of reconstruction and return to 
normalcy in Iraq.  What amazes our author is that, given that the Bush plan was to rebuild Iraq as 
a democratic society, so little though and planning was devoted to the resources and command 
structure needed to affect a successful Phase IV. Metz says that the two main reasons for the 
Bush administration’s/CENTCOM’s inadequate, Phase IV planning were (1) in order to capture 
congressional and U.S. public support for the war, the administration asserted that stabilization 
after combat would be a relative cake walk and (2) our government was simply not set-up for the 
task of long-term and massive nation-building. 


President Bush directed that the Department of Defense, and not Colin Powell’s Department of 
State, would lead the reconstruction and stabilization efforts.  In January, 2003, three months prior 
to the U.S. invasion of Iraq, President Bush established ORHA – the Office of Reconstruction and 
Humanitarian Assistance.  


The military was ill-equipped, unstaffed, and untrained to execute ORHA tasks.  The Department 
of State, however, was. The president was sold, in effect, a bill of goods by Donald Rumsfeld and 
his side-kick Wolfowitz.  Secretary of State Colin Powell and his deputy, Richard Armitage, were 
not enthusiastic about Rumsfeld’s DOD management of Phase IV. 


As a DOD entity, ORHA lacked the staff and experience to get the job done right the first time. 
Rebuilding the Iraqi society constituted the most monumental nation building effort since World 
War II, yet the Bush administration didn’t even begin bringing the key players and               
planners together until weeks before the invasion. 


Initially, Rumsfeld convinced the dedicated and talented retired Army Lieutenant General Jay 
Garner to head ORHA.  Garner did his best to make the new organization viable.  Rumsfeld, 
however, never granted Garner the key and experienced State Department staff members Garner 
requested to be assigned to his staff, nor did Rumsfeld ever keep his promise to provide Jay 
Garner and ORHA with the money needed to make Phase IV work.  In his first few weeks as 
ORHA chief, Garner pulled together the Unified Mission Plan for Post Hostilities in Iraq.  The plan 
concentrated on humanitarian assistance for the Iraqi people. Garner’s plan plainly stated that 
“maintaining law and order will be necessary from day 1.  Existing policy/security forces lack any 
legitimacy with the Iraqi people and are seen as oppressors.  Extent of public, voluntary 
compliance with law will be low. 200,000 security personnel in three Iraqi ministries require 
vetting, supervision and reform.”7  Jay Garner and ORHA assumed that the Bush administration 
would provide the forces necessary for post-war stabilization, security and reform.  Though 
Rumsfeld and other administration officials never disputed Garner’s plan and assessment, they 
never provided the necessary soldiers or resources needed to achieve success in the post-war 
Iraq. 


The Bush administration, and in particular Donald Rumsfeld, ignored the warning and advice of 
reputable analysis and think tanks. Both the influential and credible Council on Foreign Relations 


                                                             


7 Ibid, page 133. 
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and the Center for Strategic and International Studies advised the Bush administration that 
preparations for Phase IV were woefully inadequate and doomed to protract the war effort at great 
expense to both the American and Iraqi peoples. “Anthony Cordesman of the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies, one of the most experienced and astute observers of security in the 
Middle East, warned that because of such overly optimistic assumptions, the administration was 
planning for a self-inflicted wound.”8 


 


Chapter 6: Counterinsurgency 


The initial invasion of Iraq in March 2003 proved swift and effective.  But immediately after the 
culmination of official combat operations, affairs in Iraq quickly went downhill. The country at large 
disintegrated into anarchy, with looting, street crime and violence taking hold.  The anarchy 
resulted in Iraqi public anger and criticism of the U.S. for its lack of stability and control post-
Saddam.  


Iraqis deduced that America’s failure to establish and maintain post-combat security and stability 
was intentional and meant to punish them.  Surely, a nation as powerful as the United States 
could have done the job had it truly wanted to do so.  In June of 2003, anti-American actions on 
the part of Iraqis began to solidify.  The likes of Rumsfeld and Cheney assured the public that the 
violence was no more than the Baath Party and Saddam’s Fedayeen death squad remnants 
asserting their final bursts of resistance.  Rumsfeld told everyone that the coalition forces were 
dealing swiftly and effectively with these elements.  That was not true. 


Some commanding generals on the ground, like the Army’s 4th Infantry Division’s Major General 
Ray Odierno, failed to realize the magnitude of the growing, armed resistance.  He viewed the 
violators as common criminals and former regime members, and not as an organized 
counterinsurgency. One month later, the newly-installed CENTCOM commanding general, John 
Abizaid, announced that the armed resistance in Iraq constituted a “classic guerilla type 
campaign.”9 


By August 2003, the insurgency was growing and causing more disruptions.  Insurgents 
effectively cut off Baghdad’s supply of water, fired mortar rounds into a prison holding Iraqis 
detained by Americans, and set a major oil pipeline afire.  Violent attacks against U.S. forces grew 
in key population areas such as Mosul and Ramadi.  The insurgent leaders grasped the historical 
lessons of twentieth century.  In 1983, after terrorists killed Marines in Lebanon, President Reagan 
withdrew American forces from the region. Clinton pulled back Americans after Somali warlords 
paraded the bodies of dead Americans (Blackhawk Down) in front of the international media. 
Insurgents reasonably deduced that terrorist actions would once again force the Americans and 
their coalition partners to depart Iraq. 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page 136. 


9 Ibid, page 148. 
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From late 2003 through 2005, the Iraqi insurgency and al Qaeda-led violence escalated in Iraq 
due primarily to the failure of the United States to properly estimate the number of boots on the 
ground, money and resources necessary to secure and stabilize the defeated Iraq.  America was 
totally ill-equipped and unprepared for the task at hand.  The United States made four major 
mistakes in the spring of 2003 that resulted in operational fiascos: 


● The U.S. underestimated the humanitarian and economic resources needed to stabilize and 
secure Iraq. 


● Inaccurate, pre-war assumptions maintained that U.S. partners - to include other nation 
states and international organizations – would assume a bigger role in the post-war 
reconstruction of Iraq.  


● The U.S. used Iraq as an experimental ground for social engineering. Western market 
reforms were introduced too rapidly, resulting in massive Iraqi unemployment.  Thousands of 
dishonored Iraqi men, unable to support their families, were forced to turn to the dark side for 
employment, salary and self respect. 


● The U.S. refused to acknowledge that a full-blown insurgency was in effect in Iraq, and failed 
to shift thinking and combat operations into a counterinsurgency mode before the insurgency 
had grown, matured, and taken solid hold in Iraq. 


Our author offers that “after 227 years of independence, Americans had forgotten the humiliation 
of foreign occupation.  U.S. troops in Iraq had as much difficulty understanding why Iraqis resisted 
efforts to help and protect them as eighteenth-century British authorities did in understanding why 
their American colonists were so ungrateful for the protection provided them.”10 


The RMA and post-Desert Storm military preparations and training prepared the force for intense 
but short-term operations, not for prolonged counterinsurgency and stabilization ones.  


A series of misjudgments, denials, ambiguities and incompetence all contributed to America’s 
near defeat in Iraq by 2005: 


● In June 2003 the Coalition Provisional Authority, under the leadership of ambassador Paul 
Bremer, decided to build an Iraqi military from scratch, hoping to train and equip an effective 
force of 12,000 within the first year and one of 40,000 by the time all was said and done.  This 
number of Iraqi security forces was woefully inadequate to counter a growing insurgency in a 
nation as large as Iraq. 


● While more troops on the ground were clearly needed for security and stability in light of the 
growing insurgency, both Defense Secretary Rumsfeld and CENTCOM’s commanding 
General Abizaid resisted any increase in troop strength in Iraq, as both believed that sending 
additional forces to Iraq would only result in stirring up more anti-American sentiment.  


                                                             


10 Ibid, page 156. 
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● Publicly, President Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld stated that they never refused a request 
for additional troops from their ground commanders.  In reality, it was apparent that both 
desired commanders on the ground to do the job with what they had already been given. 


● A year after the U.S. invasion of Iraq – March 2004 - 130,000 troops finished their combat 
tours of duty and rotated home.  The loss of local knowledge and expertise in dealing with the 
Iraqis was huge.  In essence, the newly arrived troops would be starting everything from 
scratch. The 130,000 returning troops were being replaced with a force 20,000 less in strength; 
110,000 boots on the ground to do the job of the 130,000 whom they replaced.  


● The U.S. military efforts in Iraq focused upon killing and capturing insurgents as opposed to 
discrediting the enemy and undercutting its support among the local, indigenous Iraqi 
population.  The American military had not embraced the lessons of past counterinsurgencies.  
Killing and capturing does not win a counterinsurgency war. Destroying the insurgent’s cause 
and support base among the local population does. 


● American will generally support a war effort if progress is observable and there is hope for a 
discernable victory.  As the years of occupation in Iraq dragged on, both became murky in the 
eyes of many Americans.  


● The inability of the U.S.-led coalition to control sectarian violence eroded Iraqi support of the 
reconstruction and democratization efforts, even among the newly ruling, Shiite majority.   


● The failed ability of the U.S. to get it right the first time resulted in the ignition of many wars 
within Iraq at the same time, and with the American forces caught in the middle:  Shiites death 
squads attacked Sunnis, Sunnis retaliated against the Shiites, al Qaeda fought coalition forces, 
insurgents fought coalition forces, and a dysfunctional Iraqi government fought within itself. 


● Resources to train and equip Iraqi police and security forces were woefully inadequate. 


● Sectarian infiltration and corruption within the Iraqi police grew to be uncontrollable.  An 
estimated 70% of all police units were infiltrated by sectarian militia members.  


● The majority of shortfalls in Iraq, from the onset, were nonmilitary in nature, yet the 
nonmilitary branches of our government were ill-prepared and unable to deal with the realities 
on the ground. 


● By 2006, and without enough U.S. troops on the ground to hold territory that it forcibly 
cleared of insurgent forces, insurgents established many training bases throughout Iraq.  
These insurgent groups became self-sustaining, raising tens of million of dollars each year 
through smuggling, kidnapping, counterfeiting, and funding from Islamic charitable 
organizations.  
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● After more than four years of Iraqi liberation from Saddam’s repressive regime, the 
“psychological hangover of his brutality – the lack of political initiative and the tendency to 
defer to others for decisions and solutions –lingered in the Iraqi psyche.”11 


 


Conclusion 


The U.S. military occupation of Iraq fueled the Islamist movement globally.  It allowed Islamists to 
paint America as an imperial power with no regard for Arabs or Muslims, but simply the desire to 
exploit their petroleum resources.  


Metz maintains that one fact in indisputable: “the Bush administration failed to gauge and prepare 
for the difficulties of stabilizing Iraq after Hussein. There are three explanations for this. The first is 
mismanagement, incompetence, or bad decisions derailed what could have been a relatively 
successful transition from dictatorship to some form of democracy. . . The second explanation is 
that transforming Iraq from a parasitic dictatorship to a democracy was unachievable from the 
start. . .The third explanation is the ‘stab in the back’ theory – success was attainable had not 
some organization deliberately prevented it. . .the U.S. military or the intelligence community or 
the media and Democrats for turning the public against the counterinsurgency campaign.”12 


Metz maintains that the war in Iraq demonstrates how idiosyncratic elements influence wartime 
strategy in America. When confronted with new challenges, the United States desires to 
reorganize and develop new programs as opposed to re-evaluating and altering its existing, 
wartime strategies. With respect to our efforts in Iraq, “the full effect of this long struggle will not 
become clear until the United States confronts its next, as yet unidentified, security challenge and 
the power or weakness of the Iraq paradigm is put to the test.” 13 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                             


11 Ibid, page 189. 


12 Ibid, pages 192-193. 


13 Ibid, page 203. 
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 INTRODUCTION 


In Stealth Jihad, Robert Spencer presents evidence of a far greater threat to American 
freedom than terror attacks and suicide bombings.  He speaks of a subversive, well planned 
and financed effort - operating under the cover of powerful and legally-incorporated Muslim 
organizations - to impose strict Islamic law and jihadist ideology throughout the United States 
and the Western world.  


Spencer says that to many of us, the difference between radical Muslims and moderate ones 
is that the radicals directly or indirectly support terror attacks against innocent Westerners, 
while the moderate Muslims do not.  In this book, Spencer suggests that the differentiation 
should be refocused.  The important differences lie between the Muslims who believe that 
Islamic law rises above all other man-made laws and is the system that should be instituted for 
all of mankind by whatever means possible, and those Muslims who will live by the laws of 
pluralistic governments and treat non-Muslims as societal equals under the rule of secular law.  
Robert Spencer presents disturbing and well-researched proof that stealth jihadists are 
operating under the radar as everyday citizens, exploiting American naiveté, political 
correctness, and America’s support of religious freedom and social equality. 


 


CHAPTER ONE: MUSLIMS TRYING TO TAKE OVER THE USA? YOU’VE 
GOT TO BE KIDDING . . . . 


Robert Spencer begins this chapter with jihadist quotes from prominent Muslim leaders who 
are working ardently to establish Islamic law as the law of the land in America.  Of the many 
quotes cited in the book is from an article by Art Moore of the WorldNet Daily.  His December 
11, 2006 piece entitled, “Did CAIR founder say Islam to rule America?”  Moore quotes the 
founder of the Council on American Islamic Relations (CAIR) as stating “Islam isn’t in America 
to be equal to any other faith, but to become dominant.  The Koran should be the highest 
authority in America, and Islam the only accepted religion on Earth.”1 


Spencer states that groups both big and small are steadily advancing the Islamic agenda 
within the United States.  These organizations are well-financed and have established great 
influence throughout American society.  The ring leader among the stealth jihadists is the 
Muslim Brotherhood.  The Muslim Brotherhood – Al-Ikhwan Al-Muslimum in Arabic - is an 
international organization that has existed for more than eighty years and has spawned terror 
organizations such as Hamas and Hezbollah.  The Muslim Brotherhood was founded in Egypt 
in 1928 by Hasan al-Banna.  By the year 1937 the Brotherhood had expanded into many other 
countries, to include Saudi Arabia, Palestine, Syria, Morocco and Lebanon. By 1944 the 
Muslim Brotherhood boasted more than 1,500 branches throughout the world, with an 
estimated membership of half a million members.  


                                                             


1 Spencer, Robert. Stealth Jihad: How Radical Islam is Subverting America without Guns or Bombs.  Washington, DC: Regnery Publishing, 
Inc., 2008, page 10. 
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Muhammad Mahdi Othman, leader of the Muslim Brotherhood in 2004, stated “I have complete 
faith that Islam will invade Europe and America, because Islam has logic and a mission.”2 A 
leading Muslim brotherhood operative in America, Mohamed Akram, wrote in a memorandum 
to the Brotherhood in North America that the Brotherhood’s work in the United States was to 
perpetrate a grand jihad to destroy Western society from within and make Islam victorious. The 
words of Akram became public knowledge during the 2007 trial which tied the largest Islamic 
charity in the U.S. – The Holy Land Foundation for Relief and Development – to providing 
donations to Hamas. Mohamed Akram delineated the Muslim Brotherhood’s plan to establish 
Islam as the ruling authority in the Western hemisphere in a 1987 blueprint for success.  The 
core of the plan called for Muslim immigrants and converts in North America to slowly but 
surely impose their religion, their values and eventually Islamic law upon Western society.  
Ultimately, the United States would be governed by a Central Islamic Council, a Muslim 
Attorney’s Society, and an Islamic Foundation for the Defense of Muslim Rights. 


The 1987 Akram memorandum listed other support organizations helping the Brotherhood to 
achieve its North American objectives. Among these were the Islamic Society of North America 
(ISNA), the Muslim Students Association (MSA), the North American Islamic Trust (NAIT), the 
Muslim Arab Youth Association (MAYA), and the Islamic Association of Palestine (IAP). From 
the Islamic Association of Palestine morphed the most prominent and influential Islamic 
organization in the United States – the Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR).  Other 
associated organizations include the Islamic Circle of North America (ICNA) and the 
International Institute for Islamic Thought (IIIT). 


 


CHAPTER TWO: FORGET “WHY DO THEY HATE US?” THE REAL 
QUESTION IS “WHAT DO THEY WANT?” 


Spencer says that the Islamists may hate Americans for reasons that cannot be mediated 
through U.S. actions; specifically, because we refuse to convert to the religion of Islam.  The 
author reminds us that the passion of Muslim Brotherhood’s founder, Egyptian Hasan Al-
Banna, was to restore the dominance of Islam in the world.  Al-Banna firmly believed that Islam 
provided answers and guidance for all religious and political aspects of life. In his view, Islam 
was the only genuine religious belief, and that it had to be accepted and embraced by all of 
mankind.  Hasan Al-Banna told his followers that initially, they must impose Islam and strict 
Islamic laws as the way of life for all of Egyptian society.  Next, it was their duty to spread 
Islam, its rule and its laws, to all corners of the Earth.  In order to achieve Islam’s world 
dominance, jihad against the non-believers was a must. Al-Banna told his followers that jihad 
must be an all- consuming duty of every true follower of Islam.   


Osama bin Laden is an ardent follower of the teachings of Al-Banna.  In his October 6, 2002 
Letter to the American People, bin Laden told us that: 


                                                             
2 Ibid, page 16. 
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 “The first thing we are calling you to is Islam.”3 


 Rather than live by the Islamic, sharia law, Americans make their own 
Constitution and laws as they wish, and thus defy the will of Allah.4 


 When Americans separate religion from politics, they refuse to accept the 
absolute authority of Allah.5 


Spencer lists several quotes from the Qur’an that call for the subjugation of the unbelievers. He 
tells us that “all four principal Sunni schools of jurisprudence, the Shafi’I, Maliki, Hanafi and 
Hanbali schools, agree on the importance of jihad warfare against non-Muslims who refuse to 
convert to Islam:”6 The Hanafi school maintains that the Prophet commands Muslims to wage 
war against infidels who receive the call to convert to Islam and refuse to do so.  It states that 
the fight against the unbelievers can take non-violent forms. 


One may ask why, if the Muslim mandate is to convert or wage jihad against unbelievers, has 
the ongoing global jihad has only recently grown in strength.  Spencer maintains it is because 
the jihad was not able to flourish until world events made it possible for Muslims to successfully 
proceed with their agenda. 


Spencer suggests that the reason why so many Muslims hate us is not so much because of 
our actions as much as the simple fact that non-Muslims are infidels and the Muslim holy book 
commands that the non-believers be converted or killed. 


Since 9/11, Muslims of the stealth jihad have figured out that if America is struck violently and 
overtly, it strikes back.  But if the actions of the Islamist are non-violent and politically astute, 
Americans will not notice because they are not looking.  Americans are watching for violence, 
death and destruction.  They are clueless when it comes to subversion from within their own 
borders.  The Shia group Hezbollah employs a strategy of non-violence within the United 
States because it feels that it can achieve its Islamist objectives more rapidly by working within 
the American political system and under the radar of everyday Americans.  On Al-Manar 
television in 2002, Hezbollah leader Hassan Nasrallah told the TV audience that Hezbollah’s 
ultimate goal was the destruction of the Great Satan – the United States. “Regardless of how 
the world has changed after 11 September, ‘Death to America’ will remain our reverberating 
and powerful slogan: ‘Death to America.’”7   


The author points out that Islamic groups within the United States are trying to change the term 
Judeo-Christian values, upon which America was founded, to Judeo-Christian-Islamic values.  
He maintains that there is no such thing as “Judeo-Christian-Islamic values.”  Judeo-Christian 


                                                             
3 Ibid, page 35. 


4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 


6 Ibid, page 37. 
7 Ibid, page 43. 
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values are drastically different from those of Islam. Whereas both Judaism and Christianity 
preach love and coexistence with those of other religions, Islam rejects any notion of equality 
or coexistence with any and all religions outside of Islam.  Spencer passionately implores all 
Americans to understand sharia law and the fact that sharia negates freedom of choice and 
mandates that compliance with Islamic law is the only freedom man should be permitted to 
enjoy.  The primary reason why the ongoing stealth jihad continues to achieve subversive 
victory in America is that it is unrecognized and/or unacknowledged by mainstream Americans. 


 


CHAPTER THREE: SILENCING THE CRITICS 


Spencer tells us that in today’s America those who tell the truth about the Islamist agenda are 
branded as prejudiced and jaundiced towards followers of Islam.  The Islamists in America, 
backed by their well-funded and powerful lobby organizations such as CAIR and MAS (Muslim 
American Society), make anti-Islamic activists afraid to publicly express their opinions, even 
when those opinions are based upon documented fact.  Those who are brave enough to 
expose the Islamist agenda are silenced in the media and courts accused of being bigots and 
Islamophobes. Spencer sites an example of British psychotherapist and gay rights activist 
John Casson who was told by the Imam at the Manchester Central Mosque that homosexuals 
should be executed.  Though the imam never denied that he said this, when Casson went 
public with the imam’s quotes publicity forced Casson to prove that he was not an anti-Islamic.  
Officials from the Islamic Human Rights Commission complained that John Casson was 
putting Muslims under a magnifying glass in an effort to demonize Muslims.  Spencer tells his 
readers that the Council on American Islamic Relations (CAIR) has targeted him, Paul Harvey, 
counter-terror expert Daniel Pipes, talk show host Michael Graham, the National Review 
Magazine, and FOX TV’s drama series 24 because of statements about or portrayals of 
Muslims that were thought to be offensive by the Islamic lobby organizations. 


Columnist Charles Krauthammer was targeted by CAIR when he observed that prisoners at 
Guantanamo were given Qurans and wrote, “That we should have provided those who kill 
innocents in the name of Islam with precisely the document that inspires their barbarism is a 
sign of the absurd lengths to which we often go in extending undeserved humanity to terrorist 
prisoners.”8 


Spencer cites many examples of how Islamist organizations such as CAIR deflect or shut 
down legitimate concerns about Islamist activities conducted within the U.S. borders.  In 2007 
Spencer and others charged that an Islamic school in Minnesota –the Tarek ibn Ziyad 
Academy (TIZA) was an Islamic, religious school improperly supported with public monies. As 
the press began to bring the school under close examination, CAIR called in the FBI to 
investigate alleged death threats against the school’s director.  Overnight, the focus of the 
media and public attention turned from an Islamic, religious school being funded by taxpayers’ 
dollars to anti-Muslim sentiments expressed through death threats. 


                                                             
8 Ibid, page 61. 
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The author accuses the Bush administration of pandering to powerful Islamist leaders in the 
United States. Spencer is amazed that the embarrassment to the president after he posed for 
photos in 2000 with Sami Al-Arian – subsequently imprisoned for his support of the terrorist 
organization Palestinian Islamic Jihad – did not seem to put a damper on Bush’s continued 
connections with Islamist organizations.  Instead of renouncing and distancing itself from 
organizations such as CAIR and the Islamic Society of North America (ISNA), the Bush 
administration continues its relationships with non-profits such as these and accepts their 
advice on a regular basis.  Just days after the 9/11 attacks, President Bush attended a 
remembrance ceremony at the National Cathedral.  During this ceremony, ISNA imam 
Muzammil Siddiqi, addressed the assembly.  His remarks stunned Charles Krauthammer who 
noted in his daily column that the imam never denounced the 9/11 attacks. 


Islamist lobby groups that continue to wield influence over the Congress and presidential 
administration include those touted by the Muslim Brotherhood as members of the grand jihad 
that remain friends to the Muslim Brotherhood: 


 ■ AMSS (Association of Muslim Social Scientists) 


 ■ IIIT (International Institute of Islamic Thought) 


 ■ UASR (United Association for Studies and Research) 


 ■ NAIT (North American Islamic Trust) 


 ■ MSA (Muslim Student Association) 


 ■ ISNA (Islamic Society of North America) 


 


CHAPTER FOUR: THE INTERNATIONAL JIHAD AGAINST FREE SPEECH 


The most powerful Islamic organization in the world, according to the author, is the 
Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC). The OIC is made up of fifty-seven governments 
within which Muslims make up the majority of the population.  Spencer believes that the OIC 
works to craft legal ways in which to put a stop to any and all criticism of Islam in the media, to 
include political cartoons that target Islam or the Prophet. One of several examples noted in 
the book revolves around a film by a Dutchman – Fitna – that draws correlation between 
Muslim acts of violence against innocent people and passages from the Qur’an.  The OIC 
condemned the film as “a deliberate act of discrimination against Muslims” intended only to 
“provoke unrest and intolerance.”9  High –level United Nations (UN) officials supported the 
OIC’s claims.  The UN Secretary-General himself, Ban Ki-moon, stated that this film was 
offensive to Muslims, supporting the OIC’s claim that free speech does not extend to criticism 
of Islam. 


                                                             
9 Ibid, page 74. 
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The OIC won another major victory in the UN in June of 2008.  Speaking before the UN 
Human Rights Council, non-governmental organization (NGO) representative David G. Littman 
denounced female genital mutilation (FGM), execution by stoning, and child marriage – all of 
which are approved under Islamic laws.  Representatives from Egypt, Pakistan, and Iran 
interrupted Littman’s presentation so many times that it had to be suspended. Littman was 
accused by the Pakistani delegation of presenting a discriminatory, isolated view of sharia law.  
Egypt objected to any criticism of sharia law. Iran accused Littman of falsely stating that Iran 
stoned women to death, even though Amnesty International reported that, despite an alleged 
2002, Iranian moratorium on stoning, the practice was still carried out in Iran.  In our author’s 
opinion, this heated UN discussion demonstrates that the objective of Islamic representatives 
to the UN is to ban any and all criticism of Islam. 


The film Fitna – which means upheaval in Arabic – presents several quotes from the Qur’an 
visually illustrated by acts of violence. Examples of quotes from the Qur’an include: 


 ■ 8:60 – “Against them make ready your strength to the utmost of your power, including 
 steeds of war, to strike terror into the hearts of the enemies of Allah and your 
 enemies.”10 


 ■ 47:4- “Therefore, when ye meet the Unbelievers (in fight), smite their necks; at length, 
 when ye have thoroughly subdued them, bind a bond firmly on them.”11 


 ■ 8:39 – “And fight them on until there is no more tumult or oppression, and there 
 prevail justice and faith in Allah altogether and everywhere.” 


Additional examples of the global jihad against free speech mentioned by the author are: 


 ■ The killing of film maker Theo van Gogh in 2004 by an Islamist radical for a film van 
 Gogh made which criticized how Islam mistreats its women. 


   ■ The 1989 fatwa issued by the Iranian leader Ayatollah Khomeini calling for the killing 
 of author Salman Rushdie after his book criticizing Islam was published internationally. 


 ■ The $100,000 bounty placed by Al Qaeda on the head of Swedish cartoonist Lars 
 Vilks in 2007 after he drew Muhammad as a dog. 


 ■ Spencer tell us of a common fear among journalists when he related the incident in 
 late 2007 when MSNBC’s senior political analyst, Lawrence O’Donnell, Jr., appeared on 
 the TV show The McLaughlin Group. O’Donnell attacked Mormonism on the show.  
 National radio talk show host Hugh Hewitt asked O’Donnell if he would say the same 
 things about Mohammed that he had just said about Joseph Smith.  O’Donnell replied 


                                                             
10 Ibid, page 85. 


11 Ibid, pages 85-86. 
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 that as much as he would like to criticize Islam much more than he does publicly, that 
 he was afraid for his life should he chose to do so.12 


 ■ Within our government today, U.S. officials are instructed not to refer to Islamist 
 terrorists as jihadists.   


  


CHAPTER FIVE: THE FACE OF ISLAMIC MODERATION?  CAIR, MPAC, AND 
OTHER “MODERATE” MUSLIM GROUPS 


Spencer documents the ties between the Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR), the 
Muslim Public Affairs Council (MPAC) and the Islamic supremacy movement.   


Spencer says that CAIR has cleverly and adeptly maneuvered itself into a position of respect 
and status among American military and political leaders.  A list of the prominent U.S. officials 
who support CAIR as the primary Muslim advocacy organization in the United States includes: 


 ■ Senator John Warner (R-VA) 


 ■ Senator Paul Sarbanes (D-MD) 


 ■ Representative Gary Miller (R-CA) 


 ■ Representative Dennis Kucinich (D-OH) 


■ J. Stephen Tidwell, Assistant Director in Charge, Los Angeles, California Field Office 
of the FBI 


 ■ Weysan Dunn, Special Agent in Charge, Springfield, Illinois Office of the FBI 


 ■ Brigadier General Mark Wheeler, United States Central Command 


Despite many instances of CAIR’s anti-American activities, our government places trust and 
confidence in CAIR and has even hired the organization to conduct sensitivity training to 
instruct government officials on the proper ways to interact with Muslims.  In June of 2004, the 
Justice Department named CAIR and an un-indicted co-conspirator in the Holy Land 
Foundation jihad terror funding investigation. Federal prosecutors named CAIR as a participant 
in a criminal conspiracy with Hamas to take Holy Land Foundation for Relief and Development 
(HLFRD) funds and funnel the money to Hamas in support of terror activities.  “CAIR not only 
facilitated donations to HLFRD, but also received half a million dollars from it. When confronted 
with this by terrorism analyst Steve Emerson in 2003, CAIR founder Nihad Awad vehemently 
denied the allegation: “This is an outright lie.  Our organization did not receive any seed money 
from HLFRD . . .CAIR raises its own funds and we challenge Mr. Emerson to provide even a 


                                                             
12 Ibid, page 90. 
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shred of evidence to support his ridiculous claim.  Emerson duly produced the cancelled 
check.”13 


Spencer believes that CAIR’s jihadist side is a spin off the Hamas terror front group known as 
the Islamic Association for Palestine (IAP). Steve Emerson maintains that the IAP is Hamas’ 
primary spokes organization within the United States.  The former chief of the FBI’s counter-
terrorism department, Oliver Revell, agrees with Emerson.  CAIR’s tight relationship with the 
Muslim Brotherhood was affirmed by Muslim Brotherhood’s number two man, Mohamed 
Habib.  When asked by an Internet blogger if there was a relationship between his organization 
and CAIR, Habib replied, “Yes.  You can say that.”14 


Notable government officials who agree that CAIR maintains ties with and funnels money to 
terror organizations and have publicly stated so include: 


 ■ Senator Richard Durbin (D-IL) 


 ■ Senator Charles Schumer (D-NY) 


 ■ Congressman Bill Shuster, (R-PA) 


 ■ Former FBI Counterterrorism Chief John P. O’Neall, Sr. 


Spencer documents many of the top CAIR officials and cohorts who have been indicted on 
various terror charges.  They include: 


 ■ Randall Todd “Ismail” Royer:  joined CAIR in 1997 and worked as its communications 
 specialist and civil rights coordinator.  He was indicted on more than forty counts of 
 conspiracy to train for and participate in violent jihad. 


 ■ CAIR’s former spiritual leader Ali al-Timimi received a life sentence for plotting and 
 recruiting for terror activities with in the United States. 


 ■ Ghassan Elashi, the founder of the Texas chapter of CAIR, was charged in 2004 with 
 supplying $12 million to Hamas while running the Holy Land Foundation for Relief 
 and Development. 


 ■ Bassam K. Khafagi helped to found the Islamic Assembly of North America (IANA). A 
 consultant for CAIR, he was indicted on charges of bank fraud in 2001.  


Spencer tells his readers that CAIR repeatedly refuses to condemn Hamas and Hezbollah for 
their terror activities. A Los Angeles Times reporter asked that CAIR spokeswoman Munira 
Syeda denounce Hamas and Hezbollah as terrorist organizations.  Ms. Syeda’s response was 
that she did not understand the relevance of the question.15  Spencer himself participated in a 


                                                             
13 Ibid, page 105. 


14 Ibid, page 109. 


15 Ibid, page 119. 
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debate with CAIR’s Hussam Ayloush in April 2007 during which Spencer asked Ayloush 
several times to condemn both Hamas and Hezbollah.  Hussam Ayloush refused to do so. 


The author tells his readers that another Muslim American organization – the Muslim Public 
Affairs Council (MPAC) – is a CAIR-allied organization that is not to be trusted.  Among the 
many accusations Spencer makes of MPAC, some of the more notable ones include: 


 ■ MPAC’s assertion that, “when legitimate differences with our government’s policies 
 translate into un-Islamic and illegal behavior, the Quran obligates us to speak up and 
 act.”16 


 ■ In testimony before a U.S. State Department audience, Sheikh Muhammad Hisham 
 Kabbani, a Sufi leader, stated that roughly 80% of American mosques are run by 
 Islamist extremists.  MPAC dismissed Kabbani’s remarks and refused to seriously 
 address his charges. 


 ■ MPAC leaders continually decline to condemn Islamist terror organizations or their 
 violent actions.  To the contrary, MPAC publicly attempts to discredit American terror 
 fighters such as Steve Emerson.  In a December 2004 booklet distributed by MPAC, 
 Steve Emerson was accused of being anti-Muslim and Islamophobic for saying that 
 American political correctness promulgated by American Muslim groups left many 
 Americans ignorant of the facts about the spread of radical Islam within the United 
 States. 


 ■ MPAC accused Emerson of erroneous accusations when Emerson stated that Muslim 
 terror sympathizers were often present in the White House.  Yet Islamic activist 
 Abdurrahman Alamoudi, who was for years a regular visitor to the White House, is now 
 serving a twenty-three year prison sentence for providing financing to terror 
 organizations in Libya. Another White House welcomed figure – Sami Al-Arian – 
 accepted a guilty plea for his involvement in supporting the Palestinian Islamic Jihad in 
 the United States. 


 ■ In a 2000, MPAC-sponsored rally, Alamoudi rallied the assembled crowd to support 
 both Hamas and Hezbollah. MPAC officials enthusiastically supported Alamoudi’s 
 comments. 


 ■ According to Steve Emerson, MPAC’s political advisor, Mahdi Bray, “coordinated and 
 led a rally where approximately 2,000 people congregated at the Israeli embassy in 
 Washington, D.C. where, as Emerson reported, Bray played a tambourine as one of the 
 speakers and sang, while the crowd repeated: ‘Al-Aqsa (Mosque) is calling us, let’s all 
 go into jihad, and throw stones at the face of the Jews.’”17 


                                                             
16 Ibid, page 123. 


17 Ibid, page 128. 
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 ■ Spencer accuses MPAC of moral inversion. MPAC’s website asked its readers to 
 question why there was no public outrage or concern about Christian and Jewish 
 extremists such as Pat Robertson, Jerry Falwell or Daniel Pipes.  The author points out 
 that Christian and Jewish extremists are not currently blowing people up and 
 beheading them in the name of their religious fanaticism. 


 


CHAPTER SIX: YOUR HOUSE IS OUR HOUSE: ACCOMMODATING ISLAM 


Spencer takes issue with the fact that some Muslims in America, instead of adapting to 
American traditions of freedom of thought and religion, demand that the Western infidels adapt 
to Muslim beliefs to the letter of strict Islamic law.  Our author does not object to Muslims 
embracing sharia law in their own lands, but to those Muslims extremists who would attempt to 
force Westerners to adopt Muslim laws and beliefs within their own sovereign nations.  
Spencer gives examples of the extremes to which Islamists will go to force others to embrace 
their uncompromising, Islamist beliefs.  One such example is the 2007 arrest and jailing of a 
British elementary school teacher, Gillian Gibbons, in Sudan.  Gibbons allowed her student to 
name a teddy bear doll Muhammad. She was charged with insulting religion.  Gibbons was 
pardoned by the Sudanese president after an international outcry forced the decision. Another 
example involves the fifteen Saudi girls who burned to death in a dormitory fire in Mecca 
because the Saudi religious police – the muttawa – would not let the young girls evacuate the 
building because their bodies were not properly (fully) covered in accordance with strict 
Islamic, sharia law. 


An American business woman was jailed, strip-searched and interrogated by the muttawa in 
2008 for going to a Starbucks coffee shop with a male coworker to whom she was not married 
or related. 


Our author is concerned with Muslims who successfully force Islamic values and restrictions 
upon “free” Americans. Spencer provides several examples: 


 ■  Rising Star Telecommunications Company, Florida: an employee who was eating a 
 bacon, lettuce and tomato sandwich during her lunch break was fired because a 
 company rule stated that pork products could not be consumed on company premises.  
 Rising Star’s Chief Executive Officer, Kujaatele Kweli, a Muslim, said that Morales, a 
 Catholic, was fired as a matter of religious accommodation.18 


 ■ In 2007 Muslim employees at Target stores in Minneapolis refused to handle pork 
 products at the check out counter.  Target did not want to have to go through a lengthy 
 trial and arbitration process.  Target Corporation elected to permit Muslim cashiers to 
 wear gloves so that they would not come in contact with pork products. A Muslim 
 cashier at Sam’s Club in Minnesota refused to ring up pork products as a violation of his 
 religious beliefs.  Spencer says that this is all part of the stealth jihad: change America’s 
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 separation of church and state as opposed to assimilating to American ways and 
 freedom of choice. 


 ■ Ridgeland School District 122 in Oak Lawn Illinois banned all pork products from its 
 school cafeterias to avoid offending Muslim students.  This same district attempted to 
 ban Halloween and Christmas parties in 2007. 


 ■ Atlanta public schools in 2004, pressured by CAIR, ruled that Muslim students could 
 be excused from Friday classes to attend Islamic prayers. 


 ■ San Diego’s Carver Elementary School, possessing more than one hundred Somali, 
 Muslim students, scheduled school breaks to allow Muslim prayer and sexually 
 segregated classes to conform to Islamic preferences.  Pork products were deleted from 
 the cafeteria menu and Arabic classes added to the curriculum. 


 ■ In 2005 more than thirty Muslim workers at Dell’s computer plant in Nashville refused 
 to work because they were not allowed to leave their work stations to pray.  Dell fired 
 them.  CAIR and its lawyers stepped in and forced Dell to reinstate the workers, give 
 them back pay, and allow breaks for Islamic prayer, and institute Muslim sensitivity 
 training for non-Muslim Dell employees. 


 ■ Muslim employees at Swift and Company processing plants in both Texas and 
 Nebraska won concessions of time off during their work day to pray. 


 


CHAPTER SEVEN: SEPARATE AND UNEQUAL: ISLAMIC SEPARATISM 


“In many public colleges and universities, pressure from the Muslim Brotherhood’s Muslim 
Students Association (MSA) has led to the establishment of “Muslims only” prayer rooms –
often, again, at public expense.  Nine universities now have Muslim-only prayer rooms, 
including Stanford, Emory, and the University of Virginia.”19 


In Fairfax, Virginia, George Mason University established a meditation area for all students.  
The Muslim students converted the room into their own mosque, requiring that non-Muslims 
remove their shoes and remain sexually segregated while in the meditation room.  A similar 
incident took place at Normandale Community College in Minnesota.  The college set-up an 
interfaith area in what was formerly a racquetball court. The college’s Muslim student began 
banning non-Muslims from the meditation room.  The college supported their actions by 
constructing a barrier to separate males from females and placed a sign instructing students to 
remove their shoes before entering the room. 


Harvard University, in February of 2008, mandated six “women only” hours a day in the 
university gymnasium to accommodate Muslim female students who did not want to work out 
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in view of men.  Spencer maintains that, “Demanding a place at the table is not the same thing 
as demanding a separate table of one’s own.”20  


Spencer’s sources document the fact that an Islamist organization named Jamaat al-Fuqra – 
whose members included Beltway sniper John Muhammad and airplane shoe bomber Richard 
Reid - constructed compounds in many U.S. locations to include “Hyattsville, Maryland; Red 
House, Virginia; Falls Church, Virginia; Macon, Georgia; York, South Carolina; Dover, 
Tennessee; Buena Vista, Colorado; Talihina, Oklahoma; Tulare Country, California; 
Commerce, California; and Onalaska, Washington.”21 


Spencer tells us that the agents of Islamist change within the United States oftentimes do not 
even try to keep their Islamist agendas secret, and still they are accepted within mainstream 
America.  He cites the example of Mufti Muhammad Taqi Usmani, who has served on the 
Board of the Dow Jones Islamic Index (IMANX) who was quoted as stating, “the purpose of 
jihad aims at breaking the grandeur of unbelievers and establishing that of Muslims.”22 


 


CHAPTER EIGHT: READIN’, WRITIN’, AN SUBJUGATIN’ THE INFIDEL: THE 
STEALTH JIHAD IN AMERICAN SCHOOLS 


Spencer feels strongly that those most susceptible to the pressures from and influences of 
Islamist-based organizations are America’s teachers.  From elementary schools to universities, 
academia falls prey to the campaigns of Saudi-financed views of history and Islam that 
disguises Islamist intolerance and Islam’s violent history and teachings.  American academia 
embraces Islamist-based history books and uses them in a myriad of U.S. schools.   


Spencer maintains that history involving Islam is being whitewashed right in front of our  eyes 
to serve Islamic, political agendas in the U.S., and nothing is being done about it. Council on 
Islamic Education (CIE) founder Shabbir Mansuri publicly stated in a 2001  interview that he is 
waging war to promote a bloodless revolution within the United States. He wrote a guide for 
Muslim Americans on how to work within American laws, protocols and cultural sensitivities to 
effect Muslim religious accommodations in public schools. 


In Alexandria, Virginia, a Saudi Arabian funded and run school teaching 900 American 
students each year promoters Islamist supremacy and hatred of Christians, Jews, and 
America.  An eleventh grade textbook in this Islamic Saudi Academy tells American high 
school students, “Oh Muslim, oh servant of God, here is a Jew hiding behind me.  Come here 
and kill him.”23 It tells students that adulterers and unbelievers of Islam should be put to death. 
One of this Saudi Academy’s star pupils was a man named Ahmed Omar Abu Ali, voted by his 


                                                             
20 Ibid, page 176. 


21 Ibid, page 178. 


22 Ibid, page 187. 


23 Ibid, page 203. 
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classmates most likely to become a suicide bomber and martyr for Islam.  In 2006, he was 
sentenced to three decades in prison for his involvement in a plot to assassinate George W. 
Bush. 


One of the most startling facts brought forth by the author is that the American Textbook 
Council concludes that the Council on Islamic Education (CIE) “now enjoys virtually unchecked 
power over publishers and is an agent of contemporary censorship. Exercising its authority 
haughtily, and informing publishers that it may decline requests for reviewing published 
materials, unless a substantial and substantive revision is planned by the publisher.”24            


The author says that the federal government has, for all intents and purposes, abandoned any 
oversight of textbook validity and publication.  The Saudis have stepped in to fill this gap, 
generously funding multiple organizations that approve and promote Saudi-friendly 
kindergarten through twelfth grade curriculum. 


The separation of church and state, with respect to Islam, is quickly eroding throughout our 
nation. Spencer provides a few examples: 


 ■ Whereas public schools across the country, fully supported by the ACLU, ban display 
 of the ten commandments, reading from the Bible or even mentioning God, many 
 California students receive Islamic indoctrination. 


 ■ In 2004, public school children in Herndon, Virginia were given Islamic instruction and 
 made to take part in Muslim role playing games 


Spencer tells his readers about Islamist madrassa schools operated within the United States. 
One such school, in Brooklyn, New York, is the Khalil Gibran International Academy.  The 
academy’s first principal was Dhabah (“Debbie”) Almontaser, who received an award from 
CAIR and defended CAIR as a civil rights group that was being victimized.  Ms. Almontaser 
never mentioned CAIR’s proven ties to Hamas or Hezbollah. In May of 2007, a New York Sun 
journalist asked her in an interview whether or not she considered Hamas and Hezbollah terror 
organizations.  She would not answer the question. 


Throughout chapter eight, Spencer continues to provide examples of Islamist schools 
operating across the United States: 


 ■ Columbus, Ohio:  the International Academy of Columbus and the Westside Academy 
 are allegedly operated by Islamist extremists who are members of the Ohio chapter of 
 CAIR. 


 ■ The Minnesota Department of Education continues to provide taxpayer money to the 
 Tarek ibn Ziyad Academy.  This kindergarten through eight grade charter school is 
 located in Grover Heights ad Blaine, Minnesota. Both schools were accused by 
 independent, investigative reporters as making the religion of Islam central to all 
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 subjects taught within the schools. The academy is closely ties to the Muslim 
 Brotherhood’s Minnesota chapter of the Muslim American Society (MAS-MN). 


The author tells us that Islamic, private schools in America even have their own Islamic Pledge 
of Allegiance that was drafted for American students by the Bureau of Islamic and Arabic 
Education, an organization in California dedicated to the study of the Quran, Islam, and Arabic 
in American schools.  The pledge is as follows:25 


As an American Muslim 


I pledge allegiance to Allah and his Prophet 


I respect and love my family and my community, 


And I dedicate my life to serving the cause of truth and justice 


As an American citizen, with rights and responsibilities, 


I pledge allegiance to the lag of the United States of America 


And to the republic for which it stands 


One nation 


Under God, 


Indivisible, 


With liberty and justice for all. 


The author provides constant reinforcement and proof that the stealth jihad is alive and well 
within the United States. The Center for Religious Freedom reported in 2003 that the textbooks 
distributed in New York City Islamic schools contained passages that were unquestionably 
anti-Semitic. The Washington Post wrote of American students from the Muslim Community 
School in Potomac, Maryland, who said that Osama was not to blame for the 9/11 attacks. 
These native-born Americans stated that they would not serve in their country’s military if it 
meant fighting against fellow Muslims.  If they had to choose sides, they said that they would 
side with the Muslims fighting against America.  One eighth grade student told the reporter that 
being an American meant nothing to him.  The school’s principal told the Washington Post 
that, “Allegiance to a national authority is one thing, but the one who gives us life is more 
entitled to that authority . . . When national laws and values go counter to what the Creator 
believes, we are 100% against it.”26 


                                                             
25 Ibid, page 222. 


26 Ibid, page 225. 
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CHAPTER NINE: EDUCATION OR INDOCTRINATION? THE ISLAMIC 
IDEOLOGICAL STRAITJACKET IN AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES 


Spencer appears stupefied by the fact that though Islamists perpetrated the attacks of 9/11, 
the 2005 subway bombings in London, the Madrid train bombings, the 2002 and 2005 Bali 
nightclub bombings, the massacre of men, women and children in the Russian Beslan Middle 
School in 2004, the beheading of Nicholas Berg and Daniel Pearl, and the slaughter of many 
Buddhists in Thailand – all perpetrated by Muslims in the name if Allah and Islam – still does 
not produce a negative image within much of the rank and file of America’s academia.  


Spencer documents the fact that those in America who support an anti-Western agenda are 
nicely rewarded for their leanings. 


 ■ One American educator who wrote that the trial and tribulations of Islam in the 
 modern world result from the injustices of the West was awarded a $30,000 prize from 
 an Egyptian-based organization. 


 ■ A member of the Saudi royal family, Prince Alwaleed bin Talal is famous for 
 monetarily rewarding academic departments and universities at large that promote a 
 pro-Islamic agenda. (Alwaleed was the one who offered New York Mayor Rudolph 
 Giuliani a ten million dollar check shortly after 9/11.  The mayor refused to accept the 
 check because the prince displayed an attitude of satisfaction for the 9/11 victories of al 
 Qaeda.) 


■ Columbia professor Rashid Khalidi, teaches anti-Western,  Middle Eastern politics at 
Columbia’s Middle East Institute, which is funded by the Saudis.  Though is public 
statements got him removed from the program from which he was teaching, Khalidi 
continued to hold the university chair that was endowed by the Saudi royal family for 
$2.1 million. 


 ■ The Muslim Students Association at the University of Pennsylvania receives an 
 annual budget of $50,000.  Student fees supply $20,000 of that yearly budget.  In 
 contrast, the university’s College Democrats and College Republicans do not receive 
 any student funding. 


Spencer cites numerous examples of Muslim Student Association (MSA) chapters across the 
country that sponsor Islamist speakers on campus and distribute pro-terrorist publications.  A 
few of the more notable instances include: 


 ■ In October 2002 members of the UCLA chapter of the MSA conducted a protest at the 
 Israeli Consulate in Los Angeles during which the slogan, “Victory to Islam! Death to the 
 Jews!” was repeatedly shouted. 
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 ■ The MSA members at the University of Michigan played hosted speaker Sami al-Arian 
 in October 2002.  Al-Arian eventually plead guilty to supporting the terrorist group 
 Palestinian Islamic Jihad.  The people attending al-Arian’s talk chanted “Death to 
 Israel.” 


 ■ The MSA of UCLA invited the Imam of the Masjid al-Islam mosque in Washington, 
 D.C. to speak at a Muslim event. Abdul-Alim Musa, referring to the fall of the Soviet 
 Union, told the assembled crowd,” We saw the fall of one so-called superpower, Old 
 Uncle Sam is next.”27 


 ■ The MSA publishes Al-Talib, a paper that boasts almost 60,000 readers in more than 
 thirty-five states.  It has featured both Osama bin laden and al Qaeda founder Abdullah 
 Azzam on front pages with narratives such as, “”When we hear someone refer to the 
 great Mujahid (warrior of God) . . . Osama bin laden, as a ‘terrorist,’ we should defend 
 our brother and refer to him as a freedom fighter,” and “We pray that Sheikh Azzam’s 
 dream of a true Islamic state comes true.”28 (Financial contributors to Al-Talib included 
 three Muslim-American, non-profit charities that were eventually shut down by the U.S. 
 government for providing financial support to terror organizations: The Holy Land 
 Foundation for Relief and Development, the Global relief Foundation, and the 
 Benevolence International Foundation. 


 ■ The MSA at University of California sponsored more than one speech by Imam Abdel 
 Malik-Ali, an American convert to Islam.  In front of a cheering crowd on the UC campus 
 at Irvine, Malik-Ali yelled at the crowd,” The Jews think they are superman, but we, the 
 Muslims, are kryptonite. The Jews know that their days are numbered.”29 


 ■ The Penn State chapter of the MSA sponsored Sheikh Khalid Yasin, another 
 American convert to Islam who is a fanatical supporter of Islamist supremacy.  He told 
 the Penn State students that any country not governed by sharia law is basically a 
 lawless one. 


 ■ Iman Zaid Shakir spoke at Temple and George Washington Universities, telling the 
 attendees that the U.S. constitution violates the orders of Allah and that every honest 
 Muslim would like to see the United States become a Muslim nation. 


  


 


                                                             
27 Ibid, page 251. 


28 Ibid. 


29 Ibid, page 252. 
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CHAPTER TEN: COMPROMISED 


Robert Spencer is concerned that too many U.S. government officials are ignorant of the 
stealth jihad, dedicated more to the causes of diversity and tolerance than to defending our 
national security and shutting down Islamist subversion.  Afraid of being labeled as anti-Arab, 
anti-Muslim, or anti-Islam, Spencer tells us that “willfully blind officials” are turning a deaf ear 
and a blind eye to what is going on all around us. 


Spencer tells the story of the Arabic translator debacle within the U.S. government.  Post-9/11, 
all branches of the United States’ intelligence and law enforcement communities desperately 
needed reliable Arabic translators.   


Numerous, well-qualified Jewish and Christian Arabic translators were rejected by the FBI’s 
New York office in late 2001.  More than ninety individuals who had served as translators for 
the Israeli military and the news media were turned down by the Bureau.  Of all the Jewish, 
Arabic translators sent to apply for government service at the request of the FBI, not one was 
accepted. The FBI and other government agencies hire predominantly Muslim translators.  
Muslim translators currently working for government entities such as the FBI do not desire to 
work side-by-side with Jewish co-workers.  Spencer maintains that the need for Arabic 
translators is great, but with recruiting mainly focused towards recruits within American, Islamic 
communities, the potential for terrorist infiltration remains high.  


Spencer’s investigation of problems with some of the Arabic translators hired by the FBI after 
the attacks of September 11 produced alarming results: 


 ■ Several case agents with whom Spencer spoke told him that they did not trust the 
 translators working within their directorates.  They told Spencer that some of these 
 translators have supplied information to the enemy.  Often, their Muslim translators 
 mark transcripts as “NOT PERTINENT” to investigations when in fact later on it is 
 proven that the translated texts were relevant. Laptop computers with classified 
 information on al Qaeda regularly come up missing from within the translation units.  
 Some of these FBI agents told Spencer that the Muslim translators will openly state in 
 the FBI office how Americans had 9/11 coming to them.  When the agents complain to 
 their superiors, they are directed to attend Muslim sensitivity training. 


 ■ The most egregious example provided by Spencer is one about FBI translator Sibel 
 Edmonds, who was fired by the FBI in 2002 after she accused a Muslim, FBI colleague 
 of covering up illegal activities being conducted by Turkish agents.  Edmonds maintains 
 that the problems within the FBI’s the Arabic translation units ranged from security 
 breaches to issues of questionable loyalty, competence, and on-the-job conduct. In a 
 2003 letter to the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, 
 Edmonds stated, “During my work with the bureau, I was seriously taken aback by what 
 I heard and witnessed within the translation department. There were those who openly 







© Copyright 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


19 


 divided the fronts as ‘Us’ – the Middle-Easterners who shared certain views – and 
 ‘Them’ – the Americans who were the outsiders (whose) arrogance was now ‘leading to 
 their own destruction.’” On translator, according to Edmonds, declared openly about the 
 September 11 attacks, “It is about time that they get a taste of what they have been 
 giving to the rest of the Middle East.”30 The Office of the Inspector General concluded in 
 2005 that Edmonds had been dismissed for making valid complaints that caused her 
 supervisors discomfort. 


The U.S. Army has also been infiltrated by jihadists. A Muslim of Moroccan origin named 
Noureddine Malki came to the United States in the 1980s. He obtained a job with the L-3 Titan 
Group defense contractor as a translator for the Army in Iraq in 2003 and 2004.  After his 
service in Iraq was up, her returned to New York, and lived in Brooklyn in 2005. Upon 
departing Iraq, Malki brought battle maps, lists of terrorists that the Army was trying to 
apprehend, and other sensitive information back to America.  Malki was arrested and jailed 
after his return to the U.S. It was proven that he received bribes from jihadists in Iraq totaling 
more than $11,000.  Malki pleaded guilty to possessing national defense information without 
authority.  He was sentenced to eleven years in prison. 


Ali Mohamed was an Army Green Beret and an al Qaeda operative who played a primary role 
in the 1998 bombings of the U.S. embassies in Africa.  He was a trusted FBI source who 
turned out to be a double agent for al Qaeda. 


Spencer provides proof of the terrorist infiltration within both the FBI and the CIA.  He provides 
a textbook example with the case of Nada Nadim Prouty.  Prouty is a Lebanese citizen who 
was employed by the FBI and the CIA.  In November 2007, she admitted exploiting her access 
to FBI data bases to accumulate data and information about FBI investigations targeted 
against Hezbollah; specifically, information against Hezbollah operatives in the U.S. who 
turned out to be Prouty’s sister and brother-in-law.  Thanks to the tip-off provided by Prouty to 
her relatives, they were able to flee the United States and elude an indictment for tax evation 
and providing $20 million in restaurant revenues to Hezbollah.  When all was exposed, it was 
discovered that Prouty was a former illegal immigrant who admitted to paying a U.S. citizen to 
marry her in a shame marriage aimed at obtaining U.S. citizenship for her. While working for 
the CIA, Ms. Prouty had access to high visibility detainees in Iraq.  When all was adjudicated, 
“U.S. District Judge Avern Cohn issued her a $750 fine – and no jail time at all.”31 


Spencer tells the story of retired U.S. Army Major Steve Coughlin, a top expert in Islamic law, 
who lost his job at the Pentagon in 2008 because he kept warning of the theological basis 
underlining and promulgating Islamic violence.  In the latter half of 2007, Coughlin had a 
meeting with the special assistant for international affairs for the Deputy Secretary of Defense, 


                                                             
30 Ibid, page 259. 


31 Ibid, page 263. 
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Mr. Hesham Islam. Mr. Islam attempted to get Coughlin to back off of his rhetoric. Coughlin 
continues to cite passages from the Quran and quotes from Islamic leaders which support his 
statements and concerns. Spencer accuses Hesham Islam and other influential Muslims within 
the Pentagon of mounting a campaign against retaining defense contractor Steve Coughlin.  
Coughlin was notified in January of 2008 that his contract would be terminated in March. 


 


CONCLUSION: WHAT’S TO BE DONE? 


Spencer tells us that the stealth jihad is much more advanced in Europe than in the United 
States.  He maintains that Muslims in Europe are achieving today what they have not been 
able to accomplish in the previous millennium – the conquering of Europe.  If the present 
trends in European demographics hold true, France, Holland and several other Western 
European nations could have Muslim majority populations by 2050.  Spencer provides several 
examples of how the Muslim majorities are assuming control of cities and regions throughout 
Europe: 


 ■ Malmo, the third largest city in Sweden, has transformed into a closed, Muslim 
 society. Malmo police officers are hesitant to drive into the Muslim section of the city 
 because if they park their cars, the cars are damaged by the local citizens.  


 ■ The Reverend Bishop Michael Nazir-Ali of the Anglican Church in Rochester, 
 England, stated in April 2008 that Islamic jihadists were transforming “already separate 
 communities into ‘no-go’ areas where adherence to this ideology has become a mark of 
 acceptability.”32 


 ■ The Islamic separatist movement is very strong within many British communities. 
 Muslim clerics are espousing from their pulpits that Muslims must create a Muslim state 
 within the democratic state of the United Kingdom. The rhetoric which regularly flows 
 from the mouths of British Muslim clerics is typified by comments made by a prominent  
 British, Muslim preacher, Doctor Ijaz Mian, when he said, “You cannot accept the rule of 
 the kaffir (unbeliever).  We have to rule ourselves and we have to rule others.”33  


 ■ France has more than 700 geographic areas that are classified as “Sensitive Urban 
 Zones (ZUS)”34  Within these communities, the French state exercises virtually no 
 control.  These are communities within which Muslims rule, without regard for French 
 civil law. 


                                                             
32 Ibid, page 271. 


33 Ibid, page 272. 


34 Ibid. 
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Our author praises the efforts of Republican, Congressional Representative Sue Myrick of 
North Carolina.  Representative Myrick introduced a ten-point plan for combating Islamist 
jihadism in the United States.  In April of 2008, Ms. Myrick called for the following: 


 ■ Investigate all of the military, Muslim chaplains who were recommended by 
 Abdurahman Alamoudi, the man who worked with the Department of Defense to 
 introduce hand-picked Muslim chaplains into the military, and who is now serving more 
 than twenty years in prison after pleading guilty to financing terror operations. 


 ■ Scrutinize the process by which Arabic translators are selected and employed by the 
 Department of Defense and the FBI. 


 ■ Closely examine the tax-exempt status of Muslim, non-profit organizations; 
 specifically, the Council on American-Islamic relations (CAIR). 


 ■ Pass laws that make it acts of sedition and solicitation of treason punishable by law 
 for all verbal or written words that call for the deaths of American citizens. 


 ■ Audit all of the Arab and Muslim sovereign wealth funds spent within the United 
 States. 


 ■ Stop granting student visa scholarships to Saudi Arabian citizens until that nation 
 removes anti-Judeo/Christian/American rhetoric from their textbooks. 


 ■ Stop issuing religious visa to Muslim clerics who come from countries that do not 
 permit visits from non-Muslims. 


 ■ Cease the sale of sensitive military munitions to Saudi Arabia. 


 ■ Put a stop to all government contracts that train Saudi police and security forces in 
 counterterrorism. 


Spencer says that Americans should campaign to get Representative Myrick’s 
recommendations accepted into law and implemented.  He says that all Americans share a 
responsibility to stand firmly for freedom of speech and fight all who would take this freedom 
from us.  Spencer says that besides supporting initiatives such as Myrick’s, Americans should 
strive to insure that their leaders: 


 ■ Enforce the laws already on the books, such as those that make it a federal crime to 
 advocate the destruction or overthrow of the U.S. government. 


 ■ Close down any Muslim organization within the U.S. that does not renounce in word 
 and deed any and all intentions to replace the U.S. Constitution with Islamic, sharia law. 


 ■ Temporarily halt all Muslim immigration into the United States as long as our war 
 against terror persists and the stealth jihad continues. 
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 ■ Defend our Western culture.  Remain openly proud of it.  


  


  








1	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


 


Myths, Illusions, & Peace: Finding a New Direction             
for America in the Middle East 


By Dennis Ross and David Makovsky 


Copyright © 2009 by Dennis Ross and David Makovsky 


ISBN 978-0-670-02089-8 


Printed in the United States of America by Viking Penguin  


U.S. $27.95    Canada $35.00 


366 pages 


 
“This compelling book is an insightful testament of the authors’ profound grasp of Middle East 


history and its development in today’s contemporary reality. By dispelling myths that have 
captivated too many for too long in our region and beyond its shores, they bring to their analysis 


much needed fresh focus and lucid thinking . . . “1 


-- Shimon Peres, President of the State of Israel 


“I rely on the work of Dennis Ross and David Makovsky for deep strategic thinking and value 
their research and analysis. I consider their work a national treasure of the United States.”2 


--  Lieutenant General Keith W. Dayton, U.S. Security Coordinator for Israel and the 
Palestinian Authority 


Dennis Ross served as the chief peace negotiator for the Israeli-Palestinian conflict under 
presidents George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton.  David Makovsky is a fellow at the Washington 


Institute for Near East Policy and an adjunct professor at Johns Hopkins University. 


 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Ross, Dennis and Makovsky, David . Myths, Illusions & Peace: Finding a New Direction for America in the 
Middle East. United States of America: Viking Penguin, 2009 back book flap. 


2 Ibid. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 


Throughout the latter part of the twentieth century, the Middle East region was not a 
critical factor in the national security of the United States of America. Though the U.S. 
sought to insure the free flow of petroleum from this region to its consumers, it did not 
perceive the monarchial powers of Middle East as a threat. The Soviet Union 
preoccupied American national security concerns during the Cold War. When the Soviet 
Union and the global communist threat vanished, the Middle East sprang into the 
limelight, generating the terror threats that preoccupy and concern us to this day. 


The book’s authors believe that the greatest current menace to America’s national 
security is that posed by the radical Islamist threat. They are especially concerned with 
the export of nuclear technology and weaponry by the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea (North Korea) to the Middle East.  They note that every weapon system 
developed by North Korea has been subsequently sold on the international market. 


Our authors say that it is very important for Americans to view the Middle East in more 
realistic terms than those of the Bush administration. Ross and Makovsky state that 
George W. Bush’s approach to the instability and anti-American sentiment in the Middle 
East was to have the American military create a new and pro-American reality in the 
region.  Instead of forging ahead with diplomatic efforts aimed at changing the Middle 
East and lessening the threat of global terror, the Bush administration sought to force a 
regime change.  This proved to be a recipe for disaster.  The Bush administration failed 
to appreciate the importance of sectarian and tribal differences in both Iraq and 
Afghanistan. It pressed for democratic elections before either country was socially, 
tribally, or religiously prepared to engage in the process. 


Our authors maintain that the Middle East can change for the better, but only if world 
powers such as the United States take into account the intricate truths that guide the 
history and future development of that region. Both the American left and right wingers 
refuse to acknowledge the basic need for the buy-in of the Middle Eastern peoples to 
the sustaining principles and mandates of the democratic process. 


If the United States is to make democratic gains in the Middle East, it must not delude 
itself by believing that faith-based or ideological assessments can successfully lead to 
the acceptance of its objectives and policies.  American leaders must accept and 
acknowledge the fact that Arabs, Jews, and Persians in the Middle East view each other 
through the lens of historical experiences and traditions.  Perceptions in the region 
represent ground truth for all of the parties involved. To date, the United States has 
dealt with the Middle East in terms of America’s view of reality instead of taking into 
account the perceptions of those who live in that region – perceptions that mold the 
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actual reality of the peoples in those troubled lands. For example, many Arabs believe 
that the powerful Israeli lobby in Washington, DC guides the actions of the United 
States in the Middle East. 


This book is comprised of three main sections. The first part deals with what our authors 
describe as the mythology of linkage; that is, the belief that every problem and clash in 
the Middle East can be linked to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This myth maintains that 
if one could resolve the disputes between the Israelis and the Palestinians, all of the 
other problems linked to their disputes would be resolved. The second section 
examines mythologies surrounding the overarching themes of engagement versus non-
engagement and regime change as opposed to a change of regime behavior. The 
book’s last section addresses American values, international concerns and the global 
promotion of democracy.  Ross and Makovsky propose that “the mythologies on one 
side or the other have reflected the tendency to lose sight of the need to preserve a 
balance between our interests and our values. This book is about trying to identify the 
right balance in the assumptions we make about the Middle East.”3 


 


CHAPTER TWO: LINKAGE: THE MOTHER OF ALL MYTHS 


As stated above, the policy myth that has kept the United States and its allies from 
making genuine progress in the Middle East is “linkage” - the belief held by many 
experts that if the Israeli-Palestinian conflict was worked out, then all of the other 
problems in the Middle East would melt away.  World leaders such as Egyptian 
President Hosni Mubarak and King Abdullah of Jordan are both proponents of linkage. 
Prominent U.S. political figures such as former national security advisor Brent Scowcroft 
and former secretary of state James Baker both embrace linkage. 


Our authors do not buy the concept of linkage.  In contrast, they present the fact that 
since the creation of the state of Israel in 1948, dozens of conflicts have erupted in the 
Middle East.  Most of them were totally unrelated to the Arab-Israeli disputes.  
Examples of these conflicts include: 


 ■ The Iraqi coup of 1958 


 ■ The Lebanon crisis of 1958 


 ■ The Yemeni civil war 1962-1968 


 ■ The Iraqi Kurdish revolt of 1974 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Ibid, page 11. 
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 ■ The Egyptian-Liberian Border War of 1977 


 ■ The Iran-Iraq War of 1980-1988 


 ■ The Persian Gulf War of 1990-1991 


 ■ The U.S. – Iraq War of 2003 


Many of the Middle East’s challenges are far from connected to the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
It is difficult to foresee, for example, how solving the Israeli-Palestinian dilemma would 
deter Iran from its drive to acquire nuclear weapons capability. During both of the 
Palestinian intifadas, which resulted in the deaths of more than 4,000 Palestinians and 
1,000 Israelis through 2005, not a single Arab leader has been deposed and not one 
Arab rule destabilized.  In fact, Arab regimes in the Middle East have predominantly 
molded their foreign policies without regard to any U.S. ties to Israel or the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. 


This concept of linkage has enabled terrorist organizations such as al Qaeda to justify 
their actions.  Before the horrific 9/11 attacks, Osama bin Laden paid little attention to 
the Arab-Israeli conflict or the Palestinian intifadas. At best, he mentioned the plight of 
the Palestinian people in passing.  Subsequent to the 9/11 attacks, Osama bin Laden 
recognized that the Israeli-Palestinian friction presented him with a cause to which he 
could rally anti-American, Islamist supporters. Certainly, it was not the plight of the 
Palestinian people that led al Qaeda to perpetrate the 9/11 attacks.  The authors posit 
that if peace could be achieved tomorrow between the Israelis and the Arabs in the 
Middle East, al Qaeda would still pursue its anti-American agenda. 


Both Hezbollah and Hamas have embraced the predicament of the Palestinians as a 
reason for their terrorist attacks against Westerners. In fact, both terror organizations 
encourage the perpetuation of the Arab-Israeli conflict, as it offers a convenient and 
global justification for their actions. “…the Arab regimes have no interest in resolving the 
Palestinian issue, preferring to blame others rather than deal with it. The lack of Arab 
accountability has led to two realities: first, regimes – including those that America 
supports such as Egypt – that promote hostility toward America in order to deflect 
criticism and anger, and second, a culture of victimhood, not accountability that has 
permeated much of the Arab and Islamic world.”4 


Our authors maintain that one of the problems with achieving a lasting peace in the 
Middle East is that, on the occasions when peace has been adjudicated between Arab 
states and Israel (such as with Egypt and Jordan), the mediation has occurred between 
governments - not between peoples and societies. If societies at large do not support 
and embrace their governments’ peace agreements, then in effect, there can be no 
lasting peace. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Ibid, page 24. 
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CHAPTER THREE: LINKAGE: THE U.S. APPROACH TO LINKAGE 


The United States has never had a problem supporting the state of Israel and 
maintaining its relationship with the oil-rich nations such as Saudi Arabia. From the 
administration of President Harry Truman through present day, the U.S. has been able 
to successfully recognize the right of the state of Israel to exist and retain its access to 
Saudi crude. In fact, America’s demand for Saudi oil remains a sustained source of 
wealth for that nation’s royal family.  


Though the oil embargo of 1974, supported by the Saudi royals, temporarily hurt the 
U.S. economy by causing an economic crisis and recession, the Saudis realized that 
any effort to destabilize the American economy would result in devastating ramifications 
for them.  The oil embargo resulted in a decreased demand for Saudi crude, and in the 
long run, drove the Saudi revenues down.  The Saudis realized additionally that if they 
pursued the course of continued embargos, the United States would be driven to 
develop alternative sources of day-to-day energy to power its economy. 


Another reason why the Saudis shied away from continuing oil embargos against the 
United States was that they relied heavily upon America for the arms and training 
needed for national defense.  Saudi Arabia knew that as long as an oil embargo was in 
place, America would not supply military hardware at any price. The oil embargo of 
1974 had nothing whatsoever to do with the Arab-Israeli conflict or the continuing 
quandary of the Palestinian people. 


In the 1970s the concept of linkage began to include the Soviet Union, which sought to 
gain influence among the Arab states.  Within the presidential administration of Richard 
Nixon, linkage was largely about U.S. competition and cooperation with the Soviet 
Union with respect to each country’s strategic influence in the Middle East. When Egypt 
and Syria went to war against Israel in 1973, the Soviets shipped seven hundred tons of 
weaponry, related supplies, and equipment per day to both countries.  An Egyptian 
victory over Israel would have resulted in the Soviet Union taking much of the credit.  
The United States was not about to permit a Soviet victory in the Middle East. Ergo, the 
Nixon administration shipped more than $2 billion worth of supplies to Israel to bolster 
their war fighting capability in what amounted to the largest American supply operation 
since the Berlin airlift. The Israeli victory in the 1973 war resulted in the loss of Egyptian 
territory in the Sinai. After the war, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat wanted to get lost 
Egyptian territory back. Nixon’s secretary of state Henry Kissinger worked with the 
Sadat administration to broker the first peace treaty between Israel and an Arab state – 
the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty of 1979.  This Egyptian-American-Israeli peace 
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initiative cut the linkage between Egypt and the Soviet Union, as Egypt became an 
American ally. 


President Jimmy Carter was the first U.S. leader to deal directly with the Palestinian 
matter. “But Carter’s linkage preoccupation was bound to fail once again because it 
failed to grasp the underlying, regional dynamics – including inter-Arab rivalries.”5  
Instead of working together to solve the Palestinian problem and bring more security 
and prosperity to the Middle East, Egypt and other Arab governments chose to pursue 
their own agendas.  Making little progress with regional governments like Egypt, 
Carter’s team asked the Soviet Union for assistance in bringing key Middle East players 
such as Syria and the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) to the negotiating table 
with Israel.  In the end, the Carter administration’s efforts failed. 


Saddam Hussein attempted to bring into play linkage when he invaded Kuwait in 1990. 
Unfortunately, Hussein failed to invoke regional linkage in support of his invasion. Due 
to the peace between Israel and Egypt, Egypt refused to support the Iraqi invasion. 
Additionally, with the Cold War ended, the United States could intervene in the region 
without fear of any regional competition with the former Soviet Union. 


In 2003, George W. Bush and his administration proposed a Roadmap for Peace in the 
Middle East. This Roadmap, embraced by the U.S., Russia, the United Nations and the 
European Union, was predicated on regional linkage.  It was never embraced by either 
the Israelis or the Palestinians and failed miserably. 


The Israeli-Palestinian issue remains a major source of contention within the Middle 
East, but it is certainly not the only source of Arab and Muslim aggravation and 
grievance. The Islamists, though, play the Arab-Israeli conflict and the plight of the 
Palestinian people to the hilt. Yet the authors maintain that even if the Palestinian issue 
was to somehow miraculously be resolved, the Islamists would not relent.  They would 
play on the need for true followers of Islam to bring down the unaccountable and 
dysfunctional regimes of Arab nations such as Saudi Arabia. 


 


CHAPTER FOUR: LINKAGE: THE NEOCONSERVATIVES AND THE PEACE 
PROCESS: DISENGAGEMENT IS THE ANSWER 


President George W. Bush stated during his first National Security Council meeting that 
the U.S. should disengage from the Arab-Israeli issue because he did not believe that 
the U.S. could achieve much in the region. Secretary of State Colin Powell took issue, 
advising the president that if America suddenly disengaged, the region would further 
destabilize and thirty-plus years of American efforts would be negated. Many in the 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Ibid, page 76. 
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Bush administration made the case that the United States should promote security in 
the region and not necessarily peace, as peace in the Middle East was no more than an 
illusion. “If there is one overriding assumption that shapes the neoconservative 
mythology about the Arab-Israeli conflict, it is that the Arab world simply does not accept 
peace with Israel, because it does not accept that Israel has a legitimate place in the 
region.”6  “The neoconservatives’ distrust of agreements with nondemocratic states is 
rooted in their view of history and their perception of what happens when democratic 
and nondemocratic regimes negotiate. Nondemocratic regimes have no intention of 
living up to their agreements, and the democratic governments, whatever they claim 
about enforcing such agreements, will live with violations – or so neoconservatives 
claim.”7   


The neoconservatives’ beliefs were reinforced in 2000 when the proposed 
Clinton Parameters were rejected by then Palestinian leader Yasir (Yasser) Arafat. The 
Clinton proposal, agreed to by the state of Israel, would have granted the Palestinian 
people one hundred percent of Gaza, ninety-five percent of the West Bank, and two 
percent of what is currently Israeli territory. The Clinton-Israeli concessions also granted 
the Palestinian state the Arab neighborhoods of East Jerusalem as the Palestinian 
capital and an international peace keeping force to insure that the new Palestinian state 
developed without international and Israeli intervention. Amazingly, the Israeli cabinet 
voted to grant the new Palestinian state all of the previously-mentioned concessions. 
Yasir Arafat, on behalf of the Palestinian people, rejected the offer. 


Our authors believe that the reason Arafat rejected such an advantageous offer was 
that Arafat would have had to accept the fact that the Palestinian-Israeli conflict was 
over – all of the years of complaints and grievances would have been finally resolved.  
What mattered most to Arafat was not the granting of a sovereign state to the 
Palestinian people but his resolve never to allow the existence of both the Israeli and 
the Palestinian states.  To Arafat, only a Palestinian state, and the elimination of the 
Israeli one, was an acceptable solution.  


Our authors convincingly argue that full American engagement in the Israeli-Palestinian 
dispute lessens the violence between the two warring parties. Between 2001 and 2004, 
more than 1,000 Israelis and close to 4,000 Palestinians died in the ongoing conflict. 
Yet during the preceding decade in the 1990s, when the United States was actively 
engaged in solving the Palestinian-Israeli dispute, little more than 200 Israelis and 1,000 
Palestinians died in mutual combat. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Ibid, page 94. 


7 Ibid, page 97. 
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Ross and Makovsky believe that America’s primary task is to “. . .find a way to restore 
belief in peacemaking and to create a public context that actually empowers leaders to 
take risk for peace, knowing that their publics will be accepting and supportive.”8 


CHAPTER FIVE: THE REALIST MYTHOLOGY ABOUT THE PEACE PROCESS 


Our authors tell us that the realists have an ambiguous vision of Middle East 
peacemaking that is founded upon deceptive myths. First, realists believe that the 
Israelis are responsible for all of the ongoing disputes in the Middle East. Next, they 
think that the United States maintains too close a relationship with the Israeli state. 
Finally, the realists maintain that if America can provide a workable outline, the entire 
Middle East conflict between the Jews and the Muslims can be resolved. 


Realists are convinced that the Middle East peace problem revolves not around the 
Arab refusal to accept the existence of the state of Israel but around Israel’s refusal to 
admit that the problem rests with its unwillingness to assume responsibility for the 
conflict in the region. Realists maintain that the United States’ relationship with Israel is 
too costly and not in America’s best national security interests. Realists call for a 
separation with Israel. They are convinced that the relationships of the Clinton and 
George W. Bush administrations with Israel were so close that it rendered any credible 
peace process virtually impossible to execute. 


The realists maintain that the parties in the Middle East will never be able to solve their 
own problems. The continuing effect of Middle East turmoil upon the American national 
security objectives will remain so distressing to America’s interests in the region that it 
remains incumbent upon the United States to create a workable blueprint for Middle 
East peace. “If linkage is an article of faith for the realists, U.S. pressure on Israel is an 
article of faith for most on the Israeli left. Getting the Israelis to do what they do not want 
to do on their own but is for their own good is something that the Israeli doves . . . have 
long been convinced is the only way to make peace.”9 


The authors tell us that although all parties in the Middle East may desire peace, none 
of them are willing to pay the price necessary to achieve it. 


 


CHAPTER SIX: ENGAGEMENT WITHOUT ILLUSIONS: GIVING PEACE A CHANCE 


Ross and Makovsky tell us that maintaining peace in the Middle East is extremely 
critical to America’s national security objectives in that region. Their argument has 
nothing at all to do with the concept of linkage but everything to do with the reality that 
until this conflict is put to rest, it will remain an issue that Arabs and Muslims will rally 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Ibid, page 112. 


9 Ibid, page 125. 
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around to promulgate Islamism and anti-Americanism around the world. Ross and 
Makovsky believe that if the Arabs and Israelis were capable of resolving their own 
differences, they would have already done so. They state that America must perform 
several critical functions to move the peace process along: 


 ■ The United States must be the clarifier in the peace process. Both the Arabs 
 and the Israelis look upon each other with mistrust and distain; the United  States 
 must serve as the equalizer. 


 ■ The American delegation must remain on the scene in the peace process to 
 insure that the true intent of each opposing side is understood and used to 
 advance the peace process. 


 ■ The U.S. must serve as the region’s crisis manager, continuing to propose new 
 ways to keep both sides in negotiation when incidents of violence threaten to 
 negate the peace process altogether. 


 ■ Be the international advocate to aid to the Palestinian people. 


 ■ Continue to provide the state of Israel with the military assistance it needs to 
 compete and survive in the region. 


The authors remind us that “statecraft requires marrying objectives and means; it 
requires reality-based, not faith-based or ideologically driven assessments.  We need to 
see the world as it is, not as we wish it to be.”10 They maintain that neither the 
Palestinians nor the Israelis truly believe that a mutual and lasting peace is achievable. 
This hamstrings the peace progress for leaders on both sides.  


Why doesn’t the Israeli public believe that peace with the Palestinians is possible? One 
major reason is the failure of the Oslo Peace Accords.  Israelis saw then leader Ehud 
Barak as a man who truly reached out to the Palestinians, willing to sacrifice much for 
the hope of a peace settlement.  Yet the Palestinians only wanted more violence. From 
Oslo to the Camp David meetings and the Clinton Parameters, Israelis viewed 
themselves as a nation willing to make unprecedented concessions in order to achieve 
a lasting, Palestinian peace.  The Palestinians responded with continued violence and 
an unwillingness to agree to the terms of a fair settlement.  Another reason is the Israeli 
perception that there have been negative effects from their withdrawals from both 
Lebanon and Gaza under Prime Ministers Barak and Sharon. Hezbollah and Hamas 
both claimed victories. In the summer of 2006, a new conflict was provoked when 
Hezbollah crossed the Israeli border and kidnapped Israeli soldiers, resulting in yet 
another war in Lebanon. 


Sadly, the Israeli sentiments are mirrored by the Palestinians. The Oslo debacle was 
intense for the Palestinians because they believed that the Oslo Accords would finally 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 Ibid, page 137. 
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bring an end to Israeli occupation, which it certainly did not do. Oslo did not stop the 
Israeli settlements on the West Bank and actually extended Israeli occupation. Oslo did 
not result in the release of massive amounts of Palestinian prisoners from Israeli jails 
nor did the planned Israeli withdrawal come to fruition within Oslo-established timelines. 
While Israelis view their border walls and security check points as critical to their 
national security, the Palestinians view them as measures to keep the Palestinian 
people subjugated and poor. 


Our authors say that the Bush administration missed a stellar opportunity in 2005 to 
fight terror, bring Hamas down a notch and bolster Palestinian President Mamoud 
Abbas’ status among his own Palestinian people.  Abbas, lacking the charisma and 
authority of his predecessor Yasir Arafat, needed to show the Palestinians tangible 
results from his new presidency.  Had the Bush administration worked with Israel and 
Abbas to affect an Israeli withdrawal from Gaza, Abbas would have gained much clout 
as a capable and proven leader of the Palestinian people. Instead, Abbas accomplished 
little if anything in the first years of his presidency.  In the 2006 elections, rival Hamas 
won a substantial number of seats within the Palestinian government because the 
Palestinian voters, desperate to see progress, figured that the terrorist organization, 
Hamas, should be given a chance to prove what it could do for them. 


What to do about achieving an Israeli-Palestinian peace. “If disbelief and cynicism about 
peace continue to govern both Israeli and Palestinian publics, the key to giving 
peacemaking a chance is to provide both publics with a reason to take a second look.”11 
The Israelis and the Palestinians need to see meaningful progress on both sides of the 
fence. It is true that what each side wants the most may, in reality, not be achievable. 
The Israelis want to see the Palestinians fight terror and put an end to the attacks 
against their land.  The Palestinians want unrestricted movement, all of the Palestinians 
released from Israeli jails, and all Israeli settlement activity halted. 


Ross and Makovsky believe that peace is achievable through incremental give and take 
by both parties, aided by honest broker involvement by the United States and other 
helpful participants. They suggest an approach that involves: 


■ Israeli acceptance of the fact that at present, the Palestinians might not have 
the desire or the means to actually dismantle their terrorist infrastructure. But the 
Palestinians may be willing to pronounce an end to the incitement of violence 
against Israelis in Palestinian schools, media and the mosques. 


 ■ The Israelis would be wise to take a remarkable step to ease the movement of 
 the Palestinian people in Gaza and the West Bank and to support commerce with 
 the Palestinians in a manner that would noticeably and substantially improve the 
 Palestinian quality of life.  By ease of movement, the authors are not implying 
 that Israel should close its security checkpoints. They say that the Israelis could 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Ibid, page 142. 
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 make security checks quicker if they so desired. An example is provided with the 
 Bethlehem checkpoint, where five lanes are available for Palestinian movement 
 but typically, only one lane is opened. If all five lanes were operable, Palestinians 
 would experience more than 80% quicker transit times. 


 ■ All political negotiations must be clearly tied to changes on the ground in order 
 to have credibility with both the Israelis and the Palestinians. Conversely, 
 changes on the ground that cannot be ties to the political processes will simply 
 appear to be ends in themselves and fail to move the peace process forward. 


 ■ The Palestinian end to incitement of violence and Israeli efforts to speed up 
 Palestinian movement in the Israeli-controlled sectors are tactical concessions 
 which must be followed up simultaneously with successful efforts to bolster the 
 Palestinian economy and provide to more effective Palestinian security. 


 ■ New jobs for Palestinians must be created so that the Palestinian Authority – 
 the largest employer of its people – can be seen as truly improving life for its 
 people through peaceful means (and that returns to violence would seriously 
 jeopardize any and all economic gains). 


■ One arena within which new jobs could be created for Palestinians is in the 
housing market.  At one time, Palestinians formed the bulk of the Israeli 
construction industry. The West Bank is in desperate need of new housing 
construction  projects. In 2005 the United Arab Emirates funded $100 million 
worth of housing construction in the Khalifa bin Zayed city in Gaza.  The housing 
developments were designed and built by Palestinians. Our authors suggest that 
many more such projects in the West Bank be funded by states such as those in 
the Gulf Cooperation Council – Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the UAE, Qatar, Bahrain, 
and Oman. 


 ■ The Israeli Defense Force remains skeptical of the Palestinian Authority (PA)
 security forces’ desire and capability to fight terror and police the Palestinian 
 territories effectively. The Palestinian security forces counter that the Israelis 
 have little faith in their abilities and do not give the Palestinian security forces 
 ample ability to prove themselves. Both the Palestinian authority and the 
 government of Israel want to prevent Hamas from gaining total power and control 
 in the West Bank. The PA Prime Minister Fayyad, President Abbas, and the 
 Israeli leaders must agree on which side possesses clear authority to command 
 and control on the Palestinian side.  Both sides must work together to establish 
 workable plans and procedures and avoid embarrassing one another with 
 accusations and criticisms. Ross and Makovsky agree that there can never be a 
 two-state solution without a mutual approach to regional security. 


 ■ Ross and Makovsky believe that the Obama administration should seek to give 
 Palestinian-Israeli negotiations increased credibility at every possible juncture. 
 American participation, in talks with the Palestinians and Israelis, should focus 
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 upon what the United States can do for both sides to aid and strengthen the 
 negotiation process.  Another big contribution by the Obama administration 
 would be to help broker a new and better agreement that would resolve territorial 
 issues in the West Bank.   


One of the biggest challenges to Middle East peace is the presence and political clout of 
Hamas. Hamas and its rival Fatah party constantly vie for the favor of the Palestinian 
people, the difference being that Hamas is a terrorist organization sworn to the 
destruction of Israel and the Fatah party, is not. It is important that as the peace 
negotiations proceed, with tangible results on the ground, that Fatah be seen as the 
party delivering the Palestinian dream and not Hamas. In order to make Fatah come 
away the winner, the West Bank must flourish, Gaza must fade away and the 
Palestinian Authority must produce an agreement that satisfies Palestinian aspirations. 
Presently, the West Bank is not flourishing and the PA is not perceived as delivering 
much if anything at all to its Palestinians.  In order for Fatah and the PA to gain the trust, 
admiration and respect of the public, it must markedly improve economic conditions, 
deliver badly needed social services and show that it can change those Israeli policies 
and procedures adversely affecting the Palestinian people. 


On December 18, 2008, the Israelis began a twenty-two day bombardment of Gaza in 
response to acts of violence and aggression perpetrated by Hamas leaders.  Though 
Hamas, by and large, had observed the existing truce from June 2008 until December 
18, it had become frustrated because the siege of Gaza had not ended and the crossing 
points had not really been opened as expected. Almost one month of war took its toll.  
More than 1,300 Palestinians lost their lives. Hamas utilized Palestinians as human 
shields.  It fought from hospitals and mosques, thus transforming these buildings into 
legal targets for Israeli guns. The Hamas tactics drew criticism from the Arab world. The 
Hamas-instigated conflict also opened the door for the PA and Arab regimes to offer the 
Palestinian people an alternative to the murder, suicide, death and destruction 
promulgated by Hamas.  It gave the PA an opportunity to offer reconstruction and a 
conduit towards a Palestinian state instead of more death and poverty under the 
leadership of Hamas. 


“To sum up, the best course . . .is to pursue our strategy in the West Bank, seek to 
make the PA far more effective, hold the shaky cease-fire in Gaza, and not alter the 
approach to Hamas unless it alters its behavior . . . Over time, the key to marginalizing 
Hamas may be not only having the PA appear to succeed . . .but also gaining Arab 
state backing for the PA vis-a-vis Hamas.”12 


 


CHAPTER SEVEN: COMPETING MYTHOLOGIES ABOUT IRAN 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 Ibid, page 155. 
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Ross and Makovsky believe that no nation state poses more of a clear and present 
danger to America’s interests in the Middle East than does Iran. From the Carter 
administration through that of George W. Bush, two opposing schools of thought as to 
how to deal with Iran have emerged: the engagers and the regime changers. This 
chapter discusses the views of the engagers, or realists. 


Engagers/realists believe that Iran is no different than any other nation state in that it 
seeks to gain power and protect its own interests in the region and the world. As with 
the former Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China today, the engagers believe 
that the United States can live with and even manage competition and conflict with Iran. 
The engagers/realists are convinced that the Iranian leadership will remain rational in 
that it will make decisions based upon cost-benefit analysis, like any well-minded 
national body of leaders would do. They are guided by a single, critical assumption in 
their arguments for continued deterrence and engagement: for the U.S. to employ 
military force to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons capability would incur a 
cost that is simply too high. 


Realists maintain that efforts to coerce Iran to drop their nuclear ambitions will not 
produce the desired results.  Ross and Makovsky find a lot of irony in this, as coercion 
is a major part of engaging in deterrence and has always been entrenched in the way 
Iran deals with its rival nations. 


Our authors caution the realists that the ability to manage an Iranian opponent is not the 
same as managing the Soviet Union during the Cold War. Throughout decades of near 
war and mutually assured destruction, continual communication and engagement with 
the Soviets worked and eventually brought an end to the Cold War itself.  But the 
reason why it worked so well was that the United States leadership had continual and 
fail safe communications established with the Soviet leadership every step of the way.  
Many misunderstandings were discussed and avoided via the U.S.-Soviet “hotline.”  
Both the U.S. and the Soviet Union understood each other’s “red lines” – the lines that 
could not be crossed without initiating armed hostilities. This is not so in our dealings 
with Iran. Judith Yaphe and Charles Lutes at the National Defense University have 
discussed the problem of communication between Iran and the United States and Iran 
and Israel.  Yaphe and Lutes conclude that, with respect to the U.S. and Iran and Israel 
and Iran, it will be “difficult to establish a controlled deterrence relationship as existed 
between Washington and Moscow in the Cold War . . . “the lack of direct communication 
between Iran and the United States, Israel, and its own neighbors makes Iran’s ability to 
recognize their red lines a great danger.”13 


The possibility that Iran may misinterpret or ignore American and Israeli red lines is 
compounded by American and Israeli track record of retreating from lines that each 
have drawn in the sand with Iran.  For example, George Bush established a red line for 
Iran in June of 2003 when he told Iran and the world that the United States “will not 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Ibid, page 170. 
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tolerate the construction of a nuclear weapon (by Iran).”14 Bush’s resolve was restated 
on many occasions by Secretary of State Rice and Vice President Cheney.  Yet despite 
Iran’s re-start of uranium enrichment procedures in 2006 and its installation of six 
thousand, second-generation centrifuges (both needed for nuclear weapons 
production), the U.S. has done nothing in retribution.  Though the United Nations has 
passed three sanction resolutions against Iran, not one of them has produced a 
negative effect on the Iranian economy. The message from the United States and the 
UN to Iran is clear:  We may threaten, but we will not act against you. This is a very 
dangerous and potentially deadly precedent to set with a nation with whom we 
communicate poorly on a good day.  Where the Bush administration, in effect, 
established pink lines with Iran, the Obama administration must establish enforceable 
red lines.  It must make these red lines and the consequences for crossing them crystal 
clear to the Iranians, especially the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), which 
controls Iran’s nuclear program. 


The authors believe that the United States and partnering nations must clearly establish 
with the Iranian leadership that there will be a very severe price to pay if Iran uses or 
transfers nuclear weapons or dirty bombs.  This price must be made to be totally 
devastating to Iran in the view of Iran’s rulers. 


The regional ramifications of an Iran that possesses nuclear weapons are disturbing to 
say the least.  A nuclear Iran may prompt Sunni Muslim nations such as Saudi Arabia, 
fearful of Shia Muslim Iran, to develop their own nuclear capabilities as a standoff to 
potential Iranian aggression. 


 


CHAPTER EIGHT: THE NEOCONSERVATIVE VIEW OF IRAN: A ROGUE REGIME 
THAT MUST BE CHANGED 


This chapter delves into the opinions of the neoconservative regime changers.  Unlike 
our authors, who are self-proclaimed realists, the neoconservative regime changers are 
absolutely convinced that deterrence can never and will never work with a revolutionary 
regime in Iran.  They believe that any attempts on the part of the United States and its 
allies to negotiate with Iran will be exploited by Iran to America’s detriment. 


The administration of George W. Bush was filled with neoconservatives that wanted no 
part of open and continued negotiations with Iran. As a result, the lines of 
communication between the two nations remained closed and confused.  The United 
States’ refusal to communicate and deal with the Iranian regime since the Islamic 
revolution of 1979 directly resulted in so much unabashed hostility towards the Iranian 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 Ibid, page 171. 







15	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


regime that Iran’s Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, stated that, “conflict 
between the two (United States and Iran) is something natural and unavoidable.”15 


The neoconservatives maintain that only military force and ensuing regime change will 
squelch Iran’s nuclear ambitions. They believe that only a military option will ensure that 
Iran does not become the nuclear power capable of changing the dynamics of the 
Middle East and the world as we know it. Central to the neoconservative argument is, 
that as long as Iran remains an Islamic revolutionary nation state, it will never evolve 
into what the free world would consider to be a “normal” country. 


In May 2003, Iran reached out to make concessions to the United States and its 
coalition forces.  Bush’s neoconservatives ignored the Iranian offering.  Frightened that 
the Islamic Republic of Iran was next after Iraq on America’s military hit list, Iranian 
officials sent a message to the U.S. State Department via the Swiss ambassador to 
Iraq, Tim Guldimann.  The cover note on the fax told State that the Iranian proposal had 
been approved by the highest authorities within the Iranian ruling regime, to include the 
Supreme Leader himself, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei. The Iranian proposal called for the 
United States and Iran to engage in diplomatic discussions via three working groups 
focused on disarmament, regional security and economic cooperation. Among the 
proposals that Iranian fax placed in front of the Bush administration were: 


 ■ Full disclosure of Iran’s nuclear programs along with a commitment to not 
 develop weapons of mass destruction.  


 ■ A plan to support a Middle East peace agreement and join in the fight against 
 al Qaeda. 


 ■ A halt to Iranian support of terror organizations Hamas, Hezbollah and the 
 Islamic Jihad. 


The U.S. State Department totally ignored the Iranian proposal and reprimanded the 
Swiss ambassador for exceeding his authority as America’s emissary in Iran.  The Bush 
administration did not want to engage in negotiations with the Iranian regime, they 
wanted only a regime change.  Whether or not the Iranians were serious about their 
offering in that neglected fax to the State Department, Americans will never know.  What 
is known is that Iran, snubbed by the Bush administration, proceeded hell bent for 
leather with their nuclear weapons development program. 


 


CHAPTER NINE: A NEW APPROACH FOR DEALING WITH IRAN 


In this chapter Ross and Makovsky scrutinize Iran’s strengths and vulnerabilities, 
suggesting ways to best exploit those vulnerabilities to the advantage of the region and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 Ibid, page 185. 
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the United States. The authors present the following facts that govern the dicey situation 
that exists today: 


 ■ Iran has threatened American interests in Middle East and Central Asian 
 regions since the Iranian Islamic Revolution of 1979. 


 ■ In the 1980s, Iran was ravaged by an eight-year war with Iraq.  When Saddam 
 Hussein was defeated, Iraq ceased to be a counterweight to Iran in the region. 


■ As of 2009, all of Iran’s policies are at opposition with those of the United 
States - challenging American goals and objectives in the Middle East with 
respect to Lebanon, the Palestinian territories and Israel. 


 ■ Israel views any Iranian nuclear weapons capability as a clear and present 
 danger to its security and survival. 


 ■ Iran does not recognize Israel’s right to exist and therefore will not negotiate 
 with the Jewish state. 


 ■ As a result of Iran’s attitude towards Israel, the chance of a preemptive Israeli 
 military strike against Iran to delay or negate any Iranian, nuclear weapons 
 development is high. 


 ■ Neither Russia nor China, both heavily invested economically in Iran, are likely 
 to support any United Nations’ resolutions that pose a credible threat to Iran’s 
 economy. 


Probably the single most damaging event that afforded Iran a decisive advantage over 
the United States in the court of global public opinion was the leaking of the classified, 
National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) in December of 2007 titled “Iran: Nuclear Intentions 
and Capabilities.”  The NIE stated that the U.S. intelligence community was of the 
opinion that Iran had put a stop to its nuclear weapons program as far back as 2003. 
When the world read the United States intelligence community’s assessment that Iran 
posed no credible nuclear threat, it questioned America’s obsessive push for United 
Nations’ sanctions against Iran. 


 After the compromise of the NIE, Iranian Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, 
increased his public support for the controversial and radically opinionated Iranian 
President Ahmadinejad. 


Despite Iran’s international upper hand, Ross and Makovsky list the current Iranian 
vulnerabilities which must be exploited by the United States and the international 
community: 


 ■ The oil output of Iran is rapidly declining concurrently with a great increase in 
 its domestic consumption. A decline in oil export revenues, coupled with UN 
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 sanctions that have real bite, may convince Iran that their nuclear ambitions are 
 not worth the pain that Iran will incur. 


 ■ Iran’s oil revenues could actually disappear by 2015. President Ahmadinejad 
 promised the Iranian people that, once elected, he would distribute Iran’s oil 
 revenues to every family.  In reality, what has occurred is gasoline rationing, 
 higher inflation, increased unemployment, and world-wide segregation. 


 ■ United States and European businesses are reducing investments in and trade 
 with Iran. As a result, the prices on numerous goods are on the rise there. The 
 cost of many day-to-day items has increased as high as 50 percent for Iranians 
 since 2008. 


Ross and Makovsky present several diplomatic options which can be employed to gain 
leverage and a modicum of control over Iran:   


 ■ “Tighten the Noose. This was the path that the Bush administration preferred. 
 The administration pushed for and got adoption of a third sanctions resolution at 
 the UN . . . the administration pushed European governments to lean on banks, 
 investment houses, and energy companies to prevent any new deals . . . this has 
 had at least some impact.”16 The implementation of further and more biting 
 European sanctions against Iran would definitely affect an impact. 


 Enlist a more active role on the part of oil-wealthy Saudi Arabia.  The Sunni 
 Saudis have a definite interest in keeping the Shia Iranians from going nuclear. 
 The Saudis could use their financial clout to reward all players who cut ties with 
 Iran. 


Convince the Saudis to place more pressure on China to fall into line against 
Iranian nuclear ambitions.  Though China is a staunch trading partner with Iran, 
our authors believe that, pressed to make a choice between continued good 
relations with the Saudis versa the same with the Iranians, that the Chinese 
would  rather protect their relations with the Saudis. 


■ “Engage Without Conditions. . . Preconditions would be inconsistent with trying 
to foster an atmosphere for talks.”17  Iran wants the United States to 
acknowledge its regional and security concerns.  Iran would like the U.S. to give 
up any ambitions of regime change. The U.S. wants Iran to relinquish its drive to 
become a nuclear power in the region. The bottom line, in the opinion of our 
authors, in exchange for America’s acceptance of the Iranian regime and the 
recommencement of economic transactions with Iran, Iran would have to cease 
providing support to Hezbollah, Hamas and other regional, terrorist 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 Ibid, page 219. 


17 Ibid, page 222-223. 
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organizations. Further, Iran would be required to obligate its support to a dual 
state solution of the Arab-Israeli conflict in the Middle East. 


 ■ “Engagement Without Conditions but with Pressures. When we say 
 engagement without pressures we mean that there would be no preconditions for 
 the United States talking to Iran . . .But to avoid having Iran misread this as a 
 sign of weakness, pressures must be maintained. Iran must see that though the 
 United States is no longer imposing preconditions for talks, it has succeeded in 
 adding to pressures on Iran even while it is offering a way to reach an 
 accommodation.”18 The idea behind this approach is to focus Iranian leaders on 
 what they stand to lose if they do not play ball, but in a manner that does not 
 cause them to lose face. 


Ross and Makovsky suggest that the United States establish direct and secret back 
channel communications with Iran.  These communications should be kept classified 
and discreet and protect both parties from public scrutiny and inquiry. These clandestine 
communications would enable both sides to openly discuss their agendas in a free 
flowing and non-threatening venue. This back channel must be established directly with 
Iran’s Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei.  With privacy established and insured, 
the United States would be able to speak freely with Iran. Discussions about potential, 
military ramifications if Iran refuses to fall into line can be conducted without the 
possibility of Iranian leaders losing face. 


 


CHAPTER TEN: REALIST FALLACIES IN DIPLOMACY: ENGAGING HEZBOLLAH 
AND HAMAS 


Ross and Makovsky begin this chapter with a tutorial on the differences between state 
actors, such as Syria and Iran, and non-state actors such as Hamas and Hezbollah. 


 ■ The international recognition of nation states by the other nation states is 
 unquestioned, as is the right of every legitimate nation state to exist. 


 ■  States have recognizable goals, national and tangible interest whose gains 
 and losses are much easier to acknowledge that those of non-state actors. 


 ■ Nation states can be held accountable, as it is apparent who within each nation 
 state makes up its leadership and guides its destiny.  


 ■ Non-state parties are continually attempting to gain global recognition and 
 acceptance.  Their leadership and agendas are not so easy to ascertain. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 Ibid, page 225 







19	  
Copyright © 2009 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  


ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
	  


Our authors submit that if non-state actors such as Hamas and Hezbollah want to 
become part of any legitimate, political process, they cannot bear arms and commit acts 
of violence while simultaneously attempting to work within a national state’s political 
system.  Their dedication to sectarian ideology above the welfare and good of the state 
and its people supports the argument that to engage diplomatically with the likes of 
Hamas or Hezbollah is pointless.  The ideologies between terrorist groups and nation 
states remain conflicting and diametrically opposed. There exists a continuing burden 
upon all free nation states of the world to reinforce the fact that it is the terrorist, non-
state actors who must change their behavior, not the international community. 


Ross and Makovsky say that as long as the basic philosophies and goals of Hamas and 
Hezbollah remain unchanged, it is fruitless and self-defeating to engage in negotiations 
with them. For both groups and other like them combine their ideologies and military 
capabilities to impose their will upon the masses. 


Nation states endeavor to serve their people.  Terror organizations seek to serve their 
ideologies at any cost. Hezbollah, for example, will occasionally align itself with the 
legitimate Lebanese government, but only on those occasions when it will aid in 
achieving its ideological objectives.  Hezbollah is ruthless and uncaring when it comes 
to the welfare of the Lebanese people for whom they supposedly fight to protect in each 
and every armed conflict with the Israelis. “During the May 2008 conflict, which left 
eighty dead, Lebanese Prime Minister Fouad Siniora branded Hezbollah as worse than 
Israel, saying that even the Israeli enemy never dared to do to Beirut what Hezbollah 
had done.”19 


Hamas is no better than Hezbollah. It answers only to its own ideology and radical 
agenda. “When Israel left Gaza in 2005 and PA President Mahmoud Abbas urged 
Palestinians to demonstrate to the world that they could manage Gaza in a peaceful 
manner, Hamas claimed for itself the right to fire rockets into Israel even though it did 
not have PA government clearance.”20 In 2007 Hamas rebelled against the Palestinian 
Authority, taking over the PA’s security forces and media and throwing PA constituents 
from rooftops. 


The realists will argue that when groups such as Hamas and Hezbollah are elected into 
power by the voting publics, they should be included in political negotiations and 
legitimate processes of nation states.  Many quarrel that, though Hamas won seats in 
the Palestinian parliament as a result of free and fair elections (which the U.S. and other 
nations demanded take place), more tension and radicalism was created in the region 
because the United States refused to recognize the legitimacy of the Hamas 
parliamentarians. Economic boycotts ensued and the results of the Palestinian election 
were severely undermined.  Ross and Makovsky maintain that these arguments do not 
hold water due to the fact that they fail to acknowledge the realities of the Middle East 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 Ibid, page 242. 


20 Ibid, page 243. 
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and the Arab-Israeli clashes. The authors explain why the rationale of the realists 
remains mythical: 


 ■ Myth #1: All preconditions to engage must be avoided. This is a seriously 
 flawed approach that maintains any and all negotiations between enemies 
 are beneficial; i.e., negotiations without preconditions are acceptable 
 because preconditions can be an obstacle to the peace process. Ross and 
 Makovsky strongly disagree. Both Hamas and Hezbollah refuse to  acknowledge 
 the right of Israel to exist. They are dedicated to the annihilation of the Israeli 
 state.  Certainly, a necessary precondition for  productive negotiation must be 
 for both terror organizations to renounce their dedication to the destruction 
 of the state of Israel and accept coexistence. 


■ Myth #2: Hamas and Hezbollah deserve political engagement because they 
are both essentially realistic at their core. Ross and Makovsky disagree and offer 
evidence to the contrary. When Israel agreed to withdraw its military forces from 
both Gaza and Lebanon, it did so at its own peril but as a positive step towards 
the peaceful coexistence of Israelis and Palestinians. That was the reality of the 
Israeli actions. Yet both Hezbollah and Hamas believed the Israeli withdrawal to 
be a sign of weakness – a weakness that should be exploited. In fact, 
Hezbollah’s then leader Hassan Nasrallah very quickly took credit for the Israeli 
withdrawal, imploring Palestinians to make the choice of violence over that of 
negotiation. 


■ Myth #3: Seclusion of groups such as Hamas and Hezbollah is 
counterproductive because their isolation only serves to ignore the political 
realities in the region and fuel the existing contentions of both groups. This 
argument can be dismissed with an examination of recent, historic facts in the 
region. Despite the  argument that isolation of these radical organizations would 
cause a backlash among the citizens of the Middle East, no backlash has 
occurred to date. In fact, 2008 polls show that Palestinians generally attribute 
gains in the economic conditions in the West Bank to the Palestinian Authority 
under Prime Minister Fayyad and President Mahmoud Abbas and not Hamas.  
The polls also reveal that the majority of Palestinians did not sanction the Hamas 
violence perpetrated against fellow Palestinians when it seized control of Gaza in 
summer of 2007. 


Ross and Makovsky tell us that the “world does not owe Hamas any international 
assistance or diplomatic services . . .nobody should expend time and effort on dead-end 
diplomacy with Hamas and Hezbollah.”21 


 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 Ibid, page 265. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN: THE U.S.-ISRAELI ALLIANCE: AN IMPORTANT 
COUNTERWEIGHT TO RADICALISM IN THE MIDDLE EAST 


The realists believe a nation’s interests should always trump a nation’s values.  Ergo, 
realists maintain that, with respect to U.S. interests in the Middle East, Israel is much 
more of a weight than an advantage.  Ross and Makovsky disagree and call another 
realist myth. 


The authors submit what they believe to be reasons why there are strategic benefits 
associated with America’s relationship with and support of the state of Israel: 


 ■ The American-Israeli relationship is actually an asset to several Arab 
 regimes in the Middle East. It serves as a strategic buffer against radicalism in 
 the region – radicalism that threatens the stability of Arab monarchies. 


 ■ The Arab Gulf States believe that Shia Muslim Iran has its eyes on their oil- 
 rich Sunni Muslim lands. Iran poses a clear and present danger to the Gulf 
 States. The American-Israeli alliance serves as a deterrent and a buffer against 
 Iranian aggression in the region. 


■ If the U.S. was to severe its longtime relationship with and support of Israel, it 
would  signal to the world that no alliance with America can be trusted and 
assured.  American support of Israel has been unwavering and unquestionable 
by the world since the late 1940s. If the U.S. walked away from Israel, why would 
any Arab state in the region subsequently trust an alliance with the United 
States? 


 ■ Though for emotional and religious reasons Arab states may like to see the 
 state of Israel vanish from the face of the Earth, they accept the reality that they 
 need Israel, as it “serves as a counterweight to radical regimes and entities that 
 the major Arab states find threatening.  Because a strong Israel counters these 
 entities, it protects moderate regimes while allowing them to avoid direct 
 confrontation – without being identified with Israel.”22 


 ■ On more than one occasion, the Arabs and Israelis have found common 
 ground and united to support a single cause: 


  -- In 1970, at the request of the United States government whose   
  military forces were mired in Vietnam, and with the green light from   
  Jordan, Israel mobilized its defense forces to ensure that the radical  
  regime of Syria would not invade neighboring Jordan and topple the  
  regime of Jordan’s King Hussein. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 Ibid, page 272. 
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-- Since the terror attacks of 9/11, Israel has come to the rescue of Arab 
states when confronted by common enemies; for example, in 2007 Israel 
bombed a Syrian nuclear reactor site, negating that nation’s  growing, 
regional threat. 


  -- Arab states condemned the Hezbollah when it initiated its war with  
  Israel in 2006. 


  -- The Arab states support the U.S. and Israel in objecting to Iran’s   
  ambitions to become a nuclear power in the region. 


Ross and Makovsky tell us that if Israel were to fade away tomorrow, a power vacuum 
in the Middle East would be created. It would most likely be filled by regional radicals.  
The Arabs states know this to be true.  The Israelis know that the Arab states 
acknowledge Israel’s role in regional stability and Arab state security. 


 


CHAPTER TWELVE: PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE MIDDLE EAST: MYTH, 
REALITY OR NECESSITY? 


The authors begin this chapter by reminding us that the administration of George W. 
Bush, driven by neo-conservatism, religious fervor, and a flawed understanding of the 
dynamics of the Middle East and its peoples, truly “believed that a quick and massive 
defeat of Iraq would send shock waves throughout the region – that the dictatorial 
regimes would be so frightened – that authoritarians would be swept away in a 
democratic tide. Needless to say, this has not yet occurred.”23 


Because of our need for Middle East oil, sparked by the fact that the United States is 
probably two decades away from viable, alternate sources of energy, the Middle East 
will continue to be a region vital to U.S. interests and security for at least the next twenty 
years. If the United States ignores the manner in which Middle East regimes deal with 
their citizens, turning a blind eye to acts of brutality on the part of the regimes, it will 
simply play a role in the ever widening chasm between the Middle East, Arab 
monarchies and their less than loyal subjects.  This is not in the best interests of the 
United States, as it would only serve to fuel the cause of the Islamists. 


To counter the spread of radical Islam in the Middle East, America must continue to 
work with and guide the Arab regimes in promoting increased political and economic 
reforms for their people.  This will be mutually beneficial, as it will serve American 
interests in the region by serving as a buffer to Islamist propaganda while at the same 
time strengthening the credibility and public support of the Arab monarchies. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23 Ibid, page 290. 
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Our nation needs to learn the lessons of a failed Bush administration policy in the 
Middle East: to ignore the realities of the Middle East region is to do so at one’s own 
peril. Ross and Makovsky tell us that George W. Bush and his administration had 
absolutely no appreciation for the realities on the ground in the Middle East.  “For 
example, at the start of the diplomatic drive, Secretary Rice, among others, would attack 
those who she felt were saying that the Arabs were not capable of democracy. She 
indicated that she saw this was a form of racism, noting that democracy was advancing 
everywhere around the globe. But she failed to point out that the biggest problem in the 
Middle East is not the will or their capacity of the people, but the resistance of the rulers 
who head functioning regimes.”24 


Another lesson that can be learned from the failed Bush agenda in the Middle East is 
that weak nation states cannot and should not be forced into premature, democratic 
elections.  It simply does not work and is fraught with negative ramifications for the U.S. 
and its foreign policies.  In the Palestinian territories, forced elections resulted in Hamas 
gaining many seats in the Palestinian parliament. In Lebanon, Hezbollah gained more 
“legitimate” political power and clout. 


The United States must continue to pressure and guide the government of Egypt to 
clearly explain to its people that the Islamists undermine their progress in the new 
century. In not directly addressing the threat of Islamism, the Egyptian government is 
presenting a bogus choice for its citizens: “either vote for those who are corrupt or vote 
for the Islamists who would put forth the slogan ‘Islam is the answer’.”25 


With respect to the direction that the United States should take in the Middle East, Ross 
and Makovsky offer the following: 


 ■ Recognize that elections are part of a process, but should take a back seat to 
 fighting corruption and establishing a workable rule of law. 


 ■ When elections are conducted, strict eligibility requirements should be 
 established and enforced.  For example, armed and violent organizations should 
 not be permitted to participate in the democratic process. 


 ■ The U.S. should do everything in its power to support and bolster true 
 reformers running for office in the Middle East. 


 ■ The U.S. should only supply aid to documentable and accountable efforts that 
 truly help reformers render services that promote social and economic mobility 
 among the effected people. 


 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24 Ibid, page 295. 


25 Ibid, page 305. 
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN: A NEW REALISM FOR U.S. POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST 


“Neoconservatives have believed that the American power and basic goodness give us 
the right and duty to spread our values and promote regime change and democracy – 
regardless of the context, the sources of resistance, the sectarian divides, the absence 
of a civic culture, or the dearth of institutions that provide the foundation for 
democracy.”26 These beliefs have not rung true in Iraq, Afghanistan, Iran, Lebanon or 
the Palestinian territories. 


Democracy and ensuing peace in the Middle East will only come to fruition through an 
understanding and appreciation of reality on the ground there, coupled with the 
patience, guidance and nurturing of the United States and its allied nations. 


The Islamists cannot and will never be discredited by anyone who is not a follower of 
Islam. Only Muslims can effectively criticize, counter and discredit radical Islam.  


If the U.S. continues to back corrupt, Middle East regimes, it will not achieve its national 
security objectives in the Middle East.  As long as the actions of corrupt regimes against 
their own peoples continue, the Islamists will have a solid platform from which to 
denounce the United States and rally support to the dark side. 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26 Ibid, page 314. 
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Professor Pape assembled the first data base cataloging every global suicide terror attack from 
1980 until 2003. In writing this book, he utilized data drawn from more than 460 terror attackers. 


Pape presents a case that terrorists are not predominantly poor, desperate criminals and 
uneducated religious fanatics.  They are mostly well-educated, middle-class political activists. 


Some of the facts that Pape documents in his book include: 


■ The world’s most prolific practitioners of suicide terror are not Islamist extremists, but are a 
Marxist-Lennist organization with Hindu religious roots – the Tamil Tigers of Sri Lanka. 


■ All suicide terror campaigns have goals that are political in nature. 


■ Democracies – including the U.S. – routinely make concessions to suicide terror organizations.  
One of the reasons why suicide terrorism is on the rise is that the tactic often proves successful.  
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SUICIDE TERRORISM IS GROWING 


Almost all global, suicide terror attacks have one, secular and strategic goal in 
common:  to force a nation state to withdraw its military forces from lands that the 
terrorists believe belong to them.  Contrary to popular belief, religion is rarely the 
true, root cause (although it is used as a tool to recruit followers into the terror 
ranks). Three general patterns in the data Pape analyzed support his 
conclusions. 


○ Of the 315 separate attacks Pape studied, he traced the origins of 301 
of them to large political terror campaigns. 


○ Democratic nation states are the most vulnerable to suicide terror 
attacks. 


○ The vast majority of suicide terror attacks are focused upon strategic 
objectives, such as the withdrawal of all American troops from Saudi 
Arabian soil. 


Between 1980 and 2003, various terrorist organizations perpetrated seventeen 
major campaigns of suicide terror.  Included in this list are: Hezbollah’s attempt to 
drive U.S., Israeli and French forces from Lebanon, the Palestinian drive to force 
Israel to relinquish its territory on the West Bank, the efforts of the Tamil Tigers to 
get the government of Sri Lanka to award the Tamils their own homeland, and Al 
Qaeda’s attacks to force America to evacuate the Persian Gulf region.  Post-
2003, Pape says there is an eighteenth and ongoing campaign to drive the 
United States and  its coalition forces out of Iraq. 


Suicide terror attacks averaged three each year throughout the 1980s.  This 
number rose to ten attacks each year in the 1990s, more than forty in both 2001 
and 2002, and then to more than 50 in 2003.  From 1980 through 2003, suicide 
terror attacks amounted to only three percent of all terror attacks.  This three 
percent, however, accounted for almost 50% of all terror attack fatalities, making 
suicide attacks twelve times more deadly than other types of terror attacks.1 


 


THREE FORMS OF TERRORISM 


Terrorism is perpetrated by members of trans-national organizations, with no overt ties 
to or official sanction of recognized nation states.  The strategic goals of every terror 
organization are to force opponents to yield to their demands and to recruit more 
members into the terror organization itself. 


                                                             


1 Pape, Robert A. Dying to Win:  The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism. New York, New York: Random House, 
Inc., 2005, page 6. 
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Pape writes that terrorism exists in three distinct but sometimes interrelated 
forms:  demonstrative terrorism, destructive terrorism and suicide terrorism. 


“Demonstrative terrorism” is both violent and political.  Its goal is to generate 
publicity for the terrorist cause in order to recruit more members, bring global 
attention to the grievances of the terrorists, and/or to put pressure upon third 
parties to do their best to influence the terrorists’ adversaries in a manner that 
advances the terrorist cause. The taking of hostages, bombings announced in 
advance and airline hijackings are three tactics used by demonstrative terrorists.  
Demonstrative terrorists use their tactics to ensure that many people watch and 
get their message, but not a lot of persons to end up dead in the process.  
Examples of demonstrative terrorists include the Orange Volunteers of Northern 
Ireland and Italy’s Red Brigade. 


A more aggressive form of terrorism is “destructive terrorism.”  Destructive 
terrorism attempts to coerce adversaries to support the terrorist cause through 
the threat of injury or death while simultaneously seeking to mobilize additional 
support for the terrorists’ cause.  Destructive terrorists face the challenge of 
perpetrating sufficient violence to influence opponents without alienating too 
many others who might otherwise have been sympathetic to the terror 
organization’s cause. Destructive terror groups include the German Baader-
Meinhof gang, the Irish Republican Army (IRA) and the Revolutionary Armed 
Forces of Columbia (FARC). 


The most forceful form of terrorism is “suicide terrorism.”  The suicide terrorist 
kills for his cause even at the expense of alienating communities and large 
numbers of people who make up impartial audiences around the world. 


 


MODERN HISTORY AND LOGIC OF SUICIDE TERROR 


Suicide attacks were rarely carried out before 1980.  The types of attacks that permeate 
the daily news today – such as drivers who self-detonate cars full of powerful explosives 
or individuals who don suicide belts and explode themselves in crowded restaurants – 
were virtually unheard of prior to the 1980s. 


Robert Pape reports that the first suicide terrorist groups of any renown were actually 
two militant Jewish revolutionary organizations: the Zealots and the Sicarii.2  Both 
groups utilized violence to liberate Judea from the occupation of Rome.  They instigated 
uprisings among the Jewish people.  Their campaign of terror was characterized by 
many public assassinations – often perpetrated in broad daylight with daggers hidden 
under cloaks. Those who did the killings were considered suicide killers because they 


                                                             


2 Ibid, page 11. 
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were quickly apprehended and put to death after they murdered high visibility officials in 
public places. 


During the 11th and 12th centuries, a Shia Muslim sect in Iran called the Ismaili 
Assassins conducted political assassinations against military and civilian leaders.  
Those whom they killed were so heavily guarded that the assassins were immediately 
captured after they ran up to and stabbed their victims.   


Japanese kamikazes in World War II damaged or sunk more than 350 U.S. Naval 
vessels, killed 12,000 + service members, and wounded more than 36,000 more.  In a 
ten month suicide campaign, 3,843 kamikaze pilots gave their lives for their nation state 
of Japan.3 


Pape tells us that his research produced absolutely no record of suicide terror 
attacks between 1945 and 1980.  Though there were many acts of suicide by 
individuals dying for one cause or another, Pape could not find a single record of 
a suicide terrorist killing others along with himself.  Then in 1980, the suicide 
surge began.  From 1980 until 2003, Pape discovered that 315 suicide terror 
attacks had been carried out.  Of the 315 attacks, 301 of them were part of 
extended, organized terror campaigns conducted by Hezbollah, Hamas, al- 
Qaeda, the Lanka’s LTTE (Tamil Tigers), Chechens, the PKK (Kurdish terrorists), 
Kashmirs, the Sikh BKI (Babbar Khalsa International) active in the Punjab region 
of India, and Iraqi insurgents. Seventy-six of the 315 attacks were carried out by 
Sri Lanka’s Tamil Tigers, making the Tigers the number one perpetrators of 
suicide terror in the world today.  


Among Muslim terror groups, more than a third are driven by secular rather than 
Islamic Islamic ideologies.  The Kurdish PPK, fighting for Kurdish autonomy in 
Turkey, for example, bases its roots in Marxist-Leninist ideology, as does the 
popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine.  Islamic fundamentalism was the 
motivating force behind only about half of the attacks between 1980 and 2003.  
Ninety-five percent of all suicide terror attacks world-wide are carried out in 
support of organized , terror group campaigns. 


Pape maintains that suicide terror campaigns depend upon three components for 
their survival:  the strategic logic of suicide terrorism, the social logic of suicide 
terrorism, and the individual logic of suicide terrorism. 


■ The strategic logic of suicide terrorism seeks to effect political 
intimidation.  Interestingly, the nation states targeted by suicide terror 
attacks have all been democracies of some sort and/or non-democratic 
governments allied with those democracies. The U.S. democracy and its 
supporting Saudi monarchy are examples of targeted nation states. 


                                                             


3 Ibid, page 13. 
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Terrorists view democracies as governments that are more susceptible to 
coercion than other types of regimes. 


■ The social logic of suicide terrorism is actually very different from what 
many of us presuppose.  Rather than being composed of criminals or 
religious cultists, suicide terror organizations more often than not 
command extremely broad social support among the communities within 
which they recruit.  They are viewed as working to achieve legitimate 
goals, especially when their efforts seek to liberate their land from foreign, 
occupying powers.  Pape points out that, although suicide terrorism is 
usually conducted in response to foreign occupation, only some 
occupations lead to campaigns of suicide terror.  Suicide terror campaigns 
are much more likely to develop when an occupying power’s religion 
differs from the religion of the land being occupied.  The bottom line is that 
terror campaigns fought under a religious banner insure that the occupiers 
can be demonized, making the killing of both the military and civilians 
more palatable and as an acceptable means of defending those 
oppressed by the occupation. 


■ The individual logic of suicide terrorism also differs drastically from 
common perception.  Very few suicide terrorists are insane, socially misfit, 
or losers who cannot seem to succeed in life. Most of them fit neatly into 
an opposite profile.  They are psychologically normal, have greater than 
average economic prospects for a successful life, and remain, up to the 
moment of their deaths, emotionally attached to their social networks and 
communities.  They are simply very dedicated to the cause for which they 
willingly sacrifice their lives. 


A common feature of all suicide terror campaigns is that they seek to inflict 
maximum punishment on the opposing society by either killing that society’s 
military and/or murdering its civilians.  This includes any military or civilians that 
support the enemy society.  Suicide attacks are generally more destructive than 
other types of terror attacks because the suicide terrorist, in dying for the cause, 
seeks to take as many of the enemy with him as possible.   


From 1980 through 2003 suicide terror attacks amounted to only 3 percent of all 
terror attacks, yet accounted for 48 percent of all deaths caused by terrorist 
incidents.4 Not counting the 9/11 attacks or the terror suicide attackers 
themselves, the 315 attacks between 1980 and 2003 killed an average of 12 
people in each attack. During these same years, there were more than 4,000 
total non-suicide terror incidents around the world which killed approximately 
3,000 persons, averaging less than 1 individual killed per incident. 


 
                                                             


4 Ibid, page 20. 
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The decrees of dominant, suicide terrorist organizations are laced with rhetoric 
about coercive punishment for the opposition. Some examples include: 


■ Hezbollah’s “Open Letter” of 1985: stated that its “great and necessary 
objectives” were “to put an end to foreign occupation and to adopt a 
regime freely wanted by the people of Lebanon” and to “expel the 
Americans, French and their allies from Lebanon. . .”5 


■ Hamas’ first international communiqué in December 1987 stated the 
purpose of its resistance: “The intifada of our vigilant people in the 
Occupied Territories comes as a resounding rejection of the occupation 
and its pressures, land confiscation and the planting of settlements, and 
the policy of subjugation by the Zionists . . .”6 


 


CAMPAIGNS OF SUICIDE TERROR OFTEN ACHIEVE THEIR POLITICAL 
OBJECTIVES 


The employment of suicide terror as a tactic continues to remain in vogue because it 
proved successful during the latter part of the 20th century. Of the eighteen major terror 
campaigns conducted between 1980 and 2003, seven achieved all or partial political 
goals. With respect to five of these seventeen, the outcomes are yet to be determined. 
The Hezbollah campaign of 1983 drove both the Americans and the French from 
Lebanese soil.  Its campaign from November of 1983 through April of 1985 caused the 
Israelis to partially withdraw from Lebanon.  Hamas’ April 1994 campaign forced Israel 
to partially withdraw from Gaza.  Another Hamas effort between March and September 
of 1997 resulted in the release of a Hamas leader from an Israeli prison.  In 2001, the 
campaign efforts of Sri Lanka’s Tamil Tigers resulted in autonomy for a Tamil state.   


Following the murder by a suicide truck bomber of more than 200 U.S. Marines in their 
barracks at the Beirut, Lebanon, airport in 1983, the U.S. withdrew all of its forces from 
Lebanon.  When asked why the U.S. packed up and departed, then President Ronald 
Reagan stated, “The price we had to pay in Beirut was so great, the tragedy at the 
barracks was so enormous . . . We had to pull out . . . We couldn’t stay there and run 
the risk of another suicide attack on the Marines.”7 Suicide, terrorist coercion worked 
against the United States in 1983. 


Israel and the Palestine Liberation organization (PLO) signed peace accords in Oslo on 
September 13, 1993.  These agreements forced Israel to withdraw all military forces 
from the Gaza Strip and the West Bank town of Jericho beginning on December 13 and 
                                                             


5 Ibid, page 31. 


6 Ibid, page 31. 


7 Ibid, page 65. 
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ending not later than April 13, 1994.  There were some stumbling blocks that emerged 
during the fall of 1993 and the winter of 1994 which delayed Israeli compliance with the 
Oslo Accords.  In April of 1994, these issues remained unresolved.  Hamas perpetrated 
two suicide attacks on April 6th and 13th that killed a total of fifteen Israeli civilians.  On 
April 18th, the Israeli’s voted to withdraw their forces and comply with the Oslo 
agreements.  The suicide attacks were halted and the Israelis completed their 
withdrawal by May 4, 1994. 


 


RELIGIOUS DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE OCCUPIERS AND THE OCCUPIED 


The history of and statistics associated with suicide terror attacks prove conclusively 
that suicide terrorist campaigns are optimal when a national community is occupied by a 
foreign power, the occupying power is of a different religion, and the foreign power is a 
democracy.  


Community support is essential to all suicide terror campaigns.  Without community 
support, the terrorists cannot replenish their ranks. Additionally, without the support of 
the community, the terrorist cells are unable to avoid detection and targeting by the 
security forces of the occupying power.  Third but most importantly, the terrorists need 
the community to accept the suicide bombers as martyrs for their cause.  Individuals are 
most likely to volunteer to become suicide bombers if they will be accorded the 
heavenly and Earthly recognition and rewards that accompany such acts of violence. 


When the occupiers are of a different religion, the terrorists are able to manipulate the 
situation within the affected communities at large.  If and when the occupier must 
redistribute resources (such as land, water, industrial capabilities) among the local 
populations, such redistribution can be spun as religiously and secularly inequitable.  
Demonization becomes an easy sell, when the enemy of the terrorists can be portrayed 
as morally inferior to the local indigenous population. A case can then be made that the 
occupiers must be dealt with in the harshest manners imaginable.  


Al-Qaeda is an organization that has mastered the spin when it comes to justifying any 
and all means to force the occupiers to withdraw military forces from Arab/Muslim lands. 
Al-Qaeda appeals to national peoples on three levels simultaneously: Arabian, pan-
Arabian and pan-Muslim.8 


 


AL-QAEDA’S SUICIDE TERROR 


When Pape studied the pool of Al-Qaeda suicide terrorists who killed themselves in 
attacks for that organization during the years of 1995 – 2003, he concluded that the 


                                                             


8 Ibid, page95. 
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presence of the American military on Muslim soil was a more powerful motivator for 
becoming a suicide terrorist than was the cause of Islamist extremism. 


Al-Qaeda capitalizes upon what Pape states are the “causal factors leading to the rise 
of suicide terrorist campaigns:”9 foreign occupation by a democratic nation state, 
national resistance among those who are occupied and religious differences.  With 
respect to al-Qaeda, it views the U.S. military presence in the Arabian Peninsula – in 
Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Kuwait and Qatar – as a reality that 
invokes all of the causal factors, playing squarely into al-Qaeda’s game plan. 


 


Pape’s research reveals that when the pool of al-Qaeda’s trans-national, suicide 
terrorists is closely examined, the majority of suicide terrorists are recruited from 
America’s closest allied nations in the Muslim world AND NOT from the Muslim regimes 
that the U.S. State Department considers to be state sponsors of terror. 


 


Al-Qaeda makes the case to the Muslim world that the American global agenda aims at 
suppressing and controlling Muslim societies. Additionally, al-Qaeda tells its supporters 
that the United States allies itself with any suppressive regime that serves the interests 
of the American-Jewish alliance.  Osama bin Laden characterizes the U.S. as a nation 
that, along with its supporters in the Christian-Jewish alliance, is motivated primarily by 
religious goals. 


Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda believe that America’s Achilles’ heel is the 
materialistic nature of its society.  Al-Qaeda seeks to drive a wedge between U.S. 
civilians and their elected government, putting so much economic pressure upon 
Americans that they force their leaders to make concessions. 


Al Qaeda learned from and will not soon forget the lessons of the American military 
involvement in Somalia.  Our withdrawal from Somalia after eight soldiers were killed by 
Somali tribesmen drove Osama bin Laden to conclude that America is nothing more 
than a paper tiger that can be coerced by inflicting the simplest of costs upon its society. 
Thus, al-Qaeda seeks to perpetrate those dastardly deeds that will inevitably force 
American citizens to pressure their government to withdraw its military forces from 
Muslim territories. 


 


THE MULTIPLE FORMS AND DEMOGRAPHICS OF SUICIDE TERROR 


Robert Pape classifies suicide as being egotistic, altruistic, or fatalistic. 


                                                             


9 Ibid, page 108. 
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■ Egotistic suicide originates when an individual is isolated from society, suffers 
from extreme psychological trauma, and chooses suicide as a means of ending 
his painful existence. 


■ Altruistic suicide occurs when above normal levels of social integration and 
respect for community moves otherwise normal individuals towards a suicidal 
end based upon a sense of duty and commitment to those they leave behind.  


■ Fatalistic suicide results from what can be categorized as brainwashing. The 
individual in suicide terrorist is subjected to extreme pressure to carry out the life-
ending act.  Individuals are stripped of their abilities to execute independent 
thought, thus opening them up to accepting instructions from their handlers. 


Pape maintains that everyday suicides that we hear about in our daily lives are 
predominantly egotistical ones. Mass suicides among religious cult members are classic 
examples of fatalistic suicide.  Many Islamist suicide terrorists fall into the altruistic 
category. 


Suicide terrorists usually act in squads.  Pape studied the past twenty-five years of 
suicide terror attacks and found that at least 462 suicide terror attackers killed 
themselves while completing their missions. Forty-six percent of those who carried out 
these attacks were part of a joint mission against the same targets or associated ones.  
Pape’s research reveals that al-Qaeda deploys 89% of its suicide attackers in teams.  
The Chechens use teams 73% of the time. The Tamil Tigers employ teams in 64% of 
their suicide attacks. 


As previously stated by Pape, suicide attackers are most often socially integrated, 
clinically sane, well-educated, very capable individuals with prospects for a sound, 
economic future.  The profile of a suicide terrorist closely resembles that of a civic-
minded individual who joins a working class, political movement to become part of a 
process to promote a better and more just society. Suicide terrorists are altruistic in that 
their commitment to community and the just cause they believe in lead them to commit 
suicide out of a deep sense of duty and responsibility. 


Some demographic snippets from Pape’s research are as follows:10 


■ From 1980 through the end of 2003, a total of 462 suicide terrorists went to 
their deaths - 232 of them (50%) were Arab suicide attackers. 


■ Of the 41 suicide attackers who died in Lebanon between 1982 and 1986, 31 
were men and 6 were women.  The average age was 21 years old.  Ninety-seven 
percent were unmarried at the time of their deaths. 


                                                             


10 Ibid, pages 203-216. 
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■ Among the Lebanese suicide attackers, 8% died for the Islamist cause, 21% 
for a communist/socialist ideology, and 71% in the name of Christianity. 


■ Of the 462 suicide terrorists examined in Pape’s studies, the ages of 278 of 
them were quantified.  The youngest was fifteen years of age when he killed 
himself in Lebanon. The oldest was a fifty-two year-old female who performed 
her act in Chechnya.   


■ When various terror organizations are compared with one another, the 
Chechens and al-Qaeda employ the oldest suicide attackers with average ages 
of between 23 and 30 years old.  Hezbollah, the Tamil Tigers, Palestinians and 
Kurdish PKK suicide terrorists are between 21 and 23 years of age. 


■ The largest number of female suicide attackers, seventy, were found within the 
ranks of the PKK.  Next in the order were Chechen females totaling fifty-nine.  
Within the Tamil Tigers and Hezbollah, female attackers numbered less than 
twenty.  Among Palestinian suicide terrorists, females make up less than five.  
During the period studied, al-Qaeda claimed no female suicide attackers.  


■ The most well-educated suicide attackers are the Arabs.  More than 50% had 
post-secondary educations. Palestinian suicide terrorist were the least educated, 
with more than 45% possessing less than a secondary education. 


■ With respect to income, the vast majority of suicide attackers come from 
working, middle class backgrounds. 


 


STUDY OF THREE INFAMOUS, SUICIDE TERRORISTS 


In order to help his readers understand more fully why suicide terrorists commit their 
atrocious acts, Robert Pape reveals some details of the biographies and personal lives 
of three of the 20th century’s most notorious suicide terrorists:  Mohammed Atta, Dhanu, 
and Saeed Hotari. 


Mohammed Atta was the leader of the September 11, 2001, airplane suicide attacks in 
the United States.  Dhanu, an assassin for the Tamil Tigers also known by the name 
Thenmuli Rajaratnam, killed Rajiv Gandhi (the 9th Prime Minister of India), the highest-
ranking political leader to be killed by a suicide terrorist. Saeed Hotari, a Hamas 
member, exploded himself killing 21 Israelis outside of a discotheque in Tel Aviv. 


Pape profiles these three individuals to reinforce his findings that even the most vicious 
of the suicide terrorists are sane, rational, and come from comfortable and respectable 
family backgrounds. 
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Facts surrounding the life and radicalization of Mohammed Atta are as follows:11 


 ■ Atta was the son of a successful lawyer. 


■ Atta died an economically successful man; his family currently lives in a Cairo 
apartment filled with expensive furniture and possesses a vacation home on the 
Mediterranean Sea. 


■ Atta received his bachelor’s degree in Cairo in 1990 and traveled to Germany 
to do graduate work at Hamburg Technical University.  He was not brainwashed 
into extremist Islam.  While in Germany, he became motivated to end the West’s 
humiliation of the Muslim world, became an Islamic fundamentalist, and then a 
terrorist. 


■ Mohammed Atta personally flew the first plane into the World Trade Center. He 
was the one who brought the entire suicide team together in the United States, 
briefed each of them on their mission, and instructed them in the final 
preparations leading up to 9/11. 


■ Atta spent time in al-Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan in 1998 and 1999. 
During that time, he met with Osama bin Laden and may have received his initial 
instructions for the planning and execution of the 9/11 attacks. 


■ While studying in Hamburg, Atta acquired a job with a respectable German 
urban planning firm.  His co-workers did not view him as radical, but said that he 
appeared to be no different than the hundreds of thousands of peaceful Muslims 
living and working in Germany.  Atta was totally accepted by those with whom he 
studied and worked.  He often mentioned to his co-workers that one day he 
would return to Egypt and build neighborhoods where people could live better 
lives. 


■ Atta lost his job at the German firm in June of 1997 because of declining 
business, dropped out of school for “family reasons” and left Hamburg for fifteen 
months.  He returned to Hamburg in October 1998 eager to complete his studies 
and receive an advanced degree.  He presented his degree thesis on urban 
planning, received a very high grade, and returned to Cairo with his degree. 


■ In post-9/11 interviews with Atta’s friends, fellow students, co-workers and 
family members, he is described as being very industrious and responsible, 
respectful of rules and regulation, and very emotionally stable, meticulous and 
rational. 


 


                                                             


11 Ibid, pages 220 -226. 
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Dhanu and the Tamil Tigers’ suicide squads: 12 


■ Dhanu is the most famous and revered of the Tamil Tiger suicide attackers. On 
May 21, 1991, she hid grenades under her gown and approached India’s top 
politician, Rajvi Gandhi, to present him with a wreath of flowers.  She exploded 
the grenades, killing both of them instantly.  (The Tamil Tigers targeted Gandhi 
because they feared that if Ghandhi’s congress prevailed in an upcoming 
election that Gandhi would order the recently withdrawn Indian Peacekeeping 
Force in Sri Lanka to return to help put down the Tamil insurgency.) 


■ Dhanu is a heroine to the women of the Sri Lanka’s Hindu Tamil minority. 


■ She was the first suicide attacker to use a “suicide belt.” 


■ The Tamil Tigers maintained a female suicide unit known as the “Black 
Tigresses,” of which Dhanu was a member. 


■ The Black Tigresses, who number as many as 4,000, train to be suicide 
attackers, because in that capacity they maximize their chances of success. 


■ The Tigers (LTTE) carefully recruit and select their female attackers.  Though 
every LTTE member has the option of “trying out” for the suicide groups, more 
are rejected than are accepted.   


■ Dhanu, like all LTTE suicide attackers, was trained in special camps, where the 
daily training was physically rigorous and consisted of political classes, 
explosives and arms training that all focused upon results. 


■ The LTTE suicide attackers are methodical and business-like in their planning 
and execution. They often conduct dress rehearsals near the designated location 
of the attack.  They constantly study past operations and make improvements 
based upon lessons learned. They film many of the suicide operations and use 
these films to train and motivate others into the suicide ranks. 


■ The Black Tigresses are a well-trained, disciplined and committed group of 
military professionals.  From 1980 to 2001, the Black Tigresses and Tigers 
successfully executed seventy-six suicide attacks.  Back-up suicide bombers are 
on call in case one of the originally designated members gets cold feet at the last 
moment.  To Pape’s knowledge, this has only happened once in the history of 
the LTTE suicide squads. 


■ Dhanu’s behavior in the weeks before her suicide displayed no signs of 
personal disturbance or despair.  In her last few weeks, those close to her 
describe her as a person who was enjoying the good things in life. Though she 


                                                             


12 Ibid, pages 226-231. 
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spent a lot of time in her last days rehearsing and training for the main event, she 
was given money by the LTTE and went to the market, the beach, dined in 
restaurants each day, bought dresses, jewelry, sunglasses and went to six 
movies. 


■ Dhanu was known as a woman with nerves of steel who fully understood the 
consequences of her actions and was totally dedicated to the cause of the LTTE 
and her people.  She was sane, rational, emotionally stable, and a completely 
professional warrior. 


Saeed Hotari and Hamas:13 


■ According to Israeli officials, Hamas maintains between five and twenty men 
between the ages of eighteen and twenty-three who are always prepared to carry 
out suicide attacks. Hotari was well-known throughout the West Bank and was 
recruited by Hamas to be a suicide attacker. 


■ Hamas is extremely open about its suicide recruiting methods.  Hamas 
recruiters routinely mingle among the crowds at the mosques looking for men 
who display three qualities: a clean criminal record, an extreme devotion to Islam 
and nerves of steel.  Hamas leaders begin conversations with these men that 
center around dying for Allah.  Recruits are groomed from this point forward. 


■ Within Hamas, a man waiting to become a suicide bomber receives his mission 
only a few days before it is to be executed.  The suicide bomber-to-be is taken to 
a grave yard and told to prepare for his death by wearing a white, hooded shroud 
and lying between the grave sites for several hours. Those who remain calm 
throughout this ordeal are deemed mentally prepared for their mission and 
guided through their final phases. 


■ According to what is known, Hotari’s recruitment followed the usual Hamas 
path.  He fit the Hamas criteria.  He was a devout Muslim who prayed, fasted and 
performed all Islamic, religious obligations precisely.  He did not have a previous 
criminal history.  Hotari’s nerves were steady, as he had watched his close friend 
blow himself up in an attack in May of 2001 and remained eager to carry out his 
suicide duties. 


■ Saeed Hotari perpetrated what remains today as one of the most devastating 
suicide bombing in Israel’s history. On June 1, 2001, he detonated the explosives 
and ball bearings he had strapped to his body outside of the Dolphinarium, a very 
popular disco in the Israeli capital city of Tel Aviv.  Saeed took twenty-one people 
with him on that night. 


                                                             


13 Ibid, pages 231-234. 







Copyright © 2008 by JPR & ASSOCIATES, LLC                                                  
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 


14 


■ In final statements Hotari made before going to his death, he explained why the 
threat of Israeli retaliation does not deter the community from supporting Hamas’ 
suicide missions: “If we don’t fight, we will suffer.  If we do fight, we will suffer, but 
so will they” (the Israelis).14 


 


CONCLUSIONS 


Robert Pape firmly believes that it is important for Americans to understand that 
“terrorism is mainly a response to foreign occupation RATHER THAN the product of 
Islamic fundamentalism.”15  This understanding remains critical for how America carries 
out its war on terror.  The basic cause of suicide terrorism is not rooted in ideology, 
even among the Muslims.  


Pape says that to win its war on terror, America must seek to achieve two goals.  It must 
figure a way to defeat the current collection of terrorists committed to killing Americans, 
and it has to develop an effective way of preventing a new generation of terrorists from 
materializing.  He believes that the United States must pursue each of these two 
endeavors independently, as success in one does not guarantee success in the other. 


Pape asks that the United States study and learn from the lessons of history: 


■ Offensive military actions rarely work to end a terrorist threat.   


-- Of thirteen major suicide terror campaigns that ended as of 2004, Pape 
discovered that only one of those campaigns – the PKK versus Turkey – 
came to a close because of a takedown of the terror leadership.  In the 
case of the PKK, its leader who was in Turkish custody asked his 
followers to stop the movement. 


-- Offensive action can get out of control and play into the hands of the 
terror organizations.  Most of the Muslim world had no problem with the 
U.S. coalition moving into Afghanistan to oust the Taliban and hunt down 
Osama bin Laden.  But when the U.S. invaded Iraq, the pendulum swung 
the other way, pushing countless Muslims towards an anti-American, pro 
al-Qaeda stance.  In invading Afghanistan, the U.S. was seen by the vast 
majority of Muslims as doing what needed to be done post-9/11.  In 
attacking Iraq, those same Muslims viewed the U.S. as a hegemonic 
aggressor seeking to control Muslim lands and force its will and national 
objectives upon the Muslim peoples. 


                                                             


14 Ibid, page 233. 


15 Ibid, page 237. 
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■ Attempts to eliminate terror threats with concessions must be dealt with in an 
extremely careful manner.  History shows us that partial or incremental 
concessions granted over an extended period of time are likely to fail.  
Concessions have a chance of being effective only if they truly satisfy the 
demands of the national community which the terrorist organization supports.  
With prudent concessions granted based upon legitimate grievances of those 
occupied, the terrorist threat will gradually fade over time because popular 
support for the terror cause –especially among the moderate elites, will wane. 


■ Achieving flawless protection against suicide attackers is impossible.   
Recently, however, the Israeli’s proved that demographic separation deters 
suicide terror attacks. The truly difficult and demanding part of any suicide attack 
is gaining physical access to the target area. In August 2003, the Israeli’s 
completed their first major section of a security fence along its border with the 
West Bank.  This fence consists of three separate barriers and other non-
disclosed security measures.  In the three years previous to the fence line 
completion, Palestinian suicide attackers carried out twenty successful missions. 
In the year after the section of fence was built, the number dropped to six.  Of 
those six, no suicide bombers came into Israeli territory through the fenced area, 
but via the uncompleted border lines.  


■ The security of the United States in the 21st century depends upon its ability to 
drastically diminish follow-on generations of anti-American, Muslim terrorists.  
Since Islamic fundamentalism IS NOT the main cause of suicide terrorism, 
attempting to conquer Muslim countries and transform their governments and 
societies is most likely to fuel the terror cause and increase the future numbers of 
suicide attackers. 


Pape asks that we examine the facts and realign U.S. policy and military actions in a 
manner that reduces, not exacerbates, the suicide terror threat:  


■ “If Islamic fundamentalism is driving al-Qaeda’s suicide terrorism, then we 
would expect a close relationship between the world’s largest Islamic populations 
and the nationality of al-Qaeda suicide terrorists.  However, this is not he case.  
The world’s five largest Islamic fundamentalist populations without an American 
military presence have produced al-Qaeda suicide terrorists on the order of 1 per 
71 million people, while Persian Gulf countries with an American military 
presence have produced al-Qaeda suicide terrorists at a rate of 1 per million, or 
70 times more often.”16 


■ As the number of Muslims with a favorable view of the United States markedly 
declines, opportunities for terrorist organizations become more bountiful.  
America needs to become concerned with the rampant spread of anti-American 
sentiment throughout the Muslim world and take action to reverse current trends. 


                                                             


16 Ibid, page 242. 
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■ Pape calls for “off-shore balancing” on the part of the United States in the 
Persian Gulf.  By this he means that America should refrain from putting troops 
on the ground in that region, but instead maintaining a force which is able and 
ready to deploy to the region to intervene massively and rapidly if necessary.  
Removing American troops from Middle East and Central Asian soil will prove to 
the world that the U.S. is not attempting to build an empire in the region.  This will 
take the wind out of the sails of the terrorists who rally many to their cause 
insisting that the U.S. is attempting to take over the Muslim world. 


■ Ultimately, America’s ability to divorce itself from its dependence on oil is the 
best move that could be made.  It will separate us from the need to exert so 
much military power and political will across such a volatile area of the world. 


Pape believes the actions may not provide a perfect solution, but they will make it 
harder for al-Qaeda to justify future attacks on America to their fellow Muslims.   





