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On April 5th, a group of interested security experts met at the Brookings Institution to discuss the desirability and feasibility of a project on “New Threats and Integrated Security”. The meeting was chaired by Gordon Smith, Executive Director of the Centre for Global Studies at the University of Victoria in Canada.  The results of the meeting are outlined below.





The Context





The project would be undertaken in the context of the Commission on Globalization (www.commissiononglobalization.org) which  was launched in London in December of 2001 by the State of the World Forum. An initial meeting of Commission Co-chairs and Commissioners took place in London and a small group of interested Commissioners met to discuss the scope and viability of a Policy Action Group on New Threats and Integrated Security.  The results of both the larger meeting and the smaller break-out group were reported to the group of security experts that met in Washington. 





The Participants





Attached please find a list of participants and their affiliations.  Because of budget constraints, those attending the Washington Meeting were essentially people that lived in the area or who were able to pay their own way to Washington. As a result, those attending were not representative of the diversity we seek in a project of this kind. Nonetheless, the meeting attracted a surprising number of people from diverse backgrounds and we believe, with funding, that we can attract a high-caliber variety of stakeholders to deliberate on “New Threats and Integrated Security.” . 





The Discussion





Over the course of the day, the discussion focused mainly on the root causes of terrorism, which set the background and the context for discussions as to best strategies to respond to the new threat environment. Noting that the broadening threat environment was increasingly complex and global in nature, participants highlighted the known and probable socio-cultural, economic and political conditions that produced terrorist “mentalities” and motivated terrorist activities. 





Terrorism: an old threat with new dimensions 





Initially, the participants agreed that, of course, terrorism was not a new phenomenon. But the methods have changed, the scale has increased, as well as the fact that the thresholds that terrorists are prepared to cross have virtually disappeared. The attacks of 9/11 were not “senseless” but rather calculated. Targets were carefully chosen and the issues the perpetrators identified were clear. State sponsorship was becoming a less important factor.





To quote Paul Pillar’s recent book Terrorism and US Foreign Policy (p. 30), “Conditions do matter. Terrorists and terrorist groups do not rise randomly, and they are not distributed evenly around the world.” Several participants therefore welcomed this discussion of the roots of terrorism, and acknowledged such discussions had been excessively inhibited in the US for fear of participants being accused of trying to explain or, worse, condone, the terrorists. 





Participants also observed that the threats of global terrorism increasingly cross borders. Terrorists now are highly networked and more adept at taking advantage of new technologies. Those involved in the attacks of September 11th were sophisticated people, equally comfortable living in the United States and training in the rough camps of Afghanistan. They knew our world better than we knew their world. Many people in the US believed the experience of living in America rubbed off on people, in the sense that to come to know was to come to like America, but that clearly did not happen. Many people) also believed that being married would deter suicide bombers, but that was not the case either.





A general conclusion of the group is that the threat environment is clearly broadening and becoming more complex. Conflicts in what seemed to be distant parts of the world could have impacts close to home and in unpredictable ways. The group recognized the importance of spotting potential trouble well in advance, and also acknowledged that this was a great challenge. Everyone felt that special attention needed to be paid to groups of people who felt despair bordering on rage because these were people who felt they had nothing to lose and could act violently in consequence. Another general conclusion was that it was never going to be possible to protect physically against all forms of asymmetric threats and therefore it was really important to know and constrain potential perpetrators.





The Roots of Terrorism: embedded in new globalization or ancient history? 





As a significant number of the September 11th terrorists were from Saudi Arabia; the group believed that the fundamentally non-democratic nature of governance in that country (coupled with corruption, rising unemployment of a bulging youth population and huge income disparities) played an important role in their personality development. One asked: what was it about the Middle East that gave rise to so many terrorists? The participants believe the answer lies in an intersection and integration of issues. These issues include socio-economic problems, educational systems, demographics, regimes resistant to change and natural resource problems (e.g. water insecurity). Many of these issues cross borders, and are linked to drugs (which help provide finance), terrorism and refugees. As the best way to predict the conditions of a country in 15-20 years are to examine in what sectors they were now investing, it can only be concluded that the situation in the Middle East is not encouraging.





An important contribution to terrorism in general comes from growing gaps in the world including incomes, access to technology, education and health care. Political and even ideological objectives are also often of critical importance. This combination of desperation and humiliation is particularly explosive. The group determined, however, that there was no single set of motivations that applied to all terrorists. Terrorist groups need to be looked at individually.  Moreover, while dealing with the social, economic and political roots of terrorism is important, that would not necessarily stop all terrorism. The group concluded that some of the roots of terrorism could be addressed, but some could not (e.g. of those people whose real aim was the destruction of the state of Israel and/or the United States, or those who totally reject Western values).





To quote Paul Bremer (quoted in turn by Pillar, pp 32-33), “There’s no point in addressing bin Ladin’s despair with us. We are the root cause of his terrorism. He doesn’t like America…. He doesn’t like our values. And short of the United States going out of existence, there’s no way to deal with the root causes of his terrorism.” Bin Ladin wanted Samuel Huntington’s “clash of civilizations” to become a reality. There was no reason to doubt (according to Bernard Lewis amongst others) that he believed he was carrying out a divine mandate. That was not, however, to suggest that dealing with the roots of terrorism could not reduce the reservoir of people who supported him.





The group spent time on the impact of technological change. Whereas science and technology promised much to the world, the reality was that, in many areas, what was being developed also could be used to kill people. The technology was “dual use.” This was obviously true in the biological area. Another perverse impact of technology, this time in the area of information and communications, was that not only were the true gaps in wealth of the world more obvious to the “have nots,” but there was often an exaggerated sense of others’ wealth, particularly that which existed in the US, through TV programs such as Dallas. 





It is clear that al-Qaeda was working hard on acquiring weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Other terrorist groups might be similarly inclined. It is also clear that Iraq was working hard to acquire WMD. As such, It is difficult to feel confident the latter could not fall in to the hands of terrorists even if it could be determined if there were now no connections between al-Qaeda and Iraq. 





These general conclusions of the group served to underline the need for those fighting global terrorism to be at least as well networked as the terrorists. And beyond being networked, nations must be working on highly collaborative responses.





Responding to Terrorism: addressing the causes and integrating responses 





The participants felt that one key to responding to terrorism was to isolate the potential perpetrators. The terrorist’s legitimacy must be denied and the legitimacy of those combating terrorism must be increased. Terrorists’ numbers have to be reduced and the reservoir from which they are drawn drained to the degree possible. Attacking grievances underlying terrorism would diminish motivation and commitment.





Another way of draining the reservoir is to deny terrorists a geographical base, whether that base is provided by a state supporting terrorism or a failed or semi-failed (e.g. where a government has lost control over part of its territory) state.





It was suggested that the goals and strategies for addressing the root causes of global terrorism include:


Decreasing disparities in the world and providing for more equal opportunities


Relieving the social dislocation coming from change


Improving governance and eliminating a sense of disempowerment


Dealing where possible with underlying political grievances





Non-state actors could play an enhanced role – everything need not depend on government, although much does. The role of non-state actors could include advising on appropriate policies, helping isolate terrorists and speaking out for a set of principles. Often it is difficult for national governments and international organizations to take the lead. The private sector has clear interests and capabilities. Indeed in some areas, such as ensuring terrorists do not use the financial system, the private sector has an essential role to play. Businesses often transcend ethnic and religious differences. Religious leaders could also do much, particularly because the roots of conflict often have religious overtones. Leadership is required to make religion a force for peace rather than the opposite.  





Tentatively, it seemed that a project might examine the following:


The (manifold) roots of terrorism – what motivates people;


Strategies for reducing the numbers and isolating the remaining terrorists to the degree feasible (reducing the ability to attack);


Strategies for changing intentions of potential terrorists to deter launch of attacks;


Strategies for preventing WMD falling into the hands of terrorists;


Roles of non-state actors in combating terrorism including business, religious, and civil society leaders;


The management of collaborative approaches to terrorism; and


Strengthening links to the Islamic world 





While research and consultation is clearly required to expand on this definition of the various roots of terrorism, and further thought is required regarding the best strategies to deal with this challenge, the purpose of an initiative in this area would not simply be preparation of a report. Rather the intent is to have an impact on decisions. This requires further work to describe who makes the decisions one wanted to affect, what motivates the decision makers, and how they could be influenced.





An eight point check list was suggested by Richard Hodapp, of Decision Mapping, Inc.:


Which decisions does one want to affect?


What is the scope of those decisions?


Who has a role in making or influencing the decisions?


What is the process of making the decisions?


What factors will be taken into account in making the decisions?


What is the best strategy for affecting decisions?


What skills are required to do so?


What specific actions should be taken?





To the extent possible, those making the decisions should be involved in answering the above questions.





Next Steps





This report will be circulated and input and suggestions is solicited as to how best proceed. We are seeking constructive partnerships with “think tanks,” foundations, businesses, and NGOs interested in the work outlined above. Suggestions and proposals, even if repetitive of what was said in Washington, would be appreciated.  An essential premise of continuing the work is that it add to what is being done elsewhere and that it be capable of being used to reduce the threat. The International Crisis Group has put together an impressive project on global terrorism, and there may be others. The Kroc Institute at Notre Dame is interested in organizing a workshop in the Fall on this general subject which would build on its formidable expertise in the area of religion and conflict





Another critical component of the work moving forward is the provision of funding.  We will be researching potential funders based on the findings of the Washington meeting and would hope that each of the participants would also keep eyes and ears open for sources of potential support.  
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