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EDITORS INTRODUCTION

Terrorism, as a multifarious phenomenon, can bercgmbed from
different, even opposite perspectives. This repdttexamine, and seek to
shed light on, the purpose of terrorism by analysim variety of
viewpoints on this most elusive of issues. Scholails find food for
thought in different areas: theoretical and actoahceptual analysis and
literature.

This volume consists of essays that deal with teénidions of
terrorism, what qualifies as terrorism and IgoroRvratz’s dictum that
there are really only two philosophical questiot®wt terrorism: first,
“What is it?” and, second, “Can it ever be justifl@ — ontological and
ethical questions. Liam HarbNew Terrorism and Mythic Terrorism: A
Philosophical Critique of the ‘Expert Analysis’) will track the first
guestion (ontological) in order to clarify the ctathat there is an old and
a new terrorism, the latter being characterisedrasreconcilable fanatic
willing to bring about mass casualties, and reaghhre conclusion that
there are no quantitative differences between thie and the new
terrorism. Instead, the concept wiythosprovides a way to understand
differences of terroristic outlooks: weakly mythirrorists demand only
concessions from those who do not share tmgithoi whereasstrongly
mythic terrorists demand either conversion to thejthoij or death.

Fatima Costa Terrorism and the Uses of Violencg claims that
although terrorism involves the use of violence fmilitical goals, a
strictly political approach to the subject is mbisely, not only to fail the
specific features of terrorism, but also to bec@mexercise of excuse and
justification. A purely political analysis of temiem traps us inevitably in
the sliding scale argument. A critical stand tovsatdrrorism is only
possible from an ethical perspective that distisges terrorism from other
forms of a political use of violence and assesestioral implications of
terror, the randomness of its violence and thentideal targeting of non-
combatants.

According to Luis Manuel Bernarddkéasons of Violence, Violence
of Reason: an interpretation based on Eric Weil's are paradoX we
tend nowadays to be surprised by the continuousepee of violent
phenomena in our societies, as though we're comdrthat we have
reached, either in terms of social organisatioinahe legal constitution
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of democratic states, a definitive pattern of padit perfection, the
epitome of our striving. Furthermore, despite pojohical thought
concerning a more dialectical and critical appreabk opposing realms
of reason and violence work as a presuppositiorfugher inquiries.
Accordingly, terrorism appears most of the timeaasxtreme practice of
violence that simultaneously challenges the foundat values of modern
welfare and the consensus around the preferentehbald be accorded
to modernity’s rational guidelines in contemporaation states. How can
it be thought that, after being delivered from receotalitarianism,
humans wouldn’t choose freedom and legality? é&&deptable to conceive
of political institutions deprived of a communitami basis, making it
impossible for individuals to satisfy their idemgtitlaims?

Luis Salgado de MatosT¢ Defeat Terrorism, Study Statistics and
Send for the Priest or the Free-masgnstarts by proposing a heuristic
definition: terror is a violent and symbolic sug®i He then proceeds to
analyse terror as an army, albeit of a special,kimthe framework of the
political organisation conceived as an articulatidiStande(estates) — the
terrorist is the warrior-monk. Next, he demonssateat terrorism is a
special kind of physical violence that operatesuigh the moral element:
terrorists blackmail and there is almost univeesieement that terrorism
is born out of poverty. This symbolical definitiai terrorism does not
exclude its social roots; we think we can idensfyme of them with the
phenomenon of rising expectations. Finally, he psgs practical
conclusions on how to fight terrorism.

Regina Queirozovereignty, Global Justice and Terrorism shows
that some thinkers have justified the activity afrrent transnational
terrorist groups, such as, Al-Qaeda, by the inetigslof the distribution
of the benefits of globalisation, that is, a laélgtobal justice. In contrast,
others have sustained that transnational terrovisinbe a constitutive
factor in any reaction against the inequalitiesultesy from the
globalisation process. In this case, it shares rafimgities than differences
with the ideal of global justice, namely, the dssiéication of the political
principles of a state’s sovereignty and autonomy.

Andrea Amato Rostmodern Terrorism amid Exclusivism and
Individualism) considers that recent terrorism may be termed- pos
modern in line with trends in Western societiegnfrwhich it draws
several and meaningful typical features. Such d&finstems from: the
type of consensus that the terrorism manages to(gapulist, demagogic,
leader-centred, media-based); the type of religigsermeating the very
fundamentalists (which is more personal); the sbrprofile fitting the
militant terrorist (which is, to a certain exteimividualistic).



Terrorism: Politics, Religion, Literature 3

Jodo Tiago ProengaAgarchism from the right: the terroristic
approach of the Unabombe) analyses the text known as the Unabomber-
manifesto in order to show that eco-terrorism kgl to fall prey to the
far right rhetoric and glorification of violence.

Since 9/11, Muslim-inspired terrorism has become pihedominant
object of terrorism studies. According to AndreasmBorst (ihadi
World Politics), the jihadi movement constantly issues statemaitsit
its political views. This article describes threajar themes in the writings
of jihadi ideologues. Although the main politicalaien of the jihadi
movement (the establishment of a theocracy baseth@rprinciples of
Sharia law according to the interpretation of Saiaj is at odds with the
Western model of governance, its narrative alstudtes issues that cannot
be so easily dismissed by the Western observeselissues are presented
in a journalistic fashion and presumably grantrii@/ement a considerable
deal of appeal and credibility. The paper concluditis a tentative answer
to the question whether it is necessary and p@ssibcounter the jihadi
ideology.

Felipe Pathé DuarteP6litical Subversion or Religious Violence the
Threat of Al-gaeda Ideology in Europg focuses on Al-Qaeda’s
doctrinal motivations. The combat against this gnmwphenomenon is
done, primarily, by understanding its matrix. Henae assume that the
religious irrationalism lies upstream, and that detream lies a
pretentiously political narrative that looks fomse streaks of religiousness
to justify profoundly revolutionary and modern acti In the river bed
(the action), we have terror and violence as a uwayundermine
confidence.

Consequently, the approach ground has been sdé¢ne® and terror
which serve as means of gaining power for a movémehose
inconsistent narrative merges modern revolutionactrines and religious
faith (which, in part, helps to justify the initialolence). In other words,
one either performs a rational analysis aroundgibeds or goes forward
into the deeply emotional motivations.

David Silva e SousaThe impatience of praxis in Uli Edel’'s Der
Baader Meinhof Komplex) focuses on the film by Uli EdeDer Baader
Meinhof KomplexThis near-document fiction is based on the messori
and research of Stefan Aust, who worked with Ulieinhof and her
husband in his early days as a journalist. He @eeldt himself to the
research of the Red Army Faction (RAF) after itsdiers died in prison in
1977. The character of Ulrike Meinhof is selectedaapersonification of
the problematic relation between theory and prthas was the object of a
philosophical dispute between Theodor Adorno andbki® Marcuse
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during the agitated years of 1967 to 1969.

Miguel Morgado Terrorism and Terrorists in Joseph Conrad’s
The Secret Agent) offers a reading of ConradBhe Secret Agerdgainst
its political and theoretical background and corepahe view issued by
the novelist with a more contemporary notion.

* % %

This book was made possible by the generous suppétindacédo para a Ciéncia
e Tecnologia (PTDC/FIL/68987/2006).



CHAPTERONE

NEW TERRORISM ANDMYTHIC TERRORISM
THE PLACE OF PHILOSOPHY INSTUDIES
ON TERRORISM

LIAM HARTE"

One can most fully understand this essay as a gsaiby-example.
Its bulk consists of a detailed philosophical as&\that, if correct, brings
to light serious logical flaws in what is currenthe most widely accepted
analysis of the concept of the “new terrorist’— stining | call the “expert
analysis” along with some proposals for correctimgse flaws. | engage
in such philosophising not merely for its own saket also to illustrate
my vision of how a quite traditional type of Anglugne philosophy, in its
most non-empirical guise, can contribute to an owpd understanding of
important concepts in contemporary disciplines ottien philosophy.
Possible examples of that contribution are innuivlerebut | have chosen
to concentrate on one that is very clearly relatethe current worldwide
preoccupation with violent terrorism and, particlya that which is
religiously-motivated. Whatever my choice of illustration, my central
point remains the same: that conceptual researctthef kind that
philosophy purveys is vital to the success of tmepieical research
characteristic of terrorism studies. As a manifesis paper is addressed
both to philosophers and to non-philosophers. Thitogophers | have in
mind, primarily, are those who would reject applyiphilosophical
techniques to current events as not being reabgtylhy or who would,
for some other reason, simply shrink from competimigh empirical
disciplines. The non-philosophers are those wholdvoeject the idea that
philosophy can ever be usefully related to empliricetters, whether
current events or not. Clearly, therefore, | musgib by explaining why
there is any need to examine the logic of the exaealysis, or of any
other concept deployed in the overwhelmingly engplirfield of terrorism
studies.
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We in the Western philosophical tradition are niotas for disagreeing
with each other. Indeed, one of the most eminerdrayst us complained
that, despite the fact that “it has been cultivéftedmany centuries by the
most excellent minds....there is still no pointtiwhich is not disputed and
hence doubtful® Nevertheless, however much we differ on particular
questions, | see little reason to doubt that wekatiw that our primary
task is that of undertaking detailed conceptuadaesh. Even such clearly
anti-idealist projects as Nietzsche’s genealogymafrals or Charles L.
Stevenson’s emotivist moral theory are attemptpggpchologise moral
conceptsn order to show how individuals or civilisatioasquired them
and how it might discard them, and thus clearlyntoas the kind of
philosophical project | have in mind. To flesh ¢his claim, | am going to
follow Isaiah Berlin — who, as an historian ofade may be better placed
than any philosopher, including Descartes, Nietgs@nd Stevenson, to
say what it is that we are up to — and take it tmatceptual research is
neither empirical nor formél.So, on one hand, it is not, for instance, a
kind of psychological research, notwithstanding thet that its subject-
matter is concepts which must be held (if theyatially held at all) by
particular individuals. A concept's philosophicahlwe, if it has any,
resides in its accuracy regarding the phenomenonvia€h it is the
concept, rather than in any facts about an indafidwr a group’s psychic
history. On the other hand, philosophy is not aepuformal discipline,
like mathematics. Philosophers cannot simply re#daophilosophical
doctrine from symbolic, logical proofs or truth-tak, however useful
those tools are in evaluating the consistencypdsition.

In the light of this outlook, the conceptual resdathat | conceive of
philosophers undertaking must be speculative, adtlan part, and is for
that reason verifiable neither by investigative ngancluding even such
sophisticated ones as natural scientists use, nwondyely formal means.
One obvious question, then, is why anyone shoule tgphilosophy
seriously, when it is so difficult to verify its dmines. | would make two
replies. First, not everything can be verified bydstigation. Examples of
this are legion, among them basic assumptions rhgd®tural scientists.
Physics, for example, presupposes a physical wolddt that
presupposition cannot be confirmed by the techgpfephysics without
begging the question in favour of it. Every obséioraor experiment that
one might make within the techniques of physics ldiquresuppose the
very claim — that there is a physical world — thhatas supposed to verify.
Second, the fact that something cannot be veriiegbirically does not
imply, necessarily, that it is completely unvefifie. Such verification
would have to be conducted outside the realm ¢f, ®@aysical evidence or
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historical records. | cannot verify empirically whay name is, no matter
how many documents | may show anyone, becausectbal &onnection
between me and my name, whatever character it e, s not identical
with those documents, as is shown by the cleadg-tfact that it's
logically possible to have a name in the absencangfdocuments that,
one may purport, prove it. (As it would be whent fostance, all my
personal documents were destroyed in a house-fifdg primary
philosophical means of verifying such matters, te textent that
verification is possible at all, is that of philgducal argument, which is to
say, argument that contains at least some non-m@piconceptual
content. Over millennia, philosophers have develolpgical techniques,
which in their non-investigative way, are as powkrhs scientific
observation and experimentation, because they enablto make very
reliable judgments about whether claims or analgde®ncepts are more
likely to be correct or incorrect in terms of thiigical coherence. Indeed,
even empirical research is properly subject todalgtonstraints. As | have
already said, such logical techniques are not, sebras, sufficient to
establish any substantive philosophical doctrindgvertheless, their
usefulness in thinking about issues in social s@esuch as the study of
terrorism, is the major point that | wish to prdwere.

In the light of such considerations, philosophy wgeEs a role
somewhere between Locke’s vision of it as the wfaleourer of the
sciences and Kant's of metaphysics as their qti@asides anything else
philosophers do, we monitor other disciplines (andown, too) for traces
of conceptual disorder; and, whenever we find &, twy to put it right.
Thus, we come to the reason for philosophical meseito terrorism in
general — and for this piece of research in pdgicd which is that the
human sciences, also, need to be kept honest loyotig conceptual
research, being as full of philosophical assumpgtias the natural sciences
are. | would urge greater activity by philosopherghis area, because |
believe that, since the “modern age” of violent 1stéite terrorism dawned
in about 1968, philosophy has too often been askéfs post or simply
deferred to the human sciences, as logical emglisiaivould have liked
that philosophers deferred to the natural scienCexe again, | should
give a short account of my reasons for this stateme

Surprisingly little work about violent non-staterrtrism has been
published by academic philosophers, at least in English-speaking
world.® There has been an increase since September 2001y kerms of
a simple comparison of the number of philosophizabks and essays
about terrorism with that of other topics, the ligtaphy remains
strikingly thin. Where this is not a manifestation of mere lackntérest
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in or distaste for the subject, | suspect thad partly a result of deference
to those whom | shall refer to as “counterterrorisgperts”, a loose
confraternity of not just academics from variousciplines, but also
journalists, members of think-tanks, those who #&ath, and the
occasional lone wolf, such as Bernard-Henri Levypak from their
interest in terrorism, these experts share a comemt to practically
applying and publicly disseminating their work.Bnitain and the United
States, figures such as Paul Wilkinson, Walter keaguand Bruce
Hoffmann often act almost as consultants to theeBawent, while, say,
Hoffmann, Levy, Yonah Alexander, and Brian Michdehkins regularly
appear on television or radio, contribute Op-Edd give interviews to
newspaper8.Philosophers, talking to each other at academidetences
can, perhaps, only be cowed into silence by suftheince and exposure,
as well as the awe-inspiring wealth of empiricaladle that many experts
seem to have committed to memory.

Another thing to say about contemporary philosoghiesearch into
terrorism is that almost all of it conforms to To@pady’'s dictum that
there are really only two philosophical questiot®wt terrorism: first,
“What is it?” and, second, “Can it ever be justif® | call these the
ontological and ethical questions, respectivVéliere, | can pursue only
one of them in depth, and so | am leaving asideetimécal question,
largely because the ontological question has ndy attracted greater
attention from experts than from academic philogoghit has held their
attention for longer, too. Despite the fact thaleatst one philosophical
article or book about terrorism has been publisiheBnglish every year
since 1968, it is a rare philosopher who has phbtismore than two
pieces on the subject in that time. Those who hmidished more than
three, one may count on the fingers of two hand#hWhe obvious
exceptions of R.M Hare and Michael Walzer, few gaeticularly eminent
in the field, and even Hare and Walzer are bettemk for other things:
Hare for his research into metaethics, Walzer femiork on the ethics of
warfare. Compared to the floods of written publimas from almost any
counterterrorism expert (say Wilkinson and Hoffmagain), this scarcely
counts as a trickle, and, when the experts’ appeasin the media and
their contributions to governmental deliberationse aalso credited,
philosophical research looks like the drop in theam that it is.

Perhaps, though, | should entertain the idea gidlipsophically, there
is not much to say about terrorism. After all, thesumptions that
philosophers make about the nature of terrorismostmotably, that it is
“politically motivated violence” in a broad sensktlee term — are usually
strikingly similar to those made by the expertsavé just mentioned.
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Perhaps they have it right, and we philosopherailghiet them get on
with their job while we get on with our researckoithe incorrigibility of
mental states and the trolley problem. | would bedgiffer. To try to
prove this, my next task will be that of describioge area in which |
think philosophical research can show that the egpeesearch (the work
of highly intelligent people who know a great dahbut their subject) can
be shown to be logically quite unsound, and to psepcorrections —
conceptual ones, of course — to the problem. Tihisn, is where the
example begins.

The catastrophic attacks on the World Trade Ceanterthe Pentagon
in September 2001 focused attention on the “newfrotist: an
irreconcilable fanatic willing to bring about masasualties. Obviously,
such a category implies a distinction between “newti “old” terrorism
and terrorists, but | am going to argue that thestntmmmon lines of
distinction between the two concepts — the compenehwhat | call the
“expert analysis” — are insignificant, because they confused. My case
is that the expert analysis, first, mistakes thelemmble quantitative
differences in the destructiveness of the actidnmdividual persons or
groups forqualitative differences between two kinds of terrorism; and,
second, mistakes what | call the “limitlessness™nefv terrorism for an
unprecedented kind of motivation. In some quarntérke field that | have
called “terrorism studies”, however, the conceps m@t been accepted
wholesale. Despite the mutual resemblance of evauntd as the sarin
attacks on the Tokyo subway carried out by Aum SH{tyo in March
1995, the Oklahoma City bombing which took placeanth after them,
“9/11", the Bali bombings of October 2002, the Mddmilroad bombings
of March 2004 and “7/7” in London in 2005, some ecoemtators have
questioned the claim that any acts of new terrohiswe yet taken place.
Even if such objections are correct, though, susbestially historical
cases cannot be taken as reliable predictionsattatof new terrorism will
never take place. | take a view of this matter tkatly only a philosopher
can take: namely, that acts of new terrorism wel@r occur because they
cannotoccur, which in turn is because the concept of temorism is
incoherent and cannot therefore describe any pessient or practic¥.

In the early 1990s, experts noticed that terroriseemed to be
changing. The leftists, or nationalists, that haththated the scene since
the late 1960s were, it seemed, being replaced thgr® who were
motivated by religious or right-wing ideologies, danvho used more
extreme violence, including crude “NCRB” weaponsalyses of the
concept of new terrorism were generated in ordenae sense of such
cases. As is often the case with novel analytmallst there is a great deal
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of disagreement between different experts, bubtlerwhelming majority

of analyses include as necessary conditions the dtidbutes that |
mentioned earlier: namely, a willingness to causgehcasualties (which |
call thedestructivenessondition) and fanatical dedication to a cause that
leads the agent to make “limitless” demands ofrtteagets (from hereon,
the limitlessnesondition).** These two necessary conditions are, under
the expert analysis, a sufficient condition forament to be described as a
new terrorist. Showing that either condition faibsdistinguish new from
old terrorism would therefore be enough to showt tmast particular
analyses are faulty. In what follows, | shall toyrefute the expert analysis
altogether by showing that neither condition castidguish new from old
terrorism.

There are at least two good reasons, apart froprdsiinence in the
literature, for viewing the expert analysis as igatarly important. For a
start, it is pervasive in the media, especially agh@pinion-forming
journalists. The view seems to cut across the usatelgories of “liberal”
and “conservative”. Consider, for instance, thdofeing passages, the
first from TheEconomist

“... al-Qaeda’s terrorism is different in kind frottme sort practised by
traditional terrorists. Well before Septembef"1éxpert opinion started to
worry that terrorists would turn to chemical, bigical, radiological or
nuclear weapons, and so threaten millions of vigtinot just hundreds or
thousands. In the late 1990s a succession of wggnirere sounded that
this would soon become America’s chief securityesttr The warnings
were ignored, not only because the cost of fendifiguch threats looked
prohibitive, but also because of a lingering caltioh that even terrorists
were rational, deterrable political actors, witlsteong interest in keeping
their violent actions within some limits if they meto achieve their
political ends.

Everything that is known now about al-Qaeda indisahat it does not
fit this template. Its aims are mystical, not ratb It does its violence in
the name of Allah and so accepts no worldly obiggato moderate it. It is
rich, and it is capable. Mr bin Laden and his mamehmade it plain that
they are out to inflict maximum punishment on thfidiel nations, and that
they want unconventional weapor§.”

And, at about the same time, in the opinion coluwiriEhe Nationwe
find this:

“... Even when talking with Abu Nidal, who was dhal psychopath
and a degraded mercenary, one was still just inkie®uter boundaries of
rational discourse. But with the forces of Al Qaeladitional propaganda
terms like “hijacker” and “terrorist” have becomebbed of meaning. We
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are faced with a weird combination of a state-sujgglcrime family and a
bent multinational corporation, sworn to the masationary worldview
and entirely consecrated to a campaign of annibilatvhich its targets are
too profane and too corrupt to be expected to wwtaled. This is new, and
many liberals as well as many conservatives atlesitiw to discern the
novelty.”®

Even without opinion-forming journalists, thougthetidea of new
terrorism would still lead experts, in particuldo, suggest a need for
strategies of response as different from the exjstines as new terrorism
is supposed to differ from old. And, indeed, wedfthat the experts have
made exactly such suggestions, which counts as eognsl reason for
taking the idea seriously. As Bruce Hoffman puts‘tile emergence of
this new breed of terrorist adversary means th#ting less than a sea-
change in our thinking about terrorism and thegiedi required to counter
it will be required”*® So, we might well wish that the expert analysis be
complete and correct; for, if it is not, the forioatof either policymakers’
opinions or of the strategic response — or both ightnbe literally
misconceived.

| shall repeat that my aim here is conceptual ratten empirical, and
so we must turn to the question of what philosopheve made of this
concept. Philosophical explorations of any aspéeng kind of terrorism
are, as | have noted, somewhat thin on the grobudconsiderations of
new terrorism are about the rarest kind of all. Thest-known
philosophers to have yet taken on the task of emimgithe concept of
new terrorism are Coady, whom | mentioned earhad Igor Primoratz.
The latter accepts the destructiveness conditideast, while the former
clearly accepts both the destructiveness condiéind the limitlessness
condition. Interestingly, though, each builds tleane moral evaluation
into their very analyses of new terrorism by arguthat new terrorism
consists of failing to respect the unwritten riattcertain persons should
be immune from attack, i.e., what is known, in jugr theory, as the
principle of discriminatiot! So, with respect to new terrorism, each
answers the ontological and ethical questions sanabusly. On the
grounds that this third, necessary condition is patt of the expert
analysis, | must therefore say that neither Pritatsanalysis nor Coady’s
seems to add anything uncontroversially necessatiig expert analysis
itself. To that extent, then, | shall leave thendes

Throughout what follows, | assume what seems tdari# manifestly
true: that the expert analysis (whether on its @wvmas part of any larger
analysis) is intended to distinguish new from @ddrismin kind. Indeed,
unless that is true, | am quite unable to see thet pf it. My basic case
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against the analysis is that it cannot establish qumalitative difference
because each of its necessary conditions can, at, restablish certain
guantitative differences between various acts of violent tésror or
between the methods used by different violent test® Where the
destructiveness condition is concerned, for inganconsider the
following mind experiment. If one imagines that nerorists only ever
use NCRB weapons, old terrorists never, one thpiesents the putative
difference between old and new terrorism as cleaslpossible. As far as |
can see, though, this indicates qualitative difference between the new
terrorists and the old, but only the quantitativee,othat NCRB weapons,
deployed successfully, kill, maim or debilitate afey numbers of people
or destroy more property, and so forth, than thapses favoured by old
terrorists. | therefore do not see how actuallngsBRC weapons could
make terrorism qualitatively new, rather than sdrimgt distinguishable
from old terrorism only by the greater deadlinef#t® means. We need
not even alter the experiment to consider new tistsoas willing to use
all degrees of force less than NCRB weapons, stha@agining new
terrorists as using only the destructive extremdlGRB weapons fails to
establish any qualitative difference between therd ald terrorists, |
cannot see how imagining them as using less-déisttumeans could.
What | have said, of course, cannot deny that jwataacts of new
terrorism are more destructive than those of oltbtism; it is intended
only to show that such differences are accidemalivlent terrorism in
general, and therefore cannot establish any difterén kind. Asserting in
response that the idea of new terrorism is somesitwational would not
help matters, for if an act of paradigmatically d'dlterrorism — the
Provisional I.R.A.’’'s bombing of the Enniskillen Wavlemorial on
Remembrance Day, 1987, for instance — happeneill tadee people than
an act of allegedly “new” terrorism did, would thisake the Enniskillen
bombing an act of “new” terrorism relative to thet af new terrorism?
Such a consequence would make the whole idea oterearism collapse
into absurdity.

On these grounds, | conclude that the destructssmendition can
establish no difference in kind between acts oflevib terrorism or
between their perpetrators. Can the limitlessnessliton do so? | think
not, for very similar reasons as those | raisedobpections to the
destructiveness condition. It is quite true that sope of the aims of old
and new terrorists can differ greatly. Laqueur, fostance, explicitly
details differences between the fanaticisms ofedéfit terrorists, that is,
he explains that the ends for which new terrossive are larger in scale
than those for which old terrorists do. The prawisil IRA wants a united
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Ireland and therefore wages war against the Britiddister, whereas Al-
Qaeda wants to purify Islam’s holy lands by wagagvorldwide jihad
against the infidels who have corrupted them. Aumm$ Kyo, for its
part, covets the destruction of the whole worldergas Baader-Meinhof
wants only to bring down bourgeois civilisation. wiever, is such a
difference in scope a difference in kind? As witie tdestructiveness
condition, | am unable to see how it could be. gdjeone can render a
version of the mind experiment that | used whenculising the
destructiveness condition. Imagine that a violentatrist group, T, wants
to establish a certain form of government acrossethtire world, which
seems to be as limitless an aim as any such earttbgroup can have.
Now imagine that another group,, Twants only that a tiny country —
Liechtenstein, say — adopt that very same form afeghment. The
methods of each group are exactly the same — in ifaagine that each
group uses NCRB, which | have just shown estaldishe qualitative
difference between old and new terrorism — and eacltompletely
uninterested in compromising with those who oppiiseaims. Is the
extreme difference in the scope of aims enoughléatify the members of
T, as new terrorists and those of s old terrorists? | cannot see how.
And, again, saying that “new terrorism” is a congtiee term — such that
T, is a new terrorist group relative to, But is an old terrorist group
relative to T, which wants to establish the same form of govemmm
across both Earth and Mars — seems to promisénal$ lof problems with
self-referential paradoxes and the like.

The failure of a given necessary condition to dggtish one thing
from another does not automatically show an amalgia concept to be
inadequate. A whole system of differences betweegir trespective
sufficient conditions may be necessary to makenpthie differences
between the concepts of two different phenomenés iBhespecially true
when two phenomena are the same as each othetamaespects, as old
and new terrorism presumably are meant to be. kK& éacommonplace
example, the status of being unmarried is a negessmdition for the
concept both of a bachelor and that of a spinat&,so the two concepts
are mutually indistinguishable as far as that paldéir necessary condition
is involved in each. Clearly, only if one buildset necessary conditions,
such as the difference in sex, between instantiataf each concept, can
one draw the essential distinction between thepgiha@nomena. In the case
of the expert analysis, however, the fact that destructiveness and
limitlessness conditions fail in exactly the samaywas each other
suggests to me that — at risk of making a falldogomposition — they will
fail in exactly the same way even when put togettsea jointly sufficient
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condition. Since no other putative necessary camditfor new terrorism
enjoy the expert unanimity that the destructivenassl fanaticism
conditions do, there are as yet no further conattito make up for this
shortcoming, as the difference in sex between &dlac and a spinster
does.

If I have made a sound argument and my backgroasdnaption (that
is, that one must show that old and new terrorism gualitatively
different kinds of terrorism if one is to distinghi between them
adequately) is correct, then the expert analysistself is profoundly
flawed; and, as a consequence, any analysis aflé@of new terrorism
that includes either or both conditions is at lgaBha faciequestionable.
While | agree that much contemporary terrorism iffedent from
terrorism that came before, | also think that ttaénc that an entirely new
kind of terrorism has appeared overstates the noveity ia therefore
unnecessary or misleading. If pushed to suggestt@rbaccount of this
novelty, | would be inclined to suggest that we sgeing wholly empirical
developments that not only experts, but also everyelse, failed to
foresee, but which are nevertheless quite consistgh existing notions
of terrorism. Can something be said for the expadlysis after all? My
answer would be yes in some ways, but no in others.

The destructiveness condition strikes me as quisalvageable, but |
think that a drastically revised limitlessness dtbad could help us
understand this intuition. What | propose would, fact, consist of
applying the existing idea ofythicism to the concept of violent
terrorism®® Instead of articulating a new kind of terrorisnuirdy this
would serve only to delineate possible philosophdiatinctions within
the existing notion of violent terrorism (in botts istate and non-state
varieties, as it happens). This re-characterisatbrthe limitlessness
condition makes more intelligible certain featureb at least some
contemporary violent non-state terrorists’ ambisiom a fruitful new way
that does not tend to represent it as an uttereingpecies of the genus.
So, | am not proposing a revision of the concepenbrism (as the expert
analysis does), but a qualification that it some8nmay prove necessary
to make, in the same way as it is sometimes negessadistinguish
between violent terrorism in its state and nonestarieties, its politically
motivated and religiously motivated varieties, andn.

| am going to talk about mythicism and, what | callythic terrorism
in both a strong and weak sense. The aim of ary &dirmythic terrorism,
in either sense, is to establish the temporal @@y of some given
mythos— that is, to over-simplify my point, to compel akrsons in the
social arena to which its activities are relatedhange their way of life to
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that which is preferred by the terrorists. In mgwj this modification of
the idea of terrorism explains the puzzling phenaanef latter-day violent
non-state terrorism far better than the expertyamlcan.Mythosand it
counterpartlogos are often distinguished from each other by mesditise
distinction between modernity and tradition, bdblnot use it in that way.
| take all human action — modern, traditional, pusdern, or whatever —
to be mythic in at least the weakest sense ofeim,tinasmuch as human
agents always act in accordance with some impli@ten unconscious —
narrative that enables them to interpret the wadtierently enough to
take any action at any given moment. This fact seamisputable. To
walk down the street, one must take it for grarnted the street will not
collapse under one’s feet, even though the logioakibility of the street
collapsing shows the incompleteness of such aroakitlNevertheless,
such quotidian mythicism is correct far more oftean not. One whose
actions are mythic in the strongest sense, howearies around with
him not an implicit narrative, but one almost paihf explicit, employing
it normatively in such a way that will lead him tevalue or disregard
everything standing outside hisythos— except, maybe, whatever helps
establish its supremacy in his favoured social ardthis idea of strong
mythicism, it should be clear, has had many matafems in world
history, though the one that has most obvious egiiin to my concerns
is that of fanaticism, whether religious, politicat anything else.

Weakly mythic aims are subject to compromise witheomythoj or
even withlogos Strongly mythic aims, though, can be met only mwhe
everyone within some defined population wholly gitsethe terrorist’'s
mythos— or at least when everyone in that population ast# they do. |
contend that the limitlessness of the aims of suiolent terrorists can be
best understood if we apply to the phenomenon tlea iof strong
mythicism. To put the point in the simplest wawialent terrorist who is
weakly mythic could be satisfied by certain conaass from those not
sharing hismythos whereasne who is mythic in the very strongest sense
can offer only a choice between death and somelseéseconversion to
his ownmythos'® Strongly mythic violent terrorists need not begielus
or right-wing fanatics, but only the kind of peophho will brook no
compromise on their demands.

The idea of the strongly mythic, violent, non-steggorist, | believe,
solves the problems that | have identified in thpest analysis without
denying the common intuition that there seems tostwmething more
intense about certain acts of violent terrorism.e THestructiveness
condition is clearly no longer required, because plossible contingent
connections between strong mythicism and mass-ttgsudolent
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terrorism are now easier to understand, withoutuireyy that every
strongly mythic terrorist must harbour an ambitit; obtain and use
NCBR weapons or have no aims that fall short of lsdvaszonquest.
Similarly, puzzles that arise under the rubric efrterrorism do not arise
under that of strongly mythic non-state terrorisFor instance, the
unreconstructed limitlessness condition seems thcate that violent
communist terrorist groups of the 1970s, such amlBaMeinhof and the
Red Brigades, were to some extent new terroastt la lettre simply
because they saw no room for a deal with bourgeosety. If we
conceive of them as strongly mythic non-state tésts;, though, there is
no such problem. Ultimately, then, the idea of strengly mythic violent
terrorist is consonant with, and makes more precike intuition |
mentioned above, while also dispelling the mislegdimpression,
imparted by the expert analysis, that this phena@men peculiar to the
recent past and to certain kinds of terroristaldb has the advantage that
it is compatible with a great deal of existing enwail research on the
phenomenon that has hitherto been called new temoin principle, the
entire history of violent terrorism is susceptilidethe kind of analysis |
have proposed here. Applying a historically noneffieidea, such as that
of strong mythicism, to the past events might wellp us deal with the
present in a way that the idea of new terrorismiclviis taken to be so
strongly linked to that present, cannot. Somethlikg this is the
distinctive contribution of philosophy to any endear.
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CHAPTERTWO
TERRORISM AND THEUSES OFVIOLENCE

FATIMA CosTA!

Violence has always been a constant in life, wiretiiendividuals or
their communities. To speak of humankind, of itstdry, of its artistic,
scientific or technological achievements is to maReursions into a
violent world. Violence is appealing when it forcesality to fulfil our
desires, whether it is aggravated by love, angesenmtment or hatred,
caused by our incapacity to communicate, our hufgeconquests and
honour, or a desire to expand the empire, to sthemgthe faith or to
increase territorial and political influence. Moveo, our desires are both
personal and collective.

However, not all kinds of violence are to be coesid political. In
fact domestic violence, violence committed in tizene of love, in feuds,
neighbourly disputes, hooliganism or gang clasiesguite different and
complies with quite dissimilar intentions to thatieh takes place between
political communities, through its legitimate or Ifggoclaimed
representatives. Only this last kind of violencedistinctive of war and
terrorism. The word “war” typically describes thoperiods in which
armed force is intensified and becomes widespréhis. is why Carl von
Clausewitz, in his celebrated boo®n War, proclaimed that “[w]ar is
merely a continuation of politics”. Many statesmer political
representatives find themselves tempted or forocagsé weapons to open
or respond to hostilities when diplomacy or ecoreahipressures stop
being effective or when claims of political autonpm@ind aspirations for
sovereignty do not find echo. | don’t mean to dagt tviolence is a natural
and inevitable consequence of politics and itsgsfies, much less a
desirable one. | don't mean either that this viokrs purely reactive, or
that its agents are only victims of their circumsts, determined by
social, political or economic structures that tleayynot control and from
which they cannot escape. As in other forms oferiok, its agents are
often voluntarily and determinedly aggressive; tfight other aggressors
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as well as innocent and unwillingly victims. Resugtto political violence

is frequently not a defensive reaction to a previouimminent attack, but
a deliberate option, a first choice born out ofipéit and religious ideals,
militaristic conceptions, or simply a productreglpolitik. And we should

always keep this in perspective, for as Michael 28alhas maintained,
“[a]s soon as we focus on some concrete case dfangiland moral

decision-making, we enter a world that is govermaxt by abstract
tendencies but by human choice”.

Political violence has a distinct nature that deseto be acknowledged.
Thus, we shouldn’t treat its agents as common aoaisj although some of
condemnation of political violence turns out to lgite difficult,
especially when you are most likely to relate tésra, and certain types
of war, to a desperate fight of the weak againstdtiong. Clearly, this
does not happen when you are a pacifist or a nolenée enthusiast. In
this case, you reject terrorism and war as immixali based on the
assumption that killing human beings is always wuthjustification, due
to the sacrality of human life. You may also aspiitee Erasmus and the
Abbot of Saint-Pierre, to the abolition of war amithis case, you do not
entirely reject all wars, but pursue the messianégam of war eradication,
which is to be achieved by means of a new inteonati order ruled by
law.

The same does not apply if you prefer the morgbtstiem of political
realism, especially in its strongest version. Adaog to Robert O.
Keohane, realists are sometimes permissive in wbaterns political
violence, for they prefer “the language of powed amterests rather than
of ideals or norms2.Realists consider international relations to berat
and believe, therefore, that they shouldn't be deed, judged or
regulated by “idealistic” or “legalistic” rules. Keeth Waltz writes that
states, being units of an anarchical competitivdesy, are condemned to
live in a natural state of war and to fight permathefor dominance in the
international arena. Without a common sovereigmtg sharing of similar
purposes, states act in order to achieve the msation of their own
authority or at least to maintain an equitable hegaof power. In order to
guarantee survival, each state has to presumeathathers will act to
favour its egoistic interests without any conceon ifhorality. This way,
they must act, not only according to other statffective or declared
politics, but according to their real or perceivapabilities. When states
are militarily capable of attacking, all others mpsoceed to equal or to
surpass them. As a result, warfare and terroristiges can be seen as
necessary and even prudential. “In politics,” Kehn&/altz writes, “force
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is said to be thaltima ratio. In international politics force serves, not only
as theultima ratio, but indeed as the first and constant ch&liat's why
Clausewitz defends that states must seek to ensciay at any cost,
making use of all unrestrained violence considerede necessary, for
only victory can compel your enemy to submit to ryeull. This being
said, we should also keep in mind that realistsnatemilitarists, because
they often condemn the resort to political violefigeprudential reasons.
Although political realism is mostly a state-cedttbeory, its particularist
and consequentialist standpoints are easily adobyethose to whom
political ends seem to justify the means, whethey tbe the conquest of
sovereignty, the dictatorship of the proletariatrer safeguard of faith.

Just wars theorists, by contrast, assume thatqabhitiolence sometimes
can be used with justice in defence of crucial tdghike citizens’
entitlement to life and freedom and political cormities’ entitlement to
self-determination, especially against extreme foraf submission or
enslavement. In fact, as Michael Walzer, one of niwst distinguished
just war theorists, claims “[tjhe defense of rigist® reason for fighting. |
want now to stress again, and finally, that ithis bnly reason®.The main
purpose of just war theory is precisely to estabifie boundaries between
a just and an unjust resort to political force (e ad bellurh and a just
and an unjust violent conduct within armed condli¢the jus in bellg.
Therefore, just war theorists believe that a totefusal of armed
resistance, at least in self-defence and in theemee of justasus belli
could simply leave some communities at the mercyhefr aggressors,
despite the fact that resorting to violence invelgreat dangers. As
Michael Walzer said, “[a]ll aggressive acts haves dhing in common:
they justify forceful resistance, and force canbpetused between nations,
as it often can between persons, without puttifegitself at risk”®

And because rights challenged in armed conflices af such an
exceptional importance, and war causes sometinpesaapo be just, some
people, who don't have pro-war and pro-violencéuatés, succumb to
two great temptations, which we must oppose. Wet mesist first the
utilitarian temptation to devaluate the individdaland political
communities’ rights, accepting their sacrificedhie name of the greatest-
happiness principle, especially of those we beliaxe fighting for the
“wrong” causes. But we must also defy the deonticllgemptation of the
“sliding scale argument”, into which, accordingNtichael Walzer, even
some just war theorists, such as John Rawils, telenf According to the
sliding scale argument, belligerents fighting foistj causes have more
rights. Certainly, the purpose of this argumertbisleny the right to wage
war to those who fight for the sake of an unjustisea who hold
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totalitarian plans of world domination or wage gaus or political
crusades. Only those who fight for a just cause, for the entitlement to
life and liberty, have the right to resort to pickll violence. Translated
into just war lingo, this is to say that, accordit@ the sliding scale
argument, the logic of the ends, the logigusf ad bellum must surpass
the logic of the means, i.e., of thes in bello But Walzer believes that the
supremacy of thgus ad bellumjustice traps us in the sliding scale
argument. And this is conceived to be wrong andgdesus, because it
disregards the universality of rights and “creaasew class of generally
inadmissible acts and of quasi-rights, subject iecgmeal erosion by
soldiers whose cause is just — or by soldiers wize that their cause is
just”.” For soldiers and politicians tend to think thisyw#he greater the
injustice likely to result from my defeat, the mandes | can violate in
order to avoid defeaf.This last reasoning is culturally dominant and
leads us to moral relativism, which collides wilte tuniversality of rights
we wish to preserve. Thus, we shouldn't be surgrisethe fact that most
of our moral judgments on armed conflicts, and etenmost apparently
pacifist ones, are mainly prejudiced. They are, 28kaklaims, basically
condemnations of a violence that their authors 'ddike, or [of a]
violence committed by people they don’t like"The sliding scale
argument is tremendously risky, above all becausdend to devalue the
lives and rights of our enemies, both combatantsciwilians, as well as
the lives and rights of the members of those conitiegrthat, for various
reasons, we don't like, and to be tremendouslylgeht with those we do
like, especially if we think of them as being opgmed or martyrs of
freedom.

Since St. Augustine, it is well known that it isgossible to have two
sides fighting justly in a war, but as Franciscouieria claimed, nothing
hinders war to be perceived as just by both fastionconflict. Hence, it
wouldn’t be difficult to find combatants of oppogiffiactions, totally and
passionately persuaded for a variety of reasortsthier cause is just, at
the very point of risking their lives and dying fayr such is the pre-
eminence of the values that are at stake. Warsn et most
unquestionably unjust and aggressive ones, arepwdgible due to wide
support among the aggressor’'s community, whetHegely granted one,
or the result of strong manipulation and politicahtrol.

All things considered, Walzer seems to mistrust ititerference of
idealism in war, in other words, he fears that “whénning is seen to be
morally important,... when the outcome of the stregi conceived in
terms of justice™ or even when the messianic dream of the “war tb en
all wars” takes shape, political communities cashrinto endless and total



