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Terrorism, radicalization and violent extremism dominate sociological, political and cultural
concerns in today's polarized social and political world. However, the role of governments and
issues relating to state terrorism and the counter-terror state remain important considerations.
This book presents an understanding of the concept of Countering Violent Extremism from a
critical terrorism studies perspective using case studies from different countries while examining
the issues it raises. Extremism and violence do not emerge in a vacuum – nor do the policies
that counter these concerns. There are no simple solutions to violent extremism but the fixation
on ideology can do more harm than good.
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politicsNotesBibliographyIndexAbout the bookIn attempting to understand the concept of
countering violent extremism (CVE), not only is it a paradigm with roots in policies of
deradicalization, prevention, disengagement and counter-extremism, it is also fraught with
tension, inconsistencies and huge polarizations.This book aims to assesses the nature of the
overarching approach of the concept, but also explore how terrorism and radicalization have
become particular sociological, political and cultural concerns, examining matters in local,
national and global contexts. In various attempts to understand the issues from different
standpoints, countering extremism paradigms have the potential to divide individuals and
institutions in considerable ways. In reality, CVE projects are widely experienced not as attempts
to necessarily deal with the issues that cause radicalization and terrorism in a specific or a
general sense. In reality, CVE initiatives that have a real-world application often deliver
community and youth development projects as a process of social engineering. They aim to
discourage, disengage and dis-incentivize vulnerable young people on the verge of radical
political views that could lead to violence. However, without alleviating structural inequality or
issues arising from problematic (re)integration policy, which are important considerations in
motivating would-be extremisms of various kinds, the results are likely to remain limited.The
growing problem of far-right extremism is emerging reciprocally to Islamism. Extremism and
violence do not emerge in a vacuum – nor do the policies that counter these concerns. The role
of governments and issues relating to ‘state terrorism’ and the ‘counter-terror state’ are further
important considerations. However, given the historically dominant focus on violent Islamism
over other types of terrorism, there are ongoing concerns relating to a postcolonial framework
concerning the focus on Muslim groups, at home and abroad. The problems of violent
extremism (VE) are local and so are therefore the solutions, while the questions of state terror
relate more to growing instances of ethnic or religious nationalism sweeping much of the world
at present. This book argues that to alleviate the patterns of violence that create concerns for
societies across the world, North and South, issues of radicalization and terrorism – which relate
directly to politics and matters of social cohesion – require bottom-up, community-driven and
wholly inclusive interventions.AcknowledgementsI am grateful to Olivia Dellow for her kind
assistance in the eventual production of the book with Bloomsbury Academic, which started life
when I first began thinking about the concept at the Royal United Services Institute in London. I
am also extremely grateful to Mohammed S. Elshimi for the candid conversations on the topic
and for sharing his deep insights with me. The book was completed at the Institute of Security



and Global Affairs of Leiden University in The Hague where I now teach around the topics more
generally while continuing to pursue my research interests in ethnicity, radicalization,
Islamophobia and terrorism. I am grateful to my erudite colleagues for sharing their wisdom and
insights with me, in particular, my enthusiastic, supportive and astute fellow scholars from the
Terrorism and Political Violence Group. I am also thankful to my students taking my various
courses on the Crisis and Security Management Masters programme. Their intelligent
questions, genuine concerns over the state of the world and their ambitions to make a difference
have been inspiring.During the time it took to write this book, I had the privilege of travelling to
numerous countries and cities to discuss the dynamics of CVE and its delivery. I am grateful for
the opportunity to give invited to talks and presentations at Queen’s University in Kingston and
Public Safety in Ottawa, Canada; United States Institute of Peace in Washington DC; St. John’s
College, Cambridge University; University of Aberdeen; Manchester Metropolitan University;
King’s College London; Portcullis House and House of Commons, Westminster; Security and
Counter Terror Expo at the London Olympia; Lancaster University; European Policy Centre in
Brussels; Federal Agency for Civic Education in Potsdam; Ljubljana University; National
University of Science and Technology in Islamabad, as well as opportunities to take part in
panels or chair them in Marrakesh, Addis Ababa and Jakarta.Part OneTerrorism and
states1Definitional challengesAn introduction to the bookThe study of terrorism, questions of
radicalization and the value of deradicalization interventions have preoccupied social scientists,
policymakers and community groups for a considerable period. However, the events of 9/11, the
‘war on terror’, the growth of European jihadis and the rise and fall of Islamic State in Iraq and
Syria, and questions concerning the return of foreign fighters, have created new challenges
without clear answers. This book is an attempt to survey the complexities of these topics by
providing a detailed account of the issues that reveal the problems of extremism, radicalization
and terrorism on the one hand and the role of states, either through state terrorism or as the
counter-terror state, to help eradicate the problems or potentially worsen them, on the
other.Even though terrorism is a social construction and difficulties often arise in establishing the
facts, including the psychological and sociological makeup of assailants, there is also the
question of who defines the problem. The adage that ‘one man’s terrorist is another man’s
freedom fighter’ has remained consistent throughout history. Terrorizing people in societies has
long been associated with individuals and groups who have particular ideological or political
objectives, where the act itself is the message that these groups wish to convey. To terrify
ordinary members of the public is to target innocent civilians in the hope of obtaining a response
from state actors who often insist ‘we will not negotiate with terrorists’ but in reality, behind the
scenes, deals are made, prisoners are exchanged and negotiations are held. History continues
to demonstrate the only real way of solving terrorism carried out by various groups is to
incorporate them into the political process (or to eliminate them). These notions are important in
any analysis of terrorism and violent extremism (VE), but it is also clear that the nature of
terrorism has changed in the light of the ‘war on terror’ and, in particular, the role of the online



space in recruitment, preparation and activation of terrorists – who evolve, learn and adapt to
different opportunity structures. It is imperative to ask critical questions; especially in cases
where states are the perpetrators of violent acts which cause terror among the population but
receive scant attention. The idea that ‘new terrorism’ is different from the old – that is, religious
zeal is the dominating motive – is a somewhat of a distraction from the reality that myriad
motivations exist among violent extremist groups, and though religion is often as the veneer, the
context is always political. Kashmir and Palestine are two territories that have faced terrorism
carried out by states – both strategic and structural – but the general attention on non-state
actors takes attention away from genuine freedom struggles. Radicalization is a contested
concept yet there is an assumption that what it means is clear. It grants a licence to states to
produce counter-terrorism (CT) and CVE policy in whatever form selected.The ‘war on terror’
was a response to terror, but it has produced further terror, which currently remains in perpetuity.
It has created more havoc in the Muslim world, and more attacks on the West. New forms of
state terrorism include the use of drones as racist biopolitics – one that is deliberate – and
faceless. It is impossible to ignore the importance of understanding genocide and ethnic
cleansing as types of state terrorism against non-combatants. Both have significant implications.
In recent periods, with examples in Kashmir, Myanmar and former Yugoslavia adding new
perspectives on the idea of ‘ethnic cleansing of Muslims’, ongoing concerns in Xinjiang in
eastern China are further cause for concern. Terrorist activity is essentially situational, but too
much of CVE policy focuses on the ideological ‘pull factors’ while rendering the ‘push
factors’ (namely structural, institutional and political) almost invisible. To help better understand
these concerns, research and policy should incorporate criminology, psychology, sociology and
international relations concepts into the analysis to avoid the consequences of costly errors. In
this milieu, recognizing personal grievances are essential. For example, Salafism does not
always have to lead to violence – nor does Islamism per se.1 It is violent jihadism that is the most
significant issue in the final analysis. In this regard, a deeper understanding of the social–
psychological dimension that focuses on an individual’s relationships with space and place is
also a critical factor. Marginalized economic relations facing both Muslim minorities in Western
Europe and indigenous white groups are also associated with the decline of historical
conceptions of masculinity. With notions of diversity problematized in many settings, it is
compounded by a ‘war on terror culture’ that overlooks social mobility, integration and questions
of citizenship and belonging – for all.Reciprocal radicalization is a growing problem throughout
Europe. Here, national politics is fundamental, with populism, authoritarianism and majoritarian
nationalism becoming significant concerns as mainstream media drives the sentiments that
politicians repackage in an unholy alliance. However, to counter reciprocal radicalization is to
strengthen the resolve communities through education and online awareness, although they
have yet to be fully tested in practice. What works, in reality, is largely dependent on national
political culture as well as regional and domestic policy frameworks. But there are so many
unanswered questions – and only some indication of success; however, what is clear is that it is



important to see these as nuanced terms – and opportunities, where tailor-made approaches
are to be applied, which, apart from some country cases, make it extremely difficult to make any
generalizations. Socio-economic divisions are exacerbated by populist authoritarianism and
hate towards others, in particular, feeding off and into the insecurities facing men. Former
President Trump of the United States and Prime Minister Boris Johnson of the United Kingdom
are two obvious examples, but both are the symptom – not the cause – of the malaise.Foreign
fighters are not new. They have existed since the dawn of the modern era, yet dominant theories
concerning Islamist extremism that focus on transnationalism are weak. The idea of centralized
Islamism as the single most important driving force is also inadequate. The fact that one in three
of the approximately 300 Dutch jihadis who travelled to Iraq and Syria to join the Islamic State
were indigenous white men and women who converted should provide a perspective that
suggests that these jihadis, men and women, minorities and majorities, are ‘made’ in their
countries of birth. In reality, radicalization today is occurring online but it is not always clear how.
The processes of radicalization are much more about politics and society than vulnerable
individuals who are susceptible to external influences. The concept of CVE will remain in the
spotlight – but the evidence base needs to improve – and important questions need to be asked
of states as well as vulnerable individuals from all backgrounds, not just the Islamists.The study
of terrorism, VE, and the nature of ethnic, social and religious conflict are of primary concern in a
world riven with division and discord. How issues are understood and responded to, however,
reflect more on the motivations of policymakers whose aims vary depending on questions of
resources, time and the political climate. The understanding of terrorism and CT is often skewed
due to various institutional effects, which has a bearing on policy at one level but also the
resultant effect of community relations at another level. For example, in the context of radical
Islamism as well as far-right extremism both sets of opposing groups are motivated by
Islamophobia that feeds off aspects of an anti-Muslim discourse, which has implications for
radicalization, including recruitment.2But before it is possible to explore the complexity of these
issues, it is necessary to address some definitional challenges. A significant dimension to
understanding terrorism is the study of central topics within the social sciences that relate to
questions of terrorism. These include questions of power, authority and discourse. There are
also questions regarding identity, social change and the impact of economic transformation.
There are local issues to consider but in the realms of neoliberal globalization, what happens in
other parts of the world can have a direct bearing on what occurs in various local area settings.
However, terrorism, political violence and the discourse surrounding these concepts have
meaning only in social context, and the lens through which any single individual views their
experiences. Violent extremism and terrorism could be argued to be a function of society – as
much as it is a reality of extremist groups or individuals who engage in violence due to
ideological motivations. If so, how do these issues play out in reality and how can we take our
‘knowledge’ and introduce interventions that yield positive impact?The media is a significant
cause of the mixed message on what terrorism is.3 Terrorism itself is aimed at attracting media



attention, which either helps or supports the aims of those wanting to carry out the terrorist acts
in the first instance – namely to spread a political or ideological message through an act of
violence or threat of violence, usually targeted at innocent civilians or specific state institutions.
In almost all cases, ‘[v]irtually any especially abhorrent act of violence perceived as directed
against society – whether it involves the activities of anti-government dissidents or governments
themselves, organized-crime syndicates, common criminals, rioting mobs, people engaged in
militant protest, individual psychotics, or lone extortionists – is often labelled “terrorism” ’.4 From
this, it can be stated that terrorism is, at least, a political question, which suggests it has political
aims. These aims include changing the nature of society in a violently radical way, which is
presented as another form of social change, albeit more aggressively. It suggests that terrorism
is related to questioning power; namely challenging the instruments in society that wield power,
raising to the fore questions on the nature of this power and its implications.Therefore, power is
at the heart of terrorism because power is also a fundamental concept in society, where complex
human relations are intertwined with multiple meanings, outcomes and problems that all rest on
power, including its access or the problems caused by its inequitable distribution. In such cases,
terrorism, therefore, can be a ‘planned, calculated, and indeed systematic act’.5 In reaching this
understanding when trying to comprehend what terrorism is, the question remains as to why a
degree of confusion persists. The answer is that the meaning has changed over time.The
historical dimensionGiven the preponderance of modern definitions that mandate that terrorism
is against the state, the concept was first used to describe the actions of the state. Originally
used during the French Revolution, the idea of state terror was a means by which the state could
control or manage the growing problems of what was at the time a form of violence and
extremism that emerged during a period of major social and political instability. This rule, known
as the reign of terror, was carried out by the new state in an attempt to overturn the workings and
systems of the old order. Interestingly, this terrorism was seen as a virtuous endeavour, aimed at
protecting liberty and democracy. This is how modern terrorism has some bearing to its historical
origins – that is, it is systematic, organized and involves preparation for a purpose – and that this
aim or objective is political. However, in today’s world of terrorism, the reality is often a lot more
haphazard. Ultimately, the French model of state terrorism consumed itself – including
Robespierre. More recent examples illustrate the question of message and intent. The Italian
Carlo Pisacane, a former duke of San Giovanni, died in 1857 in his efforts to alter Bourbon rule
that he had found so morally in decline, naming the idea as the propaganda of the deed. It later
enhanced the revolutionaries of the late nineteenth century, for example, the Russian Narodnaya
Volya, who carried out acts of symbolic terrorism.6 This included targeting members of the royal
family or other noble figures. Irish revolutionaries did much the same until the tail end of the
twentieth century. The ‘dynamite campaign’ was in full swing in London in the late nineteenth
century. The intelligence, policing and information-driven campaign to counter this VE led to the
first dedicated unit focused on CT known as the Special Branch of Scotland Yard.Aspects of the
model used by Irish ‘terrorists’ to effect political change still operates today. First, the importance



of establishing foreign bases to help prepare, train and develop the instruments of terror away
from the prying gazes of the ever-watchful became the norm. This also includes being able to
prepare and spread propaganda from these sites. Second, the targeting of mass transport
systems, especially the underground, can also be seen in modern terrorism. These actions have
no regard for the loss of innocent human life.7 As anarchism flourished elsewhere in the late
nineteenth century, it also came to be known by the use of handbooks or playbooks that
informed readers on how to carry out acts of violence. However, as ‘much as many
contemporary observers similarly denigrate modern-day terrorists as mindless, obsessive, and
maladjusted – it was a member of Young Bosnia, Gavrilo Princip, who is widely credited with
having set in motion the chain of events that began on 28 June, 1914, when he assassinated the
Hapsburg archduke Franz Ferdinand in Sarajevo and culminated in the First World War’.8By the
1930s, the understanding of terrorism changed again. It was less about revolutionary
movements and more about returning to the idea of state-orchestrated terrorism, leading to
authoritarian regimes in fascist Italy, Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia. Mussolini regarded
terrorism as a form of ‘street hygiene’, but it became part of Nazi and fascist governance – an
arm of the state, extending to a state-sponsored elimination of Jews, communists and other
‘undesirables’. After the Second World War, state-sponsored terrorism emerged in South
America, in particular in Argentina and Chile during the 1970s and later in Salvador and
Guatemala during the 1980s – a rule of terror, with terrorism assigned to non-state actors. A
further change occurred in how terrorism evolved – largely encompassing the revolutionary
movements of societies throwing away the yoke of colonialism – namely Israel, Kenya, Cyprus
and Algeria – and during this time, the notion of ‘freedom fighters’ became accepted parlance.
As Yasser Arafat addressed the UN General Assembly in 1974, he mapped out what he
regarded as the essential differences between freedom fighters and terrorists, placing himself
and the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) squarely in the first category. The PLO was
active during the 1970s, carrying out major aeroplane hijackings and creating a movement
around their cause that attracted left-leaning ideologues, activists and scholars. ‘The difference
between the revolutionary and the terrorist’, Arafat stated, ‘lies in the reason for which each
fights. For whoever stands by a just cause and fights for the freedom and liberation of his land
from the invaders, the settlers and the colonialists, cannot possibly be called terrorist.’9
Throughout the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, these ‘terrorist’ groups were viewed through this
revolutionary lens. They shared their perspectives with their anticolonial precedents, which also
included left-wing Marxist, radical intellectuals and revolutionaries joining forces with the
struggle against American global economic hegemony, increasingly seen as an imperial
superpower. American interests in Vietnam also gave rise to a much wider anti-American and
anti-capitalist perspective.Also important during the late 1970s and early 1980s was the idea of
a global terror network, where individual incidents were seen to be part of a shadowy global
conspiracy. It reflected a broader attempt made by an omnipotent aggressor, for example,
Russia and, more recently, with the idea of Islamist terrorism. It is important to note that until



1989, the Cold War loomed. The difference between East and West was based on capitalism
and communism, whereas today it is perceived in terms of Islam and the West, where Islamist
extremism has replaced communism. During the 1980s, several attacks by organizations such
as Hezbollah, which was formed out of the Lebanese conflict with Israel in 1983, began to target
the American military. It is also during this period that Iraq, Syria, Iran and Libya were involved in
external revolutionary projects, including the Caribbean Revolutionary Organization and the
Secret Army for the Liberation of Armenia. New terrorism evolved in the early 1990s when
classic paramilitary revolutionary tactics combined with the interests of illegal drug cartels in
South America. This led to change in the meaning of terrorism to a cluster of non-state actors
involved in an all-out conflict with the state, whether in the context of criminality or politico-
ideological motivations. But the events of 9/11 reshaped how terrorism was conceived of again
and it very much still applies in thinking about terrorism to this day.On this fateful day in 2001, a
series of aeroplanes were hijacked, with high-profile American institutions targeted for greatest
impact, causing approximately 3,000 deaths. The emotional response to the tragedy of 9/11 was
to introduce the ‘war on terror’. ‘These enemies hate our freedom’ was the line persistently
repeated by President George W. Bush. It also led to problematic connections made between Al
Qaeda and Saddam Hussein, two very separate and unrelated entities. But after 9/11,
Washington was keen to make an association between the two. The attack legitimized attempts
to not just seek out the ‘evildoers’ in Afghanistan but to also focus on Saddam Hussein and the
‘weapons of mass destruction’ that he was alleged to be piecing together in Iraq. President Bush
using ill-advised words such as a crusade did not help the matter. Not to be meant to be taken
literally, the reality is that in the present climate, the ‘war on terror’ continues to include not just
the radical Islamist world, but also North Korea for its state sponsoring of terrorist attacks and
the pursuit of nuclear weapons. The legacy of the ‘war on terror’ continues to this day, with
ongoing conflicts throughout the Middle East that have become inward looking after a series of
external interventions. It has also created implications for neighbouring countries such as
Pakistan. With all of these concerns in mind, it is clear that there are many issues to deal with
when thinking about what is meant by terrorism in the context of a post-9/11 ‘war on terror’
world.Who defines the terrorist?Whilst it is important to observe the evolution of terrorism in a
historical and contemporary context, the changing nature of these definitions reflects on how
terrorism evolves, how it works and what effect it has on society. For example, a Jewish terrorist
organization known as the Stern Gang carried out a series of bombings on British targets in
Jerusalem in the 1940s. It led to an independence struggle bearing fruit in what is the state of
Israel today. However, organizations routinely abandon the notion of terrorism in naming
themselves. They are evoking terms such as freedom struggle, or self-defence movements, or
indeed righteous vengeance, or that they are deliberately avoiding any notional conflict and
focusing on concepts such as Al Qaeda – which means ‘the base’ – or Aum Shinrikyo (the
‘Shining Path’), which carried out sarin gas bombings of the Tokyo subway in the mid-1990s. In
all these instances, terrorists see themselves as completely incapable of making any political



change to the causes that motivate them except through violence. This course may be against
an oppressive state or a majority group who acts violently against a minority group or some
international order. Terrorists, however, would argue that the problem is not them but rather the
workings of society that cause them to seek some form of retribution. What we call terrorism is
entirely a function of those who define it or are defined by those who seek to define themselves
in accordance with it or against it for various reasons to do with its acceptance or
otherwise.Having stated this, it does not change the nature of the act itself, which is an attempt
to disrupt, dislodge and eventually discredit the institutions or systems that the terrorists or
freedom fighters are challenging through their actions. If someone is a victim of an attack, they
are more likely to see the perpetrators as terrorists. However, if someone has a degree of
sympathy with these very same violent extremists, then they may not regard the act as terrorism
at all. The UN struggled to define terrorism in 1972, when some nations rejected the proposal to
condemn the violence in Munich against the Israeli Olympic team as a terrorist attack on the
basis that the perpetrators were carrying out a struggle for freedom and independence. NATO,
however, has taken a much more expansive approach to define terrorism as acts of violence that
lead to destruction, damage to property and loss of innocent life in any context in which the
public at large is at risk. This distinction remains important to tease out because it affects a
subtle question concerning who does the defining and how non-state actors instrumentalize the
label of terrorism. It also makes clear that there is a fine line between the notions that one side is
a liberator while the other is a violent menace to the existing order. But while there are rules of
war that ensure that certain state actors do not transgress basic human issues, for example, in
the use of sarin gas, however, both terrorists and state actors have used kidnapping, torturing,
extraordinary rendition, dehumanization of the enemy, and deliberately or unwittingly targeting
civilian populations.This is where tricky waters enter the picture. A terrorist act defined by the
deed could have at its core an individual with no political or ideological objectives. Is that person
a terrorist or not? Certainly, the event has created terror and this was the objective, in part, of the
perpetrators. This is where it is possible to see the greatest clarity when attempting to define the
act and its impact as one where terrorism has been created or the aims were to create terrorism
in its? enactment. Alex Schmid regards terrorism as the following five phenomena: crime,
politics, warfare, communication and religious fundamentalism.10 The issue that remains is the
question of research and why is it that there are still huge disagreements as to what terrorism is
despite its changing meaning over time, how it is caused, what can be done about it and how is
it possible to determine a systematic perspective on this particular phenomenon. Part of the
issue is that project funding often dictates what is produced in terms of new ideas and new
knowledge, whether it is from one side or the other. This would matter less in independent
university or certain think tank settings; however, there is also the risk of ideology and bias
creeping in under the radar. Much of the research is also determined by the needs of particular
policy directives. In the current domain of the CVE paradigm, particular forces dictate what is to
be done and who it speaks to. This also affects the issue of data collection because there are



only two primary social science data collection techniques available, although the use of data
science in recent years is adding a new dimension to the range of possibilities. Nevertheless,
much remains historical, including the use of documentary evidence, for example, case files.
Observations are also vehicles for recording the moment. The availability of secondary data
through large surveys allows researchers to generalize across population samples at a country
level and make statements of significance concerning certain attitudes and values held by this
population. Using media sources could lead to the accusation of bias or partisanship.
Interviewing, however, is a powerful tool and, if done well, it can lead to significant insights on
how certain behaviours and attitudes are developed in context.There is also the question of
intersectionality, as terrorism studies encourage researchers with backgrounds in psychology,
international relations, politics, criminology, sociology, anthropology and perhaps even the
cybersecurity to consider their perspectives in the light of new research questions. However,
scholars such as Richard Jackson take much more of a deliberate focus to research.11 They
argue that there is an element of dictating to the dominant hegemonic discourse about both the
causes and solutions to terrorism that prevents scholars from fully engaging with the debates or
producing purposive research with long-term impact. Social research into terrorism is not without
its problems of bias, prejudice and issues of speaking to the customer funding it rather than to
the groups affected by it, which can serve to reproduce the status quo, and as a consequence,
legitimize existing modes of domination and subordination. In particular, much of research on
terrorism focuses on non-state actors, whereas state actors are usually disregarded, rendering
the study of state violence entirely removed from the field of terrorism studies and its related
disciplines. This is associated with the fact that so much investment is going into CT, and so the
view must be that non-state actor terrorism is the most threatening and one that yields the most
in terms of social, political and economic damage to nations put at risk by it. The idea that non-
state terrorists have purely psychological problems is also a distraction away from focusing on
the probability that most of the young men involved in acts of terrorism are not too dissimilar
from most other young men in reality. By focusing on the radicalized mentally unstable jihadi
suicide bomber who dreams of seventy-two virgins, a degree of dissonance enters into the
picture. So much so that it suggests these people are beyond the pale of humanity. But such is
the threat posed by this new form of terrorism, it is given priority focus. As a result, a new set of
CT measures are provided legitimacy, including, for example, extraordinary rendition or
waterboarding, which have their own major consequences down the line.With considerable
interest in terrorism from many different groups, one would expect a certain element of
objectivity that would challenge the dominant hegemon concerning terrorism studies; however,
this remains lacking. The reason is that state institutions that have a particular role in questions
of national security, foreign policy and in international crime have authority over existing ideas
generated on terrorism. In pursuit of the objectives of these governmental organizations
concerning CT or CVE policy thinking, an element of critical thinking is lost under the banner of
consensus building. The realm of CVE research and policy is in part an attempt to this at a



global level. Noted by the UN, and supported by President Obama during its incarnation, the
idea of CVE has become an international project with nations committed to delivering national
action plans. Connected to these instruments of states are intellectuals and researchers who
maintain close links to the security service, policing, crime reduction, and related foreign and
domestic policy apparatus of various government departments of nations across the
world.Challenging the dominant hegemonAn important element of this book is in trying to
ensure a more open-ended understanding of extremism, radicalization and terrorism
underpinned by a process of independent critical thinking but also challenges the assumptions
held about these topics. This necessarily means that it is important to reflect deeply on the
subject matter but also cast a critical eye over much of what is commonly understood and
accepted, in the process introducing new ways of thinking through them. The importance of
observing real-world issues by looking beyond the emotional surface-level responses that often
monopolize the debate, leading to polarization and ultimately further distancing between
different actors, is vital. The need to reconceptualize perspectives on society and issues of
terrorism within it, understanding how matters have evolved over various historical and
conceptual development phases, but also having enough insight to be able to evaluate and
critically assess new issues as they emerge, remains paramount. Many who are interested in
terrorism also work in the field, namely in government departments, policing, security or
intelligence institutions, public or private. Students of terrorism often aspire to do the same.
Although there are numerous books on terrorism, and all go through the question of definition or
subject matter discussions related to specific events and outcomes, this book necessarily asks
the reader to think about the social realm and in particular the structural factors that shape the
nature of complex social relations between human beings. This book also provides the reader
with an up-to-date critique of the state of terrorism studies, with examples from across the globe.
It provides direction for research and policy thinkers to help learn from the past and not to make
same the mistakes of misrecognition and misdirection that can sully any attempt to improve
understanding and the practice of eliminating VE. The following chapter looks more closely at
the efficacy of state terrorism.2State terrorismThe previous chapter addressed the question of
defining terrorism. It is clear to see that there is no single accepted definition of an oft-complex
and polarizing topic that routinely generates so much emotion and disquiet. This was the case
especially during the latter stages of the twentieth century when the issue of jihadi extremism
became synonymous with the idea of Muslims and Islam per se. It had the effect of hugely
distorting perceptions of a global faith tradition while ignoring the many differences that make up
a global Muslim population with local area nuances reflecting questions of migration, ethnicity
and citizenship – in majority societies or minority. This chapter continues to centre on the
definitions, in particular concerning state actors. The Kashmir question and concerns affecting
the Palestinian cause are specific case studies in this chapter.Terrorism without historyAn
important aspect to begin with is the question of how the historical dynamics of state terrorism
still have a bearing on how we think about non-state actors in the current period. The most



important factor to consider is the extent to which state terrorism is eliminated from the
discourse on terrorism. Its absence has a distorting effect on non-state actor terrorism, which is
largely concentrated on jihadi extremism. This disproportionality affects policymaking in starkly
negative directions, especially with the question of how non-state actor terrorism is dealt with.
With the exponential growth of academic and policymaker output on the topic of terrorism, very
little, if at all, converge on state terrorism. This is especially peculiar given the ‘genealogy of the
term “terrorism”’.1 It has been used far more frequently than non-state terrorism – and the
number of casualties tends to be greater and often more grievous. The central concerns here
are the realm of power, knowledge and politics.2 That is, the question of who decides what the
problem is, what are its main constituents, what can be done about it and who has the authority
to introduce interventionist measures are of primary interest. Even the term ‘terrorism’ ‘contains
within itself the discursive echoes of state violence, despite its more recently constructed
meaning as a descriptor for non-state actions and behaviour’.3 The omission of state terrorism
leads to confusion over the idea of terrorism – and it absolves certain states from being taken to
task for their actions. Moreover, ‘[s]tate terrorism most often employs exactly the same methods
– bombings, assassinations, kidnap, torture, and the like – as non-state terrorist groups, even if
they can be used more widely and frequently by state actors’.4 There are numerous examples in
this regard, all of which permit the status quo to go about unchecked.There are several
instances of state terrorism and state-sponsored terrorism, including where non-state terrorism
flourishes within weakened social and political structures. Kashmir and Palestine are just some
of the most prominent. Both bear a direct relationship to the end of the colonial period in what
were once British colonies, but now permanently facing various internal conflicts due, arguably,
in part to the rapid departure of the British at the end of the Second World War. Arguably, one of
the reasons why there is such ambiguity over what terrorism means, in theory, or practice, is that
it avoids considering the issue of state terrorism. It masks the possibility that CT measures
carried out by states can merge into state terrorism. This amnesia permits the focus on terrorism
to remain fixated on present conflicts and disremember the long and complex history of state
terrorism, especially since the French Revolution onwards, in the process ‘maintaining the
dangerous myth of Western exceptionalism’.5 The greatest concern is that the lack of
discussion on state terrorism helps to delegitimize revolutionary movements as justifiable
political resistance against oppressive structures. This obfuscation can obscure such issues, ‘as
regime change, economic sanctions, military base expansion, military occupation, military
assistance for strategic partners, and the isolation of disapproved political movements such as
Hamas or Hezbollah’.6These perspectives help to isolate how terrorism research can serve to
legitimize state terrorism, not merely because the latter is invisible in the discourse of terrorism.
It leads to certain limitations to questions that can be asked of independent, objective research,
which, in the end, is unable to hold states to account. It naturally lends itself to research that
does not necessarily challenge the status quo, which invariably misses out the voices and
actions of those who participate in terrorism due to genuine grievances that signal a need for



politico-ideological change. The implications are weighty. For example, few scholars dare openly
criticize Israeli war crimes against the Palestinians in case it impacts their careers, which is a
real possibility, especially in the United States. Some of these concerns are genuinely related to
the problem of doing rigorous, independent research into terrorism given how difficult it is to
identify ‘terrorists’ to research on – or it is next to impossible to get hold of official documentation
on terrorist cases, some of which may well be ongoing. The disproportionality of what is seen as
terrorism or not affects a whole host of social and political relations in society. However, with the
current and enduring issues of a lack of consensus on state terrorism, arguably a greater killer
that can lead to untold death among societies and nations, the bias will continue to have severe
consequences for the academy, research and ordinary people affected by these social fissures
everywhere in the world.While there is a sense that state terrorism does not feature in research
to the degree perhaps necessary, there is a discourse that suggests that ‘new terrorism’, namely
violent Islamism, is somehow more lethal than its predecessors. Indeed, the internet has
changed the nature of how political violence and terrorism are carried out, moving away from
formal networks based on real-world associations towards a virtual web of individual and groups
linked by interest or motivation. However, it remains unclear as to whether the current period is
more destructive. What remains interesting is that there is a space in which non-state actors
operate within states that are either weak or strong; however, such settings can allow only those
who adapt to the circumstances to survive or prosper, suggesting strong states have an active
role in delegitimizing and countering this new terrorism.7 An important case in point is terrorism
research in the Middle East. Much of the general discourse sees Arabs and Israelis pitted
against each other in an endless war. However, its asymmetric origins are rarely addressed, for
there are decades of grievances, a sense of injustice, and the denial and dehumanization of ‘the
other’ in pursuit of various nationalist political projects. As one group continues to form an
intimidating position relative to a subjugated other, matters will only escalate in these settings.
Attempt to centre on the idea of the ‘Arab terrorism problem’ as central to issues across the
Middle East as a whole is a long-running narrative that has been built by various political and
institutional designs. The historical origins fixate on land, territory and, therefore, history and
identity.The state of PalestineOut of Palestine, a former territory of the Ottoman Empire and a
British Mandate, the state of Israel formed, leaving a bitter sense of injustice on the part of the
Palestinians who have suffered immeasurably but without the wider world able to make a
difference to the situation. While one might think that this has biblical origins, its history is rooted
in recent periods, namely in the nineteenth century when the Zionist movement began to voice
its ambitions concerning the formation of the state of Israel.8 At the end of that century, Theodor
Herzl (a Hungarian activist) promoted a policy to encourage Jewish immigration into the territory
while attempting to push Arabs into neighbouring countries. The increasing number of Jews
entering Palestine meant that by 1948, Jews made up one-third of the two million population.
While the initial view was that Arabs and Jews could coexist in a plentiful land, later leaders
began to support the idea that two sides can never live in one place. With a growing Jewish



population, the belief was that Palestine would be insufficient to accommodate fully both Jews
and Arabs. As a result, Zionism became extreme. It eventually extended to forcibly removing
Arabs from their homes and their lands, using violence and intimidation to subvert the
population. In this sense, this form of terrorism is strategic, not reactive.9 Harm was inflicted
through direct violence and structural terrorism. Israel is one of those states where any
discussion on terrorism naturally focuses on the Palestinians and rarely ever on the nature of the
state itself. However, both sides took to violence as a means to respond to direct conflict, with
Jewish casualties higher relative to the Arabs in the early twentieth century, but by its tail end,
this relationship had been completely inverted. Throughout this time, Britain continued to
support the immigration of Jews and confiscation of land. As the Arabs were forced into the
cities, Palestine became fertile ground for rising dissent and anger at the hands of the
oppressive other. This fighting grew to the extent that over ‘5,000 Palestinians and at least 463
Jews were killed in the fighting before British forces crushed the Arab revolt in 1939’.10
However, Britain’s policy concerning the immigration of Jews became restrictive after 1939. In
doing so, it was in direct conflict with the Jewish community globally after the end of the Second
World War. In July 1946, the Irgun gang (whose commander at the time was Menachem Begum,
becoming later the sixth prime minister of Israel from 1977 to 1983) bombed the King David
Hotel, killing ninety people.In 1947, the UN recommended partition; however, the Irgun gang and
Lehi militias killed 120 villagers in attacks in April 1948. A retaliation by the Arabs saw the deaths
of seventy Jewish medical personnel. Subsequent attacks by Israeli forces led to the flight of
300,000 Arab villagers – but by 1949, a year after the declaration of the state of Israel, around
three-quarters of a million Arabs had fled their villages. This was an example of strategic
terrorism. Over 80 per cent of the Arabs had fled – ensuring that there would no population
problem for the new state for years to come. Palestinians were placed in refugee camps in
neighbouring countries or continued to exist in reduced number inside Israel. In response, an
organized Palestinian resistance only emerged in the 1960s, but the PLO (Palestinian Liberation
Organization) was expelled from the West Bank in 1968. The Munich attack in 1972 killed nine
Israelis and resulted in the deaths of five Fedayeen and after two years, in 1974, a prison
exchange led to numerous deaths on both sides. However, Palestinians ‘retain rights of self-
defense and self-determination in their traditional homeland’.11 ‘Palestinian terrorism’, therefore,
purportedly serves three purposes. First, it demonstrated a strength of force in being able to
strike at the enemy, which helped to galvanize broader Palestinian support. Second, Israeli
security was threatened by the actions of weaker opposed groups. Third, the Munich attacks
were important in bringing to bear a live, global audience, enabling Palestinians to raise their
issues on an international scale and encourage others to rally behind their cause. Over the
years, the conflict has raged on – including a war of words. The first intifada (uprising) started in
1989 – but by 1994 Yasser Arafat went from ‘terrorist’ to Nobel peace prize-winner (jointly
received with Yitzhak Rabin and Shimon Peres).Since 1967, Israel has engaged in structural
terrorism through its settlement project, evoking security concerns as a justification – a ruse to



confiscate both private and public land. These settlements rage on and on – and are
strategically placed, wilfully separating existing Arab villages. Many settlers are armed zealots
who are allocated their housing based on their religious convictions associated with their
particular denomination. Over time, Israel’s consistent claims that the Palestinians are terrorists
have encouraged some who might be sympathetic to the Palestinian cause to turn away
because of the negative connotations associated with the term. By extending the idea that these
‘Palestinian terrorists’ share an ideological conviction based on readings of scripture, the
rhetoric can be extended to the greater Middle East, irrespective of the complex social realities
facing groups there – and this encourages a neo-conservative alignment. The 1982 invasion of
Lebanon by Syria in an attempt to weed out the PLO led to thousands of Arabs killed. It
preceded the formation of Hezbollah with the backing of Iran and the Revolutionary Guard. After
9/11, the ‘war on terror’ has made it easier for Israel to maintain the rhetoric of Palestinians as
terrorists – ‘the rhetoric of “terror” is itself a mechanism of state terrorism, enabling Israel to
consolidate its hold on the territories by emphasizing the need for Israel’s “security” in the face of
Arab terrorism, while submerging any consideration of the Palestinians’ own security
concerns’.12Hamas organized a campaign of suicide bombings in 1993 when Israel failed to
respond to the threats of violence from extremist Jews who did not want the Oslo peace process
to go ahead as it would lead to loss of territory. Hamas considered that they had no other option
left but to target civilian populations, however ineffective in reality. They felt that no one in the
world was listening to their plight – but by taking measures into their hands, the response is often
a greater sense of anger and entitlement on the part of the aggressors. But there was also an
element of strategic terrorism in acts of violence carried out by Hamas, namely to dampen
tourism to Israel, which hurts the economy, especially in the short run. To solve these seemingly
intractable issues, there are important questions to answer. Evoking the term ‘terrorism’ prevents
others everywhere from appreciating the human cost of this conflict. Meanwhile, Palestinians are
continuously facing persecution, particularly the 2 million or so imprisoned in Gaza. In
attempting to define the difference between state terrorism and non-state terrorism, the dividing
line seems to appear to be a question of actor-based (determined by individuals or states) and
action-based outcomes (determined by consequences).13 What separates the two is that state
actors are not always prepared to use weapons of mass destruction or to weaponize an
ideology, although, in the case of Hitler’s Germany and Stalin’s Russia, these rules were
completely thrown out.The forgotten struggle of KashmirIn the shadows of the Himalayas stands
the forgotten struggle of the Kashmiris, whose plight remains precarious as India tightens its
grip, placing the future of the territory in even more uncertainty and insecurity. When Islam came
to the region of Kashmir in the thirteenth century, there was no India or Pakistan. A centre of
Buddhist and Hindu religion, art, culture and knowledge, when Islam arrived in Kashmir, so did
greater syncretism. However, there was also conflict. The Muslims, the Sikhs and the British
battled over the province from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries. Hindu rule from the
mid-1800s until partition in 1947 led to prevarication on the part of the ruler Hari Singh over the



question of whether Kashmir was to succeed to either India or Pakistan. He sided with the
former. Since then, Jammu and Kashmir (union territory administered by India) became semi-
autonomous until 2019, although both India and Pakistan continued to stake a claim to the
territory as a whole. Because of these disputes, both countries went to war in 1947 and 1965
and nearly again in 1999, when an incident in Kargil was ready to explode into nuclear war.
While the UN granted a plebiscite to the Kashmiris in 1948, that opportunity has yet to be
realized. It leaves the Kashmiris caught between two bitterly opposed neighbours. When
tensions mount in the territory, India and Pakistan argue that it is a bilateral matter and the world
switches off, leaving the Kashmiris with no voice.The violent struggles in Kashmir have drawn
attention to a rift between two neighbouring countries that has its genesis in the partition of India
in 1947. In dividing India, two countries were established not as friendly neighbours but as two
competitive nations separated by religion and national political identity. Pakistan faced the
unfortunate reality of having to start from scratch, whereas India largely inherited the legal, social
and democratic structures the British had left behind. These issues aside, while Kashmir was
granted a UN plebiscite to determine its future, neither Pakistan nor India was prepared to let go
of a territory deemed an important part of the psyche and memory of each nation. The events in
Kashmir since July 2016 have witnessed some of the most heated exchanges between the two
political entities, but more importantly, significant civilian casualties in the Kashmir valley. The
2016 curfew lasted for nearly two months, and the extensive use of pellets as well as bullets by
the Indian army, combined with operations by India and Pakistan, led to over 70 deaths and over
7,000 injuries. One issue that Kashmiris are opposing is the Israeli-like settlement programmes,
which have severely dislodged the Kashmiris from their homes and their lands. Kashmiris face
the brunt of a mighty occupying force, which displays all of the characteristics of oppressive
regimes, driven by ideology, religion and egoism. External powers disempower groups and then
physically remove populations from their historical origins, replacing their memories with new
histories in the image of the oppressor. These recent Kashmir clashes have raised to the surface
tensions that have been simmering for decades but catalysed by assassinations, reprisals,
curfews and various human rights abuses that have resulted in a ban on media and the internet,
the shutting down of mosques and vigorously enforcing a closedown of the region in all but
name. While Pakistan and India blame each other, it is a largely Muslim majority population of
Kashmir that face the brunt of the conflict and the tragedies that unfold daily.At the end of the
Second World War, Britain was unable to hold on to its existing territories and quickly withdrew
from various parts of the world. The conflicts in Palestine and Kashmir are the legacy of the
hasty departure of the British from once-colonized areas. While there is some peace in Northern
Ireland, hard-fought after many years of struggle and strife on all sides, the situations in
Palestine and Kashmir remain of concern. One can no longer point the finger to the failed British
policies of years gone by, but the lack of international support concerning these fragile hotspots.
With a great deal of bias in media and among geopolitical actors and states concerning these
sites, the future of these territories is uncertain. Today, a wave of authoritarian populist religious



nationalism is sweeping India. The 2019 election placed these paradigms at the heart of the
campaign. Now Narendra Modi, a youth member of the Hindu nationalist Rashtriya
Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS), which was implicated in the assassination of Mahatma Gandhi in
1948, is compelled to sustain a particular worldview that calls into play the status of Hindu India
on a global stage. Over recent years, various institutions of India have been carefully and
systematically marginalizing Indian Muslims, some of whom face random mob attacks based on
spurious claims of smuggling beef or forcibly converting Hindu women, all of which appeal to the
idea of Islam as an invasive and uninvited force. At the same time, Pakistan, now under the
leadership of Imran Khan, is still getting to grips with issues of development, cronyism and
corruption that have plagued the country for generations. With a population likely to double to
350 million within thirty years, Pakistan faces numerous challenges relating to education, land
and property rights, and representation.While Pakistan provides regional autonomy to Azad
Kashmiris, on 5 August 2019 India revoked article 370 of its constitution, which eliminated a
range of rights once held as sacrosanct. It is now possible for people from outside of India-
occupied Kashmir to purchase property within it, permitting the accumulation of capital by
external interests, which is likely to undermine an existing delicate balance in Jammu and
Kashmir. While many of the Hindu pundits fled the region in the 1990s due to rising Kashmiri
insurgency supported by Pakistan in instances, authority and control persist in the hands of the
Hindu minorities. At the time of writing, there are 8 million Muslims surrounded by over 900,000
Indian troops who have faced lockdown since 5 August 2019. All forms of communication, travel,
transport and trade are halted. Telephone lines were temporarily opened, allowing Kashmiris to
talk to their loved ones inside and outside of the territory for the first time in many months. There
are talks of as many as 13,000 young men ‘lifted’ in the middle of the night and taken to jails,
often hundreds of miles away, without the knowledge of their families. Young men who resist on
the streets face being pelleted. Those searched and then subsequently found with marks on
them are not treated but whisked away to faraway jails. Medical supplies have been dramatically
reduced, and the economy has suffered drastically as the main markets remain shut and
transport remains limited. Traders, workers and travellers have all lost opportunities. There
seems to be a concerted effort to break the will of the Kashmiris who have continued to face the
tragedies of occupation for over seventy years.The tensions in the region are affecting Kashmiris
in the diaspora. Nearer home, the UK has the largest diaspora of Kashmiris in the world. There
are approximately three-quarters of a million Azad Kashmiris across the country, with
concentrations in the Midlands and the south. But there are only approximately 500 Kashmiri
families in the UK. The vast majority of the British Azad Kashmiris herald from Mirpur. They were
originally displaced in the 1960s due to the building of Mangla Dam, which submerged over 200
villages and hence moved many, with a significant number moving to the UK. However, many of
these Mirpuris are not recognized as Kashmiris, being reminded that they are Pakistani. But
many Azad Kashmiris reject the title of Pakistani. They argue that Pakistan has done little or
nothing for the Azad Kashmiris in reality. They are therefore many Kashmiris caught between



different identities. Political demonstrations over the recent events in Kashmir in the major cities
of the UK often become a stage for some to concentrate on the idea that it is a conflict between
India and Pakistan, further silencing the voice of the Kashmiris.There is a powerful argument put
forward by some that the idea of new terrorism is somehow different from old terrorism, and
more brutal than the old. In effect, while the brutality associated with suicide bombings and
beheadings creates a great deal of emotion, it tends to be highly localized. However, this
emphasis on the brutalization of terror takes attention away from the fact that in the 1970s and
1980s, a great deal of state and non-state terrorism inflicted more harm, more deaths and
greater instability in societies.14 Many sources suggest that matters became worse after 9/11,
which was a particular turning point in the brutalization of terrorism. However, this is somewhat of
an overstatement and evidence suggests that it is far from the case. Moreover, it gives succour
to groups who would rather suggest that this new terrorism is religious, or certainly inspired by
religious convictions. There is a view which sustains that new terrorism is horizontally structured,
while old terrorism was hierarchical – again, this is more conceptual rather than borne out by the
evidence. The Global Terrorism Database is a useful tool that enables this question to be
investigated empirically. While there has been an increase in beheadings and suicide bombings,
the relative proportion of these acts of terrorism is small. There a fixation on the idea that
religious perspectives define this new terrorism. However, much of what happens in this arena is
determined by superficial understandings, often with deep political underpinnings, arguably to
take attention away from genuine failings over what might be driving terrorism in reality. Having
introduced the debates on defining terrorism and in why state terrorism is persistently off the
radar of scholars and analysts, the following chapter explores ideas relating to the counter-terror
state and its practices.3The counter-terror stateThe cases of Kashmir and Palestine as issues of
state terrorism and political violence were discussed in the previous chapter. This chapter
extends the broader conceptual framework concerning the question of the role of the state in
political violence. The present uneasiness over the nature of CT carried out by nations in the
global north has emerged in the context of the ‘war on terror’ that began after the events of 9/11.
The prevailing paradigm has been for numerous states to securitize their societies by promoting
military and security discourses. Aspects of social policy, for example in education, border and
immigration controls and health, are increasingly being seen within the realm of security.1 This
securitization ensures that the predominant themes of such counter-terror state approaches are
to challenge an enduring threat that is seen as merciless in its purpose.2 The state, rather than
individuals, is seen as the primary victim of terrorism, with counter-terror states framing terrorism
as a threat to freedoms, values and democracy.3 This framework exists as rationalization for the
implementation of counter-terror measures. The introduction of legislation to exert state power
normalizes and legitimizes state attempts to limit the dangers of terrorism from non-state
actors.4 Governments, media, financial institutions and academia reproduce the framing of the
threat in such states.5 The counter-terror state, through the process of securitization, produces
repression in society. In the global north, in particular, much of these issues affect Muslim



minority groups dealing with the structural asymmetry that counter-terror state creates.6
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