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Chapter 1
Introduction: Mapping Terrorism Research — Challenges and Priorities

Magnus Ranstorp

“One of the chief practical obstacles to the depelent of social inquiry is the existing division of
social phenomena into a number of compartmentaiseldsupposedly independent non-interacting
fields.”

Are we academic nationalists? We have been traimeg graduate school to defend our turf against
assaults from Deans, dilettantes, and adjacenptiises. We organize our journals, scholarly
organizations, and university departments withiecigely demarcated boundaries. We gesture vaguely
in the direction of interdisciplinary cooperatiaather in the way sovereign states put in polite
appearances at the United Nations; reality, howdals short of what we routinely promised. And we
have been known, from time to time, to construetittiellectual equivalent of fortified trenchesrfro
which we fire artillery back and forth, dodging ahnel even as we sink ever deeply into mutual
incomprehension®

On reflection my own involvement in the terrorism studiekifspans almost twenty
years when terrorism seemed more predictable, the motivatimmresunderstandable and the
logic of violence more clear and restrained. Three separate,|ldoGalegree inseparable,
personal events etched an inedible impression in my earlyracadareer. Collectively they
also serve to reveal the broader complex characterrofitan as a subject or field of
inquiry. Firstly, attendance at a 1987 Wilton Park conference orythieissis between the
media and terrorism (coming in the wake of the infamous TBA&Aaffair) sharply exposed
the complexities of the dilemmas posed by the role media playedcerbating the effects
of terrorism. In particular, it became evident that media @meof terrorism greatly
complicated and compressed the time for decision-makerspones$o often choreographed
spectacles. The role of the media as the oxygen of terrorism vekeldn a new added
meaning, urgency and complexity with globalisation and the instrisnoécyberspace.
From the 9/11 planes flying into the twin towers to beheadingsd ferrorist events
reverberate in seconds around the globe uniting extremists and shogklitgaudiences.
These events are impressively choreographed and designedtly ayrgalify the effect of
the violence. The constantly mutating networks and cells thregftianed al-Qaeda into a
global ‘salafist-jihadist’ movement thrive in this globalisataffected media milieu. It
allows it like a ‘ghost’ to be everywhere but physically nowherepradides it with a self-
generating momentum to replicate, replenish losses and shdtialirglobally at a moments
notice? It defies simplistic or one-dimensional solutions. Countering a authstautating
ideology attached to the dark underside of globalisation valhgioly remain among the
most illusive challenges in the next century. For the Westtalsk is complicated by the role
of different cultural norms and the inner logic of tribalism gaireg behaviour and outlodk.
In many ways, argues David Ronfeldt, al-Qaeda and its affiligpessent a global tribe
waging segmental warfare.



Secondly, participation in the West European-Soviet Dialogue on Cmgnte
Terrorism with senior counter-terrorism officials in meetingid in Moscow, St Andrews,
and Paris in 1990 revealed urgency that the changing compbéxéyrorism needed new
partnerships and multilateral solutions. These unique meetings dueitast days of the
Cold War generated policy advice distributed to the penukineaiderships in Moscow,
London, Paris and Bonn and ominously warned of the growing ‘Lebanomnisatithe
Balkan conflict. Shortly after these meetings, the Balkansetheled into a self-destructive
spiral of ethnic and religious violence. This conflict fauieljoined Afghanistan as a
training ground for a generation of foreign jihadists which would lagenterchangeable
with those conflicts in Kashmir and Chechnya where Muslims viergiéged’. Those of us
interested in this dimension were early introduced to the idealamacts of Abdallah
Azzam (Bin-Laden’s ideologue) whose content urged the Muslim youdrgwelere to
literally ‘Join the Caravan’ (of martyrs) and In Deferaf Muslim Lands. These ideological
tracts were detected within the Bosnian civil war amdegdreign fighters. No one could
fathom that this embryo would later develop into the multi-headedhhidt plague and
dominate the contemporary international security agenda and dischiaiso powerfully
demonstrated the enduring lesson to always expect the unexpected.

A third event that changed my outlook occurred in the autumn of wBea a
Provisional Irish Republican Army (PIRA) sleeper unitlindited an international terrorism
conference organised by us at the Royal Overseas Leaguehigatttef London. Amidst
tight security procedures by New Scotland Yard’s Anti-TerrorisanBh, the PIRA sleeper
operative managed to conceal, underneath the speaker’s podiunf, 2#rstex plastic
explosives that accidentally but fortuitously was discoverea $yund technician. For those
of us present at this event and who narrowly averted tragedy éienign went ahead
without the British Defence Minister and without drama the follovdayg) it provided a
stark reminder that the research arena itself concernlepleale and real events and was
not without a degree of personal risk. The exact levakkfwas naturally commensurate for
those of us who substituted the comforts of the ivory tower for feédhiiews with an
assortment of guerrilla leaders and terrorists in hostile amglex conflict environments.
The pioneering spirit of the academic-adventurer Gerard Chdliahd,spent time with the
Algerian FLN, Palestinian factions in Amman before Black Sajbier, the North
Vietnamese Viet Cong and the Kurdish PKK, paved the way hoeatty push the envelope
in our understanding of guerrilla and terrorist movements world(aide innovatively
parting with culinary expertise gathered during the sameeps)tOf course the dilemma of
working in this area was also that the researcher may eligratiract adverse attention
from the terrorists themselves as | most recently diseowehen receiving a personal letter
from the infamous 1974 Alphabet bomber. The terrorism academic $fygmial/ided an
exotic research environment but also unique challenges in datatimollas the clandestine
and underground existence of the subject studied remained for na@cgssiblely remote
and dangerous.

Prior to 9/11, the size of the academic community interested andittechto
building a sustained body of knowledge remained resiliently sexgll but academically
diverse. It attracted a handful of political scientists,@ogists and military strategic



experts. Literally over night with 9/11 the field of terroristndies catapulted from the
relative periphery into the absolute vortex of academerést and policy concern
worldwide. Retrained academic cold warriors and war corresponcaniseted to translate
anything on al-Qaeda into a commercial success often withoutirgaguality, sources or
other sound academic praxis. Within the United States, journaligised the academic
world without formal qualifications and good academics left for govenmimacancies or
were inserted into the intelligence architectures in newdmunigg bureaucracies trying to
readjust to the post-al-Qaeda world. More traditionally-ortedtacademics struggled to
readjust the explanatory power of international relations theohetdaminance and
challenge of sub state actdrSome like John Gra$ Keohané&', and Richmontf partially
succeeded while many other theory specialists are still loseiwilderness of a hostile,
alien and new intellectual non-state centric environment.

Among the most remarkable features amidst the explosion of acakiéenést in
terrorism and political violence is the relative absence ofefigctive state-of-the-art
reviews of what the field has achieved, identification of wheangaps and weaknesses in
research are and what are recommended future areas o€hegeaoteworthy exception is
David Leheny, who constructively recommended that symbolism, statggialling and
social movement theory could offer a useful vehicle to marsety connect the sphere of
international relations scholarship with terrorism stulfiéhis extremely valuable
contribution underscored that these fields rarely connects andaegily independently
from each other. However, many critics of terrorism stuskesn largely ignorant that the
two specialised and refereed academic jourfi@gorism & Political ViolenceandStudies
in Conflict and Terrorismexists and have made sustained research contributions fastalm
two decades.

The critical processes of taking stock of the field are an @aubiaind challenging
undertaking. It is necessary to build new avenues of knowledge arifyichenv directions
in research which are basic and usually sound praxis witbgt atademic disciplines.
However, the terrorism studies field have largely failethia respect from within the old
and relatively new academic research communities. Remarkablgcademic analyses are
devoted to critiquing levels of where research and knowledgersthe many different
levels.

There are always a few exceptions to this norm. No comparable mphsgnabooks
are devoted to the merits of research or provide a cogent futhregya¢xcept for the
pioneering efforts authored by Alex SchmfdPeter Merk and Paul Wilkinsoff in the
mid- to late 1980’s and more recently by Andrew Silke, specii@altressing research
achievements and merits of various social science methodol4gies.lacunae in
developing a basic inventory or more advanced critiques of résaadcdentification of
future avenues remain one of the most critically missing ingnésliwhich itself undermine
the broader credibility of the field. This process of challengssmaptions, critiquing
arguments and reflecting on research occurs normally in maeyedtif social science
disciplines. It is normal and sound social scientific practigeflect on research
achievements as a base for the next wave of research &kelytslirection. Unquestionably
few established scholars would deny that this is now an urgeessigy.



This paucity of critiques of terrorism studies literature/@ryingly evident in the
limited number of relevant articles focusing on methodology or aésearch methods. Less
than a dozen serious scholarly articles are exclusively det@tFdiquing the terrorism
studies field — not just in the last few years following 9/11 but cuialgtover the last
thirty years. Of course the evolution of knowledge within thelfiglaccumulated through
progressive results based on past analyses. However fewyaatldiéss directly
methodological aspects. The problem with the research agenda, actorgimgrism doyen
Martha Crenshaw, is that the field is probably still plagued byridareng challenges posed
by a lack of definition (what terrorism constitutes); thebihigy to build a cohesive integrated
and cumulative theory (built around larger data-sets and onget time periods) and “the
event-driven character of much researtht'is, therefore, an essential and valuable task to
periodically take inventory of the aggregate achievements madgsadie any weaknesses
and identifying a set of priorities for future direction ofe@<h. In a nutshell, it is this task
this edited book is about: to contribute to the larger and netgssmtinuous mapping
process of terrorism research in order to assess whaibciains have been made from
different social and behavioural disciplines and from differegnts, research questions and
methodologies. More importantly, this research collection bringshegdifferent strands of
academic perspectives cross-fertilising veteran insigtkstire emerging new academic
talents within so-called ‘terrorism studies.’ It is na@ant to be considered a definitive guide
to terrorism research but rather is designed to hopefutlgrgée new questions across
specific thematic areas. It is generally meant towudite interest in and provide guidance for
those serious new and old academics interested in pushing thectntdiboundaries of the
field and in questioning the methodologies and assumptions underpinningjia bedler to
generate new knowledge and research agendas.

Understanding the Research Landscape and the Research Challenge

Over the last thirty odd years, the field of terrorism stighere largely confined to a
small nucleus of scholars that were largely ensconcdiivory tower. A few of these
academics had a sustained research engagement; some wiicgeid experience from
conflict zones; some with direct contact with underground movementscaeds to the
clandestine inner sanctum of terrorists whom they intendaweaptivity or freedom. Other
academic trailblazers had very real practical on-the-groandter-terrorism or counter-
insurgency experience to draw from, most notably an effort speacthbadéaj.Gen.
Richard Clutterbuck® However diverse and atomized in scope, all these individuateff
inadvertently contributed to the process of building a collettody of knowledge of
terrorism as a complex and interdisciplinary social and behavipbesomenon. These
parallel academic efforts occurred largely by a small careyof scholars defiantly
swimming against the mainstream current (or prevailing wisdath)natheir respective
scholarly disciplines. Schmidt and Jongman identified in 1988 hlgading main
terrorism researchefS.

This pioneering core research was complemented by a sea afhenesttributions
reacting spasmodically to the evolution of terrorism, fhexicity of problems or cases,
changing actors and methods as well as its impact on statewiahe international system.



Edna O.F. Reid reveal through a comprehensive bibliometric dtatlf 166 publications on
terrorism were produced and identified for the period 1960-198@wever, Reid showed
also that the specific growth of terrorism as a resegpeciality had not evolved in a steady
trajectory but instead had gone through four different periods of expaausd contraction.
The real ‘take-off’ stage occurred between the period 1970-7&asdeflective of the
contemporary waves of terrorism and its commensurate media gevérdid, however,
decline between the period 1986-1990 in terms of volume of publsathumber of
involved academics and in collaboration. This decline across the tmalcbe explained by
the lack of financial support for research, a reduction in voloinerrorism incidents or may
be even a reflection of the general demotion of terrorsia rmajor foreign policy or
international security concern. Reid’s inventory did highlight thatterrorism research
community remained a small and closed group as only 24 scholars asséetl as High
and Moderate Producers, having contributed during this collectivadpeith at least ten to
thirty four or more articles or books. This key productive pool of schlared a critical
role expanding interdisciplinary engagement and creating a closeetwiork of

academicd? These key scholars were instrumental in the establishment anith griotive
speciality of the field and in the development of the contoutiseopecific conceptual and
methodological boundaries.

The downside to this dominance was that it reflected the primearests of a few
key knowledge-producing academics. Reid has correctly identified specific problems
with this so-called ‘invisible colleges of terrorism rasshers.” A scarcity of primary data on
terrorism meant a large over-reliance on media coveramggrofism and other forms of
political violence as primary sources. This does not need ned®ssarily a problematic
issue dealing with largely incident-driven research. Howewany have questioned the
reliability of media coverage and in particularly tkedency to reproduce and collate from
diverse sources at times in a duplicating and regenerative fashking the identification of
original sources very difficult. Conflicting reports about actuahévéhemselves were
difficult to resolve and extremely time-consuming to find arasscheck (for those of us
who actually remember carrying out research before the congratevith data bases and
other knowledge management systems). This criticism does not eatiraddntirety of the
academic community, who used a mixture of types of sources incluiaigiable terrorist
ideological tracts or manifestos and unique interviews wittotist prisoners. Nor did this
criticism reflect the frequent and often valuable rokeyptl by the media by providing insight
into clandestine and underground groups, individuals and environments. It didehowe
contribute to circular reporting and recycling of the same aneiterial in different format
and contexts. As such, the exact source of the informatioticgkto originate in order to
determine its veracity and credibility. In today’s world thisran ocean of signals and
information about terrorism globally. It has, however, not charige basic problem. As
highlighted in Andrew Silke’s exhaustive survey of researcthatmlogies, most terrorism
research in the pre-9/11 period relied exclusively on sergraburces, some with
questionable credibility and precisiéh.

A related methodological problem, pointed out by Reid, Gordon as wedhasidt
and Jongman, was the strong tendency of researchers toamadten closed and circular
research system as they relied on each other’s work, goeat publications and media



reporting functioning in a constantly reinforcing feedback [§6phis relatively closed
system, argued Reid, “indicates a static environment, the samdégest definitions and
theories continued to be analysed, assimilated, published, citeeyamuially retrieved®®

A problematic issue illustrative of this criticism was tften publicly repeated assumptions
or theories that had become conventional wisdom within thaiighout ever being based
on any serious or tested quantitative or qualitative field relsea survey results. Relatively
meaningless generalisations and statements, as exemplifitxtabyJenkins ‘terrorists like a
lot of people watching rather than a lot of people dead’, do underssostrong
communicative element in terrorist violence and may demonsttedadhin its broadest
sense. It is, however, difficult to extract any real scienti@amng. As highlighted by
Martha Crenshaw, “the study of terrorism, which is widely recaghis theoretically
impoverished, stands to gain in theoretical scope, precision, andativ@ness of
findings.”®

Others have appreciated the necessity to understand t@rrorits specific context as
“it erupts and flourishes in different places at different tichas to an often idiosyncratic
combination of factors® As a rule, however, this context-specificity became an almost
overlooked dimension as terrorism was too often described galhedand with a ‘one-size-
fits-all formula.’” It has also been pointed out that thelksize of the academic community
largely devoting itself to terrorism studies stymied tleeptivity for challenging
conventional wisdom or assumptions and that efforts to explore newaideds/pothesis
were largely absorbed within existing established paradigms. Itiaaddhere is only a
small fraction of this community that innovatively explores therits and possibilities of
moving beyond the existing literature into other socialre@edisciplines to explore the
merits of different approaches, concepts and paradigms in unlockingnuketruly
innovative dimensions. How is it possible to ignore cultural anthropologgaidlogy in
understanding today’s salafist-jihadist challenge?

A major difficulty for the terrorism studies field is that asamplex social and
behavioural phenomenon “it is characterised by contradictory assmsipinderpinning
different levels or units of analysis and across the varioggpdiges within social sciences.
As Schorkopf aptly observed terrorism studies “cannot be consideistinat academic
discipline”®® and is situated awkwardly between the often clashing ontology’s and
epistemologies used by different subjects and disciplines. Mergibvs complexity is
further compounded by the fact that terrorism continues to be a despdsted concept
requiring a subjective evaluation. The decades of countlegsolii¢al debates without
consensus and sharp disagreement even within the academic comraueifgiled to yield
a universally agreed definition of terrorism. Most illustrat¥ehis difficulty has been
Schmidt and Jongman’s collation of 109 different definitions g@ated common specific
characteristics. Bruce Hoffman and others have undersecaredsm as a specific
methodology with identifiable characteristics directed primailinflicting or threatening to
inflict violence against an innocent civilian population. Whilled Walter Laquer to criticise
the usefulness of trying to resolve the definitional dilemadex Schmidt put it succinctly,
“terrorism is the peacetime equivalent of a war crifffe.”



The absence of any universal agreement of the conceptaridm has its obvious
academic consequences in developing and applying appropriate rese#rols at different
levels of analysis. A further contested issue is whetheetherism studies field should
solely concern terrorism from below (by sub-state actors) or al@@ne criticise the focus
on terrorism from below rather than above. To some extent thigekalted in the failure to
comprehensively understand a range of issues related telakienship between terrorism
from above and below. At the heart of this issue is the understaofding efficacy of
terrorism and the processes as well as consequences of countesrtepolicies. It is also
the case that the diverse categorisation of differenstgpeerrorism as a methodology by
diverse actors “poses obvious problems for theory-buildth@ften the field was criticised
for using findings derived from too small samples or that ther@nices were made often
erroneously and hastily drawn from too divergent examples across mpa@ble cases in
order to conveniently fit generalisations and broad theories. Ampadtby Crenshaw,
researchers should be careful in “constructing generajaxds of terrorist actors that lump
together dissimilar motivations, organisations, resources and cafitext

Another area of contention is the rivalry between the prefermghasis on either
policy-driven research or more theory-driven intellectual contobstilt has been
recognised that international relations theory have had difficukidjusting to, dealing with,
and developing theories responding to the dominance of advesitueeshan with a state-
centric focus® A major failure has been the development of a body of knowleyige to
explain the underlying root causes of terrorism. Again the sivtpes and complex forms
of terrorism have greatly complicated this task alongsidetimtext-specificity of terrorism
in being driven by the interrelationship between diverse catisles endividual, group,
environmental or international levels. These different levelao$ation are unevenly
studied and their interrelationship poorly understood. There are remea seminal studies
providing insight and constructive pathways to our collectiveetstdnding of causes at
different levels. Perhaps the best understood levels areiatitelual and group levels
where Martha Crenshaw, Jerrold Post and more recently John Hordandrew Silke,
among the most notable academics, have provided groundbreaking ahfmeavorks in
advancing our understanding of what causes engagement in terroriseiodividual
psychological level. Although they unanimously acknowledge thetyutilideveloping
taxonomies or typologies of terrorist personalities or profilesy tksearch has opened up
new vistas for exploring how and why terrorists join, how group dynamids avat what
necessary factors influence disengagement from terrdfismilarly, Jerrold Post skilfully
unpacked the multi-faceted and multi-level generic faatdtuencing the behaviour of
terrorist groups while Gordon H. McCormick provides probably the nmukireng analytical
tour d’horizonof terrorist decision making with an impressive and ambitiousntory of
literature and research on the subjé@&nother notable contribution has been made by Bruce
Hoffman and Gordon McCormick in advancing our understanding of thencomative
aspects of terrorism as a complex form of strategic signdfiEqually, Tore Bjorgo has
made a noteworthy effort in unpacking the kaleidoscope of factbismot causes at the
systemic and international level from a series of case-stusi@ating a range of systemic
pre-conditions (that do not produce terrorism themselves) andiprg\a list of over a dozen
precipitant causes alongside triggering factors and others thiatabe and sustain terrorism
campaigns and individual involvemetitCollectively these factors provide a useful multi-



causal framework for further research and significantly enhance oerstiawading of the root
causes debate. At another level, Brynjar Lia has usefully iexanthe impact of
globalisation on terrorism and its likely future evolutidn.

Identifying and understanding the causes of terrorism and polit@ahce and its
organic and dynamic process require developing context-specifiekatidnal analysis
within and between cases. An alternative useful level alyais to make sense of how these
processesvork in practise and theory can be found through sociolodieaties, most
notably Charles Tilly's resource mobilisation theSrgnd Donnatella Della Porta’s social
movement theor§? As underscored by Crenshaw, Della Porta provided “a more complex
framework that links individual life histories to political and isbenvironments®* In the
post 9/11-context, Quintan Wiktorowitcz singularly stands out as having bnekeground
by fusing a social movement theory approach to the context of aglapiivsophisticated
radical Islamist movementé This approach provides an extremely useful vehicle to explore
constructivist issues such as “violence and contention, networklamtas, and culture and
framing™ — the ingredients towards understanding the processes andisatimaland
recruitment strategies of violent salafist-jihadist neksand other broad-based Islamist
activist movements. A major advantage of this approachtis gwavides the continuum to
explain the process of moving from non-violent radicalism intéevice itself. Another
seemingly important element is to understand the role and funétinrsbin networks as
underscored by Charles Tilly and oth&3his notion of trust in networks should be
explored in combination with studies on small-group dynaffiics.

In the wake of 9/11, terrorism research has intensely fdous¢he phenomenon of
the inner logic and dynamics of why suicide bombings occur. Some&aneteholars, most
notably Mark Juergensmeyer and Scott Appleby, have pioneereckttidication of the
critical role of religious themes in the justificationvddlence and the role of charismatic
leadership across extremism within the three monotheistitsfas well as for sects and
cults. These analytical interpretations have shown that seiiedce is often perceived and
pursued for self-defensive purposes in a cosmic war in ordegdtecor restore “a true moral
order.”® Others have more controversially argued that suicide operatiotergely pursued
for strategic rather than religious reasdhsn addition, Quintan Wiktorowitcz has posited
the rational actor models against the merits of arguments of dldesacing belief-systems
as the primary motoring forces for why suicide-bombings ocfinother scholar pushing
the intellectual envelope is David Cook in unpacking radicaiislad martyrology?
Whatever driving factor(s) identified around so-called mddgn operations, a major
weakness in the terrorism literature is the failure to incatpddccidental or non-Western
sources and interpretations. Collectively, Feijsal D&\jilontasser al-Zayyat, Fouad
Husseir? among other interesting native approaches have provided a uaefin shis
direction in offering an alternative discourse and interpretdtioour understanding of the
al-Qaeda phenomenon and beyond. Much more collaborative effortscassary to more
genuinely challenge prevailing Western assumptions and pergsedivthe same time, the
Anglo-Saxon dominance of the discourse and research on terrorisich gveatly benefit
taking into account parallel research efforts in other Eurolzeeyuages and other academic
centres.



There are also major challenges in the expectation® girédictive qualities of
terrorism research, especially of networked asymmalnieraaries. As forcefully argued by
Colin Gray, “we cannot predict specific asymmetric threats..vemtend to lock onto
yesterday’s event and project it forward as the menace ef#&i8® It is the case that today’s
complex global asymmetric milieu necessitates increbstogxpect the unexpected. Some
scholars, most notably Bruce Hoffman, have admitted that/Th 8f course, bin Laden
wiped the slate clean of the conventional wisdom on terroristgeamdism.®* However, a
failure to predict 9/11 by the academic community does not nedg@tealbus assumptions
or research findings but naturally may alter the primarydott may stimulate the necessary
knowledge growth from cognate disciplines for the terrorism stucdikstbwards becoming
a mature speciality. This work, however, should build on, or at keasbgnisant of, the
often fragmentary but select and seminal analytical foundatiede m the past. While the
9/11 attacks brought about a profound urgency about the scale of poténtiaMolence
and the scale of the problem as a strategic threat, it$msisthered in a growing need and
even pressure to produce timely and policy-relevant advice by adkdemc community on a
range of different issues. This push for policy-relevant focus canssdyaffect and divert
attention away from the critical task of theory-building and théomyration. The net effect
is often misplaced priorities. In turn, this problem is compoundetiéfact that most
terrorism research has traditionally been funded by the goestniis astutely observed by
Gaetano Joe llardi, “the result has been a spiralling diténature that in the end adds little
to our overall understanding of terrorismi.”

Terrorism research and public policy occupy an uncomfortable grosisi it has been
the primary cause for the often event-driven nature of thaneséocus?® While terrorism
research have generally been recognised as having faitsgnedictive capacity of terrorist
events, it has played a critical function in educating thedemopublic, politicians and the
counter-terrorism communities about terrorism in its broader gicatentext. Occupying a
unique educational and independent platform, terrorism researcherproaided important
policy advise to parliamentary committees, military and lafereement communities and to
diplomatic audiences worldwide, taking advantage of their impigyttal place immediate
issues in a broader horizontal and more long-term perspectiveseléct academic
community has also acted, when deemed necessary, as & atitigeate of normative
principles as exemplified by the precarious debates and bdlatween civil liberties and
security. The ability of terrorism researchers to be enstbincthe ivory tower,
contemplating for long periods about terrorism in context rather teaimimediacy of the
threat itself, is a major natural advantage over the stogigyational intelligence domain.
Conferences, workshops and other forums serve an invaluable role foradisiohg the
practitioner to the strategic domains and in grounding the acadenfie practical realities
of opportunities and constraints from the field operator’s perspeantiighting the terrorism
phenomenon. This exposure or cross-fertilisation is absolutely critibaildging the tactical
and strategic domains and in achieving a better and healtHypggm between theory and
practise. In these exercises it is critical that thevtesm researcher is cognisant of the
necessity to remain independent and academically authoritative than becoming closely
embedded with the intelligence community to the extent onedsbaligy is in danger or may
become undermined. Any academic work purporting to be based iorpelessified CIA-
briefings of captured detainees who have not been given the oppptd hear a case in a
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court of law is not only unverifiable according to any scholaiitgda>’ This masquerade of
evidence must also be considered severely unethical acctodimgst obvious professional
or personal standards even if the academic can produce evidemcktpin assertions. The
relative “silence” of the rest of the terrorism resea@mmunity is simply scientifically and
morally indefensible.

A major unresolved debate today within the research commisnitiiether terrorism
is dramatically “new” or just an evolution of past tactics amdtegies fused with a
technological revolution through globalisatiiThis so-called “network of networks”
seemingly defies precision of vocabulary or sufficient exatians of its mutating qualities
to a degree that academics and media pundits regularly compieaeih other offering
relatively meaningless adjectives or analogies. Perhaps witirer@ize of banality are the
descriptions by Rohan Gunaratna of both al-Qaeda training damyighanistan and the
Iraqi insurgency as a terrorist “Disneylarfd As pointed out correctly by Mohamedou, “the
multiplicity of analogies betrays the organisations novelty arskenids teleology® The
more rigorous academics have advanced a divergent rangedignas to explore the
modalities of various networked designs: from social network faStieorporate
management and organisational th&dty synthesis of complexity theory (focusing on the
dynamics of network&j, “dune” typology” to the “cultural autonomy” paradidfhand
“neomedievalism® among a few. Xavier Raufer has also underscored theuttfin
exactly diagnosing the phenomenon of al-Q&&ddis diverse range of analytical lenses is
invaluable in providing new and innovative avenues towards our undergjaidhe nature
of asymmetric adversaries. They are particularly valuabbeoviding a series of durable and
contrasting analytical frameworks from different perspectivefieCtively they challenge
our past conceptions and bring clarity towards the processes thapinrttier complex
adaptive system.

It is unclear whether the role of history can provide anunstre guide what to
expect for the future. David Rapoport have shown through his ‘four wasythbeginning
with the anarchists, anti-colonialist, New Left and religious wagach wave having a
projected life cycle of 45 yeaf8that the al-Qaeda phenomenon may disappear and be
replaced by something else around 2025. Some would argue thehneareis probably an
underestimation of the likely projected longevity and power obbhajlwave of terrorism
lasting over several generations as it thrives on the uddeasSan increasingly complex
coming anarchy’ It does, however, underscore the role and relevance of history in
understanding contemporary or so-called “new” terrorism. Albert Bergand Yi Han argue
for the value of more comparative historical approaches and sugge4errorism not only
bunches but may cyclé”Extracting the lessons of the history of terrorism will be iiaizy
a valuable exercise in unlocking new dimension within sociahsfieedisciplines and new
potential research avenues. Historical longitudinal studies acrossu@btgcontexts and
cases are unfortunately only a rarfityAndrew Silke catalogued the 490 articles published
during the entire 1990’s in the two major specialised terrogasmals and found that only
13 articles focused on “non-contemporary terrorism and only sevees# took at terrorism
prior to 1960.%* This paucity of research may not be reflective of grouraking and
authoritative studies in other journals or in other languages Hetif\cillustrates where the
majority of the current research effort is prioritised amcliSed.
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Although research focus on history’s role and its connection to sranay be
relatively poorly developed, other social scientific discigd are, through individual
academic efforts, developing research questions and agendas to agplongerdisciplinary
pathways and innovative approaches from different and often divgrgesmtectives.
Introspective research inventories are being developed byagenays, exploring spatial
dimensions of complex networks and the role of political geograjithyn the context of
counterterrorism policiéswhile sociologists are debating understanding terrorism in terms
of social constructioft and political scientists debate the notion and concept ofirisks
society’® In all these social scientific explorations an emphasis is nigtptated on
surveying the current state of knowledge, the literature and varieti®dological
approaches before exploring their applicability to terrorismiBpaity. Another question
will remain whether these are isolated pioneering effortghather this will receive any
research traction, allowing others to follow, explore and perbiagtsin a longer term
engagement with terrorism studies within each disciplineo#grthe well-researched areas
of terrorism studies are the communicative aspects of thengelfor political effect and as a
sophisticated form of psychological warfafdn a rapidly changing global era, this theme
may prove to be a fruitful avenue to connect to the terrorischex field from outside the
speciality. Providing new or continuous research inventoriedbeiédssential to move the
field forward. In essence, interdisciplinary focus and innovatidiremain absolutely vital
in efforts to develop a critical knowledge base in future tesmoresearch.

Thomas Mockaitis has astutely observed that a major dilemmerforism research
is fragmentation of effort both in understanding the phenomenarofisen itself and in
devising a strategy against {tThis dilemma is perhaps most acutely felt in the stratigica
important area of WMD or CBRN research, devoted to understandirgpiivergence of
when two extremes meet to produce either mass disruption or in a wsessaenario
“catastrophic societal destructioff’Some excellent past work has been done in this*area.
However, as pointed out by Gary Ackerman, a recent survey \8fMID terrorism
publications indicated that the field has “reached sometHiag tnterpretative impasse’™
that is reminiscent of the problems associated with early imma@tudies research with a
small closed community and the recycling of the same mbsevibassumption&.He further
suggests that the research community move to make policymetbvaat assessments, to
analyse collaboration within complex milieus between extrenest@hts and to advocate
second-order analysis to predict the likely time scales of tert@issition to WMD and by
what mechanism¥. Equally Gavin Cameron poignantly reminds us terrorism reseansh
be considered beyond technical issues and group dynamics idetssecial and political
context and the WMD dimension may also include areas beyacitySBBRN agents such
as agriculture and cyber targéisThe issue of the potential convergence between terrorist
groups and cyber terrorism presents similar methodological chedleagredicting when
terrorists groups are likely to acquire and employ WiiR.is widely recognised that this
shift may not appear in a linear and progressive trajectory bubotay with dramatic and
sudden quantum leaps, especially as there are few categorisatior@ymore in a world
driven by globalisation and as the pattern of horizontal and akmigraction is a constantly
changing and shifting a constellation of actors and factors. Theskcarils” have focused
attention towards applicability of complex adaptive systemglandole of complexity
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theory in understanding, managing and predicting complex networks, asycrenegrsaries
and against really large systemic surprfSes.

Mastering the sheer complexity of multidimensional factors inteon$ux inhibits
accurate and consistent predictions of any future terrorism evéwti® are, however,
mechanisms that can be employed that provide insight into #rpleny between the
individual, group and environmental levels. Already in 1985, Crenshawiusedatively
Albert O. Hirschman'€xit, Voice, and Loyaltgs a framework to map out the multiplicity of
different choices that confronts terrorist leaders and thiédmfers®® A relatively under
explored critical area of terrorism research is the undetstg of the processes of
innovation within groups and cells. Hoffman provides a fascinatingpge of the
technological synergy of innovation in the detonation mechanismsogeeeby PIRA in
Northern Ireland and its effects on British military counterasured’ However, few
academic research works focus at length and in depth on thendopeacesses of how
groups precisely innovate, absorb new ideas and integrate diffgnestof technologies
towards these end8This applies particularly towards mapping out processes and types of
these innovations and trajectories and how these may differ frontccaase and across
divergent geographical and cultural contexts.

A truly innovative exercise towards understanding terrorist inmovatas
spearheaded in 1999 at a conference organised in Paris in a|@hbration between the
Center on Terrorism and Irregular Warfare of the Naval Patigte School and Centre de
Recherche sur le Menaces Criminelles Contemporaines of thersity of Paris (I). This
conference examined variables influencing terrorist datisiaking in relation to the cyber
terrorism and involved a unique collection of past and activertsrmembers as well as
hacker€® Other scholars, most notably Crenshaw, have drawn attention tesharch area
as a valuable line of inquiry, employing psychological theodestds the processes of
innovation with a special emphasis on understanding the multipliciactors producing
and influencing so-called “mental leaps” alongside other fastmbk as revenge, leadership,
and personal knowledge and experieriéésowever, this specialisation is urgently in need
of further expansion in collaborative and parallel interdiscipjirdiforts. A major reason for
this weakness is the analytical level and the absence itdlzleaand necessary fine-grained
information. Another reason is the absence of knowledgeable soeiatists with hard
science backgrounds and requisite military field experiéh@me potential unexplored
research area is the role of innovation in relation to oldh@wdtechnologies, especially
tracing the evolution and application of so-called IEDs or improvised gxpldevices
within a particular group capability and specific conféxdthers have argued that the
research priorities should focus on understanding violence witheéhéegt potential “to
achieve catastrophic social destructioh.”

Understanding the kaleidoscope of various forms of terrorismas@lex academic
exercise and various aspects of the field are in many stélysmbryonic in its development.
It would be a gross mischaracterisation and an injusticeltmfedcognise the enduring and
invaluable academic foundation made by a handful of pioneering scheérthe last three
decades pre-9/11. Without their assistance in the development eptoaicroadmaps and
empirical case-studies of terrorist groups and their behaviourleasyaethodologies, the
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academic communities across disciplines and policymakers \argkly still be in relative
darkness in crafting a cohesive and measured response to lleetudéand practical
challenges posed by 9/11. An impressive multitude of case-studiss aifferent contexts
on terrorist groups and movements exists in abundance, especlalypimg us to
understand the changing contours of the so-called “old terrorisnch Miithis rich literature
does not classify itself as belonging to the terrorism studibger se. There are also major
research achievements in the area of counterterrorisrecifadim a rich history, tradition
and experience from counter insurgency and in understanding guemaifiare’® Similarly,
more normative aspects of terrorism within the confines of lemans and the balance
between security and civil liberties have collectively bextensively and thoroughly
examined by key scholars within the terrorism studies fieldledisas outside in the political
philosophy domairi> Among the foremost and widely recognised contributions is Paul
Wilkinson’s Terrorism and the Liberal Stateshich provides @aour d’horizonof the
challenges of this normative balance act with an enduring contargpetevancé®

In contrast to the efforts to understand terrorism as a coraptéal and human
phenomenon, the critique of the counterterrorism research landscajaively limited or
even muted. This can possibly be explain by either the range laddtjua studies conducted
according to context-specificity (Northern Ireland, Basque regial other more enduring
ethnic or nationalist/separatist conflicts), the historicallesgrom confronting past terrorist
campaigns or even perhaps by the relative paucity of @sgaunderstanding the totality or
relationships between the complex facets of counterterrorgionaly or even globally.
Few scholars have ventured to provide comparative studies okectaurdgrism policies and
practices.’ Even fewer have focused in on addressing the ‘effectiveagssunterterrorism
policies more generically away from specific conté&t#\lthough 9/11 have refocused the
issue of pre-emption and even introduced the notion of preventadiks, some research
focus interestingly on the notion of deterrence and its appligabiiihin the context of
counterterrorisni® Others have focused on the dichotomy between the criminalastit
the war models in countering terrorisf A wealth of academic studies has provided useful
autopsies on specific strands of counterterrorism, from therait macro levels. It is also
in this arena that the non-specialist scholar usually mayctnafort to connect to the
terrorism studies field given its state-centric nature egoived, however, is the larger
guestionable value in divorcing an analysis of counterterrorgm its specific context and
its causative dynamic interaction which in turn changesetierists’ behaviour and choice
of tactics. The lack of academic focus on this cyclicalremvhental complexity is
illustrative of the priority given by certain well-estesbled terrorism scholars on future
research efforts in understanding how and why terrorism endsiatieciaking in counter
terrorism:%! effective crisis management proceduf®snd public reactions to terrorist.
More research is simply needed that captures the dynamicsrefatienship between
terrorism and counterterrorism. A few academic contributions have begxanine
political pathways out of violence that captures this two-waygasié*

A similar set of prioritised research areas were ideutiby the expert panel group of
the U.S.-based National Research Council of the National Acadestiessing the need for
comparative research knowledge about the processes of terradsimeacommunicative
aspects® This latter point emphasises the rapidly changing role of the madigechnology
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in today’s global information age with corresponding indirect arettigffects on terrorism.
As such, the role of information operation studies as a veloicladerstand the total
spectrum of effects is only likely to increase in attractégs for the future, especially as the
U.S. may intensify its efforts in the so-called “war orasslé This focus needs to integrate
and prioritise a non-Western approach to provide cultural tractidnniargeted societies
and against extremist mindsets. It is clear we only operateeamudimentary and superficial
level today in this complex sphere.

Unpacking the complexities of counterterrorism is an academidadillenging task.
It is complex not only given its context-dependency but also in sffortalibrate the various
instruments of counterterrorism in simultaneous horizontal antakarmony. In this
multifaceted task, Alex Schmid has provided an extremelybsehceptual toolbox in
unpacking the various elements of counterterrorism policies incluglatitics and
governance; economic and social; psychological-communicationakisahed; military;
judicial and legal; police and prison system; intelligence aaktservice and other
instruments® This toolbox can be a useful checklist and a pathway towards umdinsta
the complexities in the necessity to constantly evaluatimgh instruments to apply, to what
degree and in what direction according to the context. These imsttsimay be strategically
directed but operate on the tactical level in constant flux.

Among the many strands within the counterterrorism toolbox is théigetate
sphere that can itself provide new interesting avenues tokunéye dimensions. Few
academic studies successfully connect the terrorism and inteligeudies fields as it
demands mastery of two relatively inaccessible inforomadind analytical domains. Beyond
the contested arena of bureaucratic politics and new instititarchitectures, intelligence
studies offer not only a useful but an ideal vehicle to devedepand innovative
methodologies that account for, and can better deal with, todey&saising complexity and
uncertainty in the world. A series of think pieces by the CBtierman Kent Center
exemplifies the value of challenging prevailing assumptions andmeeptions in
methodologies while handling uncertainty and complex volume ofautintory pieces of
information and analysis through collaborative exercieas such, the intelligence field
may constitute a useful auxiliary social science field witligh degree of synergy with
terrorism studies as it deals with processing analysis throtfghedit methodologies.
Despite this potential in synthesising the two fields, few anaxlerossovers occur as the
intelligence studies field is a small and marginal specialitly few established scholars and
relatively esoteric specialised journ&18.Both fields, however, underscore that history and
case-studies are essential and that a wealth of primaryesoaterial exists in national
archives, from policy documents and public testimonies as well asafromnitiplicity of
court records from terrorist trials worldwide. A recent extrawdi document is th@/11
Commission Repowthich provides a unique first-hand insight into the event itdedf, t
operational art of the perpetrators and the difficulty of decisiakimg and organisational
flaws within the US counterterrorism bureaucracy and evesidaanaking at the highest
political levels!®® Based on exhaustive interviews and 2.5 million document§/tie
Commission Repors already confined to the annals of history and is surprisargty
relatively unused as a reference within the scholarlprism studies literature. THg#11
Commission Repofbotnotes themselves reveals a remarkable degree of ugefuhation

15



about the operational art and behaviour of the asymmetric advegsaiiarly, the explosion
of over 7,000 salafist-jihadist and other extremist websitesge@vtreasure trove for the
Arabic-speaking researcher and instantaneous access to idddlagitssand documents
similar to those analysed by the academic communities in the 19788sin%0n the
flipside a main difficulty remains to actually verify thadiability and more critically the
authenticity of the ocean of documents available. This contempe@segnch milieu stands
in stark contrast to the relative inaccessibility of ile&fduring its earlier days and may
alleviate against the dangers of a closed research comntdowsever, as in the past, today
the primary challenge remains to struggle to avoid the evertrdnature of research efforts
and avoid the technically-driven and overly funded research orypueshanistic processes
of critical infrastructure protection at the expense of soft seciahce research.

lllustrative of the complex and interdisciplinary nature of redearto ‘terrorism’
was the effort made by the United Nations Terrorism preveBtianch (TPB) in April 2000
when it designed a researdésiderataa matrix of 24 research headings with over 180
subtopics represented as key priority areas of research foratthenaic and governmental
research communities. A year and a half later, the events o§&hingly eclipsed the
urgency and relevance of the UNTPB list as the policymakidgsaholarly communities
rapidly sought to readjust their research priorities and pplsgures. In the post-9/11 world,
the terrorism studies field finds itself at the absolute vorterabonal security concerns and
intense interest by the international community. Past analygcgpigacity is essential as a
conceptual foundation to move the field forward. However, the acadii@lso finds
itself at a critical juncture in terms of its prioritisédection. The menu of choices to choose
from may be complex and large but priority must certainly remaifostering collaborative
avenues and on innovative interdisciplinary focus to allow the temastudies field to
consolidate durable knowledge growth.

Whatever path it takes, it remains an important task tealit take stock on past
research achievements, gaps and possible direction for futaegaleslt is what this book
strives to achieve. A principal aim is to slow down the vigjaaf largely event-driven
research around al-Qaeda, the war on terrorism and other unfoktiegist groups and
terrorist events. As forcefully argued by John Steinbruner, “vammiould continue to argue
that either analytical comprehension or practical masterljkatg to emerge from a simple
continuation of past efforts. It is evident that some productive atimvis needed; but far
from evident, of course, is what innovation would be productie.”

A Roadmap for a Future Research Agenda?

This book is the cumulative result of an international conferbaltbat the Swedish
National Defence College in Stockholm on 21-23 March 2005. It easrgusly sponsored
by the Swedish Emergency Management Board (SEMA) andygbeatefited from the wise
academic counsel by Professor Bengt Sundelius and Johan Hjelm @dotigscontinuous
critical quality guidance provided by both Professors Wilhelm igred John Erikssoh?
This conference brought together a vibrant and eclectic but though#arcescommunity
distinguished by one principal characteristic: they were septative of a small body of
researchers who had critically and intelligently retiéel in their past writings on the merits
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of research within their specialised areas in the termostudies field. It would be a mistake
to think that the contributions in this book provide all the answersh#d exactly the
research community has achieved and what is still missidgvaere efforts should be
prioritised. Nevertheless, it provides a partial answer omat feagments to a process of
reflecting more broadly and deeply on the absence of a grand dremultiple
methodologies available and the diversity of contending interdisarglapproaches in the
elusive quest towards better understanding terrorism as a cosagiekand behavioural
phenomenon. Far too few efforts are made questioning assumptions lesleiactin and
assertions and arguments. In some way one could liken the a@seatch efforts after 9/11
to a football match where all the players are rushing afteball without a strategy rather
than marking different players or utilising different areathefpitch. Some are of course
doing it for funding reasons. Apart from Andrew Silke (and the ongoingtefddAlex P.
Schmid of the United Nations Terrorism Prevention Branch), no buekes been published
that adopts a research inventory approach since the late 1980'’s. rhadpmore
worryingly there are only a handful of refereed academiclestihat reflectively and
critically focus on this subject over the last three desa@écourse many academic articles
exist that progressively build on an evolving body of scientific kadge. This book will
hopefully stimulate more explicitly critical introspection afffbes towards interdisciplinary
collaboration. For the next generation of academics and studprasides a useful vehicle
through which to evaluate past and present work while hopefullyrigeréo new ideas or
avenues for research efforts into the “known unknown.”

This book is divided into different thematic parts beyond thestacgnceptual (and
perhaps artificial) division between terrorism and countertemorin the first part, devoted
to diverse efforts to understand terrorism as a complex socidledravioural phenomenon,
Isabelle Duyvesten takes the lead, before three other contribwtidingn incisive historical
perspective about the continuity of terrorism research. Providiagesting reflections on the
different meanings of the epochs of terrorism and its history,@ieucles insightfully that
it is critical to avoid thematic labelling and that understant@ngprism in context is
absolutely crucial. Additionally she encourages more non-Westespgmives from the
global South in relation to the evolution of terrorism alongsideenmterdisciplinary
research and the necessity for a closer understanding of thaidgrietween terrorism and
counterterrorism. Finally she cautions the academic and policyme&mmunity in
expecting too much of academics in making, or being able to madctwns about the
future direction of terrorism.

A second valuable contribution is provided by Joshua Sinai, focusing omehgtbs
and weaknesses in the social and behavioural sciencesarstariVith almost surgical
precision and clarity, his analysis provides a balance shemstsatre spectrum of ten
thematic areas. In several areas Sinai emphasise the hetessiderstand multifaceted
casual factors and their relationship with the social, polifiodl individual contexts.
Interestingly he also stressed that research needsctimbacted on how ideas are translated
into action and how these influence every day choices and deciskimgnfiar terrorists and
their followers. He concludes by underscoring the necessity to tgdetsow and why
terrorism ends and perhaps hints at further research on polait&ygys out of terrorism.
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The third contributor, Andrew Silke, provides another calm and collectalytical
reflection on the impact of 9/11 on research on terrorisnupgdated survey, based on his
previous review of methodology of journal articles (1990-198%eveal a number of
interesting patterns within the terrorism studies field s#ité: limited statistical or
historical analysis; limited original field work or sourcesendy focus on al-Qaeda and a
dramatic increase in focus on WMD as well as suicide tadficaever, Silke notes some
reasons for optimism in research terms as more work is bemdyucted collaboratively
among researchers that are much greater in number and frorerdiffiesciplines. He
concludes by arguing that terrorism studies is far from becomiogvardiscipline and that
may not be entirely a bad thing.

A fourth and final contribution in this section is authored by psychdldglsn
Horgan who provides an incisive pathway towards understanding tematisation from a
socio-psychological perspective. In this comprehensive analysisaklprgvides an
applicable toolbox in unpacking the arguments and complex factors as todihgiuals
involve themselves with terrorism, remain involved and disem@agn the group and
violence. He emphasises the necessity to understand the psycbioleggrists as process-
based and always occurring in context as he offers a valuable faottedse processes. He
concludes by arguing for a greater synergy of learning betweemgaset analysis and
academic work and admits that the state of the art of psycholtitgcaiure on terrorism is
still embryonic and lacks the necessary primary data.

The next section of this book is devoted to exploring various unddmstpof
terrorism post-9/11 that both explicitly and implicitly may contribiot@ew pathways in
understanding the al-Qaeda phenomenon and beyond as well as in the challenges of
responding to it. In a groundbreaking analysis, Jeffrey B. Cozzens m®asgy from
simplistic and uni-dimensional organogramme approach of al-Qaetienstead examines
the role of function, culture and grand strategy. This compleysisalnlocks new
dimensions of different themes, from fourth generation warfaceltaralist factors, which is
urgently needed to enrich our knowledge about the behaviournoé fasymmetric
adversaries following the ideology and narrative of al-Qaadaayond.

Michael Taarnby provides an auxiliary analysis in the next ttion that examines
the contours of recruitment of Islamist terrorists in Euréfgeprovides a broad survey of
recruitment patterns across Europe with a typology of differ@tiegses before raising the
issue and role of potential non-violent gateway organisations. Taeomcjudes that the
research on this strategically important issue is oftgnfientary, quickly outdated and lack
in analytical sophistication due to the simple fact that tkiseisas been neglected within
research and is admittedly difficult to handle and confront.

In the final contribution of this section Karin von Hippel tacklesdbntentious issue
of responding to root causes of terrorism. She provides a surveyaffédrent arguments
advanced within the public domain as to the causal and faintjtiactors of terrorism. In
particular, von Hippel underscores the problems of collapsed dr st&i@s alongside
regional conflicts. Additionally, she illustrates the multi-dimenal levels of causes that
complicate the efforts of response to religious extremism.
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The next section of this book deals with research contributighgwthe field of
counterterrorism. Martin Rudner skilfully provides an interestingsssaent of the strengths
and weaknesses of the various Western intelligence artinde@nd their analytical
methodologies in dealing with contemporary terrorism threats. Iti@aitie provides a
conceptual toolbox in understanding the complex challenges for intelligeatgsis as they
adjust themselves to deal with terrorism through variougutienal reforms. In conclusion
he argues the essential need for recognition of the value oft#lligence analyst within the
profession itself as an enduring career path.

Neal Pollard contributes with a forward looking analysis on the conseggsieh
globalisation and advances in technology on terrorism and efodesal with it effectively.
He succeeds not only in showing that asymmetric adversarieageadroit at exploiting
these information architectures but also points towards substdedgal and policy
challenges that undermine cooperation. All these vistas eecju@mges in our approach and
open up not only policy problems and a host of legal dilemmas but gldayht the need for
new research agendas to incorporate rapid technological changesrbeeasingly creating
new vulnerabilities.

Finally Ronald D. Crelinsten examines the global geopoliticalectnvhere
terrorism and counterterrorism interacts before proceeding te éog global governance as
an approach to identify new potential avenues for research. This@m and thought-
provoking analysis underscores the complexities involved in undensggiigi different
types of knowledge necessary in an era of globalisation arehs®d asymmetry.

The final section of this book is devoted to the future landso&perrorism research.
Berto Jongman provides not only a personal reflection on the resgeitgnge but also
uniquely an annotated analysis of the expanded list of rstapics developed by him and
Alex P.Schmid at the UNTPB. This list of research topicdesiderataoriginally contained
24 research headings with 180 subtopics but has now expanded #zlé\dfferent
subtopics for prioritised research for the established scholar amkptioe students. This
annotated analytical commentary is a tribute to the longstandimglmtions made by Alex
P. Schmid to the field but is also a unique foundation and velbicfarther research in the
future.

Nancy Hayden of Sandia National Laboratories introduces us totmglexity of
analysing asymmetric threats and terrorism and assetth¢hproblem of al-Qaeda and the
new networked structures represent so-called “wicked problesmigh are resistant to
simple one-dimensional solutions or even understanding. In somecestiaese problems
have no solution. She maps out the implications of so-called édipkoblems” that require
the terrorist analyst to be the master of a complex spectramatytical skills.

Finally Paul Wilkinson, regarded by many as one of the founding fatfiehe
discipline of terrorism studies, provides a broad reflectiorcbiexement in research over
the last three decades. He concludes with some reflectionghirabout by the so-called
new terrorism for the international system generally anddlenbe between civil liberties
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and security specifically. Judging by his impressive schulaend record in highlighting
what will be the future issues and challenges, there could Haedlybetter guide to calmly
navigate us through a minefield of issues. This enduring secadtp@mative challenge
requires us to counsel wisdom and experience. And undoubtedly sustagadhes
knowledge of terrorism will continue be in critical demand.

Already in 1978 terrorism doyen Stephen Sloan made the casedarrtjént need
for crucial programs based on scholarly research, operational egpamt incisive
policymaking and execution is absolutely vital in view of the Sobetegree of coordination
and cooperation among terrorist groups who are now acting togetheltobal assault on
the civil order.*** Furthermore, as prophetically argued back in 1986, Walter Laquer
identified that future historians would probably “draw the concluianthose living in this
‘age of terrorism’ perhaps never quite understood the exagenaf the threat™° If only
more people would have then counselled their wisdom about the futiereasfsm and

made the necessary intellectual and practical investments.
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