
CHAPTER- V 

5.1 Conclusion 

It is generally conceded that terrorists make rational calculations and that 

these show the use of mass destruction weapons to be counter-productive. 

In order to assess the future threat posed by terrorism, one must bear in 

mind the changes which have made terrorism a new force in analyses of world 

order. The main areas in these changes are transport and communication, 

weaponry. the effects on society of concentration of vital functions on a 

decreasing number of critical nodes, and changes in social structure and attitudes. 

With the advancement of science and technology. developments in these areas had 

made terrorism a different and more sinister threat than it has been in the past. The 

question for the future in wills there developments continue and will they magnify 

the threat which already recognise in posed by terrorism? 

To many people, the most frightening prospect for the future is that terrorist 

groups might gain access to and use weapons of mass destruction. srecifically 

nuclear. biological or biochemical weapons. Most attention to date has been 

directed to the possibility of some form of nuclear materials falling into t~rrorist 

hands. There are a number of readily conceivable scenarios. One would involve 

the terrorist seizure of a nuclear facility under threat of having the facility 

sabotaged. thus releasing radioactive materials over a large area. Given the level of 
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securitv that has been shown to exist at some nuclear power plants in the past, it is 

not inconceivable that a determined group of well-equipped and well-organised 

terrorist could assault and take over a nuclear facility. If AI Qaeda could make an 

assault on the Pentagon, seizure of a nuclear power plant is comparatively a much 

easier job. 

Probably, the most controversial possibility in that of terrorists. being able 

to construct their own crude nuclear device. It would appear. then, that a 

sufficiently dedicated terrorist group could overcome the technical difficulties and 

construct a credible nuclear bomb. In all probability already exists. 

There can be little doubt, then that it will be soon possible (if not already) 

to mount a credible terrorist attack involving nuclear, biological or biochemical 

agents. The one factor which holds this eventually in abeyance would appear to be 

a rational calculation concerning that would be achieved hy such an act. It is 

generally conceded that terrorists make rational calculation and that these show 

the use of mass destruction weapons to he counterproductive. Will this be so in the 

future? 

We are now living in a time when the rich arc getting richer l~1ster than any 

time in history, when extra-ordinary population increases are producing multitudes 

of poor people who have access to television- and unlike only 50 years ago. are 

aware of how we in the developed world live. This rapidly growing technology in 
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an amplifier of the economic and theological differences that people feel and these 

perspective are likely to only become more acute in the coming decade as the 

have/have not divide broadens 

The most effective response to the problems of terrorism reqUires a two 

front strategy that has short term-and long-term components: dealing with the 

current terrorists and dealing with the fundamentals that produce and encourage 

terrorism. Most all of the governmental effort is focused on the short term problem 

and not the long term one so it in reasonable to presume that if the fundamentals 

that encourage terrorism are not addressed in a significant way the problem will 

continue and grow. 

The future looks bleak as far as forms of political violence in general and 

terrorism as a specific technique, are concerned. Many of the factors that have led 

to the elevation of terrorism as a serious threat to open societies will be 

exacerbated in the future. The fail to respond firmly to the threat would be to give 

up a cherished way of life without fighting for it. 

As we try to create governmental policies aimed at ending terrorism. it is 

useful to enumerate some of the variables that distinguish di1lerent situations. 

The first set of variables involves the terrorist groups themselves. 

Internal factors. How does the organization make decisions? llmv does 

the organization perce1ve its environment? What are the internal 
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psychological dynamics? Is the organization divided internally? All of 

these things are important to know but often difficult to ascertain. 

External factors. Hmv does the relative strength of the terrorist 

organization compare with that of the government it opposes? Are the 

terrorists ideologically or ethnically motivated? What kinds of ties do they 

have to outside groups who may support them? Is the conflict best 

characterized as a secessionist movement's civil war, or does the conflict 

involve a battle over civil society and representation? 

The second set of variables involves the tools that a government uses to 

respond to terrorism. Many ofthese options can be pursued simultaneously. 

Deterrence. Governments can use their coerc1ve capacity to make 

... terrorism too costly for those who seek to use it. They can do this by 

military strikes against terrorist bases, assassinations of key leaders. 

collective punishment, or other methods. There are several drawbacks to 

this approach, however. On the one hand. it can lead to unacceptable human 

f'ights violations. In addition, groups may not come to government attention 

until movements are so well developed that efforts to contain them through 

deterrent methods are insufficient. 

Criminal justice. Governments can treat terrorism primarily as a crime and 

therefore pursue the extradition. prosecution. and incarceration of suspects. 
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One drawback to this approach is that the prosecution of terrorists in a court 

of law can compromise government efforts to gather intelligence on 

terrorist organizations. In addition. criminal justice efforts (like deterrent 

efforts) are deployed mostly after terrorists have struck. meaning that 

significant damage and loss of life may have already occurred. 

Enhanced defense. Governments can make targets harder to attack, and 

they can use intelligence capabilities to gain advance knowledge of when 

attacks may take place. As targets are hardened, however. some terrorist 

groups may shift their sights to softer targets. An example is the targeting 

of U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in August 1998 by truck bombs. 

Although the attacks are strongly believed to have been coordinated by 

individuals with Middle Eastern ties. targets in Africa were chosen because 

of their relatively lax security compared with targets in the Middle East. 

Negotiations. Governments can elect to enter into negotiations with 

terrorist groups and make concessions in exchange for the groups' 

renunciation of violence. While governments are often reluctant to do so at 

the beginning of terror campaigns. negotiations may be the only way to 

resolve some long-standing disputes. 

Given the above sets of variables. the end of terrorism may result 1!·01n one or 

more of the following situations: 
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Success. The terrorists may have accomplished their objectives, such as the 

overthrow of a government or the end of an occupation. 1 errorism per se 

cannot achieve long-term goals such as revolution or independence, but it 

can sometimes do so in conjunction \Vith less violent political action. 

Preliminary success. A corollary to achieving objectives is having at least 

achieved public recognition for an organization and the cause it espouses. 

In this case, continued terrorist actions may alienate supporters, sponsors, 

or key third-country actors for whom continued violence is unacceptable. 

Organizational breakdown. Terrorist organizations. like any 

organizations, must constantly work to maintain themselves. If recruiting 

dries up, or if funding becomes unavai !able, the organization may be unable 

to sustain itself. On the other hand, self-preservation may in fact force 

organizations to continue terrorist activities even if the leadership otherwise 

wishes to give them up. It may be that the only way for the organization to 

continue to attract new recruits and financial support is to continue to gain 

publicity for its terrorist actions. 

Dwindling support. Organizations may lose the support of their various 

constituencies--the populations they seek to represent or the governments 

or other organizations that support them. They can do so for ·reasons of 
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ideological or strategic differences. personality clashes. or simple fatigue. 

Terrorist actions can also provoke moral outrage and undermine support. 

New alternatives. At times. other options for political change emerge. 

They can include more traditional forms of warfare or revolution, mass 

protests, or political negotiations. 

As suggested above. many of the factors and consequences outlined above 

may occur simultaneously. Both governments and terrorist organizations can 

pursue many tracks at once, and organizations may confront a wide series of 

challenges simultaneously. 

Governmental decisions about how to confront terrorism are made more 

difficult by the frequently high degree of uncertainty governments have about the 

nature of terrorist organizations. their motivations. and the effects of government 

actions on those organizations. The need for understanding terrorist organizations 

is highlighted by the fact that such groups' calculations are based on the groups' 

perceptions of costs and rewards, not those of the authorities confronting them or 

of objective observers. 

So called "get-tough" measures against terrorist groups can have 

unintended consequences. Trying to "decapitate" a movement may radicalize the 

whole movement or some splinter faction. Assassinations and military force can 

provoke a desire for revenge. and raids and arrests can reinforce martial images. 
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create mythologies of martyrdom, or feed paranow and secretiveness (which 

makes the movements even harder to penetrate for reasons of either understanding 

motivations or foiling actions). 

In the event that organizations are primarily motivated by a desire for 

recognition, how should policymakers respond? Should the government recognize 

the organizations and eliminate their motivation for terrorism? Since terrorist 

actions most often are considered newsworthy events by media orga'nizations, it is 

beyond governments' control whether the actions garner attention or not. 

Governments can play an effective role, however, in int1uencing how terrorist 

events are portrayed to the public, and thus influence (but not control) how the 

public interprets those events. 

Public opmton IS important because it strongly affects the amount of 

financial and operational support the terrorists enJoy. In some cases, support 

comes from abroad and is difficult for governments to control. In other cases, 

however, governments have control over populations sympathetic to the terrorists. 

In this event_ they must walk a difficult line. On the one hand, repressive measures 

can encourage antigovernment hostility and support for the terrorists. On the other. 

fear of punishment for the terrorists' excesses can undermine a popu{,ation's 

willingness to support terrorist activities. In this balance. the terrorists have two 

weapons on their side. The first is their own ability to mete out punishment against 
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those \Vho do not supp011 their actions. and the second is their ability to build on 

group solidarity to overcome reservations about their methods. 

One effective tactic against many terrorist organizations may be to promote 

their disintegration from the inside. Governments can demonstrate to groups that 

their support among the populations those groups supposedly represent is waning. 

Even if such allegations are true, however. groups may be resolute in believing 

they enjoy support even after that support has dissipated. Governrnents can also 

split off members from a group, either by offering large rewards for information 

that undermines group solidarity or by making promises of leniency for 

imprisoned group members. Finally, governments can unilaterally enact reforms 

that reduce public support for the terrorists without rewarding the terrorists 

directly, or even negotiating with them. 

Another tactic may be to put pressure on states sympathetic to a terrorist 

group's goals, even if the states are not outright sponsors of the group. Expulsion 

from a haven often causes financial pressures or logistical difficulties and can 

sometimes end a group's viability. In many cases. however. affected countries lack 

the necessary ties to effect such pressure, or laws governing free expression make 

it very difficult to crack down on an organization's activities. 

If efforts to eliminate a terrorist group through compulsion faiL however. 

governments are left trying to reach a peaceful settlement with that group. In civil 
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conflicts. such a settlement \Viii entail negotiations for amnest) on both the 

individual and group levels. 

Governments must confront opposition on two fronts: among rank-and-file 

members, who may be more disposed toward violence than the leadership, and 

among their own populations, who may oppose the government's sitting down 

with killers and "rewarding violence." Groups opposed to a peaceful reconciliation 

at that time will act to undermine the peace. often by undertaking terrorist actions 

of their own. In this event, governments that have only a precarious grip on power 

will find it ditlicult to move decisively toward peace. 

In addition, governments must time their peace overtures carefully, first by 

making such gestures when their ability to reward good behavior and punish bad is 

strong, and second, by making them when the terrorist organization IS gomg 

through some period of internal questioning. In such situations. effective 

intelligence can be crucial, smce it can both identify auspicious times for a 

peaceful gesture and help to inform the nature of that gesture. 

One of the tough problems facing government officials dealing with 

terrorism is deciding when to employ what strategy. Negotiations with. those 

perpetrating violence are not the solution to every problem; by the same token. 

many terrorist campaigns cannot be stopped by law enforcement actions alone. 

Many participants suggested a decisive factor determining the sufficiency of law 
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enforcement activities 1s the support that the terrorist groups have among the 

populations in which they are based. Narrowly based terrorist groups can be 

rooted out, but groups that rely on a broad base of support (some of which can 

come from beyond a nation's borders) have a durability that may defy such efforts. 

For that reason, ethnically based groups may be harder to eliminate through force 

than class-based groups, since ethnicity has proven a stronger tie than class in 

most cases. 

If negotiations are pursued, two conditions should be present. The first is 

that the government should enjoy a strong popular mandate. Political opponents 

often portray negotiating with terrorists as "giving in to terrorism." Such an attack 

can topple weak governments or, short of that, stymie whatever agreement has 

been reached through negotiations. 

The second condition is that the terrorist organization is going through a 

period of self-evaluation. In such circumstances, the government may be able to 

successfully split off pragmatists from hard-line terrorists, bring the population 

along with the pragmatists. and dry up popular support for those continuing to 

pursue violence. 

Throughout. participants stressed the importance of intelligence. In 

confronting terrorism, the nature of the grievance does matter. and the nature of 

the organization putting forth the grievance matters as well. Intelligence is 
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important not only to prevent terrorist attacks but also to understand how the 

organization works and how its decision making processes can be affected. 

A consistent theme in all of the presentations was the extent to which 

terrorism is an international problem. Money and weapons flow across borders and 

supporters of terrorism (if not the terrorists themselves) often have established 

bases in other countries. Increasingly, law enforcement efforts aimed at stemming 

terrorism have an international component, and such a strategy will require more 

international cooperation in the future. 

Terrorism is unconventional warfare. There are no fronts, no enemies, and 

no battlefields. The solutions therefore will not come from milliliters. which are 

largely designed for fighting other armed forces. The solution will come from new 

approaches that address the whole person. not just the political and economic 

components. This is about individual people. there values and aspiration - and 

cultures. some of which have not changed much over centuries. Different people 

and groups will require different approaches - one size will not tit all. The new 

solutions will be complex and sophisticated and necessarily not look like the past. 

But if we are going to safely make it through this extraordinarv. historical 

transition. we much not do the old things - we must invent new ones. 

While winding up the present dissertation it should he pointed out that 

'Terrorism· is a problem which affects the entire global population today. In order 
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to live a civilized, problem free life, all of us should join our hands honestly to 

annihilate the roots of terrorism. A little slag will help it to survive and spread its 

wings to engulf the entire mankind with its bloody problems. 
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