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Abstract 

The main aim of this article is not to show a detailed analysis of the policies and actions 
undertaken by the European Union (EU) in its struggle with terrorists (which so far has been 
limited to the casual bureaucratic work i.e. organizing meetings and conferences, presenting 
reports, “papers” etc.), but rather to present the problem of fighting with terrorism in 
broader political, social and cultural contexts. I claim that Islamic terrorism is a tip of the 
iceberg, hiding a deeper and probably even more serious problem haunting contemporary 
Europe. Today’s terrorists make this case the most extreme, but the very nature of a problem 
is not limited to terrorism, but to the conflict of identity and identity-forming processes in 
modern Western societies inhabited by the immigrants coming from not-so-modern spots in 
the world. 
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Introduction 
In this chapter, I attempt to deal with four major problems: 1) the definition of “terrorism” 
and an armed conflict hidden behind it, 2) the difference between “fighting terrorism” (FT) 
and the “Global War on Terror” (GWOT), 3) the approach of the European states towards 
the latter, and 4) the consequences of the “Global War on Terror” for Europe. 

 

DEFINITION OF TERRORISM 
I would like to start with a short definition of terrorism, as it is allegedly a vague concept 
based on shaky foundations (common criticism is neatly expressed in a well-known statement 
– one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter). Despite that criticism I claim that 
terrorism is rather easy to define – the problem that the definition of it is frequently rejected 
does not show the intellectual inability to grasp this phenomenon correctly, but rather reveals 
politically motivated inability to cope with the consequences of that definition. I try to narrow 
my definition, as it is commonly done, to the type of activity undertaken by the perpetrators 
(in this case this activity is warfare), and try not to apply any moral judgment to this concept 
(address the question whether terrorism is right or wrong). Hence, terrorism is an unlawful  
method of an asymmetric warfare, which implies pre-planned armed attack(s), or threat(s) of 
such attacks on non-combatant targets, to achieve political goals through the intimidation of a 
public and/or a government. Regardless the motives of militants or justification of their 
actions (whether they fight for freedom or oppression), if they deliberately attack non-
combatants they should be considered as the terrorists (for a comprehensive review of 
concepts and definitions see Ganor 1998). 

So, if one considers terrorism as a method of warfare, not its side, it is obvious to draw a 
conclusion that terrorist activity (especially, like we can observe it today - on a global scale) 
reveals the very existence of the global armed conflict – those who kill or intend to kill do this 
for some reason and want to achieve something through their actions. It is equally obvious 
that each conflict has at least two sides – whom the terrorists attack seems rather visible 
today, so perhaps more important questions are – who are the attackers, why they attack and 
what are their wider goals? One should note that these problems are fiercely debated and 
become frequently the subjects of great controversy.  

Who is the enemy and what are the enemy’s aims? 
I assume that the other side of the global armed conflict we are witnessing today can be best 
described as the Jihadists i.e. violent, extremist Muslim minority, which practice the ancient 
concept of the holy war (Jihad) against modern idolaters (see Bostom 2006), based on the 
most radical interpretations of the Muslim faith (e.g. salafi, wahhabi, deobandi). I should 
stress that this term is limited to the so called radical, militant Islam (Islamism) – hence, the 
West does not yet have a problem with Islam as such and all people submitted to this faith (as 
some radical western interpretations of this conflict claim, e.g. Fallaci (2002) Fallaci (2004)), 
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neither with the so called Islamic fundamentalists (as some groups of Islamic fundamentalists 
still condemn violence and want to achieve their goals through peaceful political activism), 
but with a violent movement inside the world of Islam – the minority which glorifies 
unconstrained aggression and claims that it is a justified method of achieving their politico-
religious goals. It must be noted however, that the importance and influence of this minority is 
steadily growing (also in Europe), which should be a subject of a greater concern and careful 
analysis. Analysing behaviour of violent minorities is important, since history shows that they 
were rather frequently the perpetrators of the most repulsive crimes against humanity – e.g. 
the Bolsheviks, the Fascists and the Nazis. It is worth reminding that the Bolsheviks in 
Russia, the Fascists in Italy and the Nazis in Germany all started as disregarded and scoffed 
political minorities, but ultimately, and not without a reason, they managed to seize state 
power and committed outrageous acts of genocide. Prior to this, they openly presented their 
propensity towards excessive violence as well as dreadful objectives they aimed at. Hence, 
constraining the growing influence of the radical Jihadists on the Muslim masses must be 
considered as a serious task for Western governments and societies, and it must be said that it 
will not be easy. Surely, in the next future the Jihadists are absolutely not able to seize state 
power in any European country (like their predecessors), but still they might be able to cause 
significant harm there. 

As far as the Jihadists’ objectives are concerned, they are various and ranked – first and 
foremost, they want to resist and eventually remove any foreign influence (political, cultural, 
social, economic) in the world of Islam (dar-al-Islam) in order to restore an ancient Muslim 
institution of the Caliphate, based on the most harsh interpretation of the Islamic law – sharia. 
Then they intend to regain control over lands formerly belonging to dar-al-Islam (like Spain – 
al Andalus, South Italy, Sicily, the Balkans, India) and finally to spread the rule of their 
(radical) interpretation of Islam to the rest of the world – submit the whole humankind to 
Allah. According to them, their fight aims at liberating all communities from the unjust, as 
they claim, rule of man and replace it with the just rule of the one and only true God, who 
expressed His eternal commandments in the Quran. This, rather grandiose and apparently 
utopian (at least as the ultimate goals are concerned) politico-religious project is widely and 
openly announced in many publications and websites easily available to the interested public 
and, according to the Jihadists, cannot be realised without the use of extensive violence (see 
Bar 2006, Habeck 2006). On the tactical level the Jihadists are willing to fight and subvert all 
“corrupted” Muslim regimes and societies which are not properly based on sharia and/or 
closely cooperate with non-Muslim, “decadent” Western powers (e.g. Egypt, Saudi Arabia). 
At the same time they intend to attack these foreign powers (primarily USA and UK), which 
are perceived as the protectors of those rogue Muslim regimes and, certainly, to destroy Israel 
which is described as a colonial, non-Muslim “entity”, contaminating the heart of the Muslim 
world - genuine Jihadists will never recognise its existence (see interview with Palestinian 
foreign minister Mahmoud al-Zahar (2006) or consider numerous public utterances of the 
President of Iran, Mahmoud Ahmedinejad).  
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The ideological justification for this sacrosanct fight to destroy the West and spread the 
rule of pure Islam was coined since the late 1920s (long before G.W. Bush and the neocons 
managed to capture power in Washington D.C.) by numerous Islamic scholars like Hassan Al-
Banna, Sayeed Qutb, Sayeed Mohamed Taleqani, Ali Shari’ati, Moteza Motahari, Mohamed 
Iqbal or Abu Ala Al-Mawdudi, but it can be fully realized only today due to the two most 
important factors – globalization and state support. Globalisation facilitates enormously easy 
access to both resources and targets necessary for successful attacks and enable the Jihadist to 
spread their message instantly and globally (via global TV and the Internet). They could 
influence the Muslim umma – regardless where it is geographically located - due to a huge 
immigration enabled by globalisation; Muslims are today present well outside their native 
lands, though still being able to watch their native TV programs via satellite channels. State 
support is also essential to understand the development of this movement. Oil-rich Middle 
Eastern tyrannies willingly provided the Jihadists with money, expertise and tacit 
organisational support so indispensable in promoting their virulent ideology and developing 
combat skills. It is not the accident that the march of modern Jihad started in the late 1970s, 
after oil boom benefiting Gulf States, Islamic revolution in Iran and the beginning of the war 
in Afghanistan. The growing jihadi movement was then recklessly supported by the USA 
happy to achieve the top political priority of that time – to weaken the Soviet power and 
subvert communist regimes. The defeat of the Soviets in Afghanistan in late 1980s, and the 
consequent collapse of the Soviet Union armed the jihadi army with a huge asset - an 
uncontested belief that even the greatest superpowers can be defeated, if only they are met 
with self-confidence, endurance and superior will to win. It cannot come as a surprise that this 
victory was very soon followed by numerous attempts to carry the torch of Jihad to the other 
parts of the world – to Algeria, Bosnia, Horn of Africa, Caucasus and the Philippines, to 
mention only the most important battlefields.  

Moreover, since the very beginning, the militant zeal of modern Jihadists had been 
skilfully and successfully used by many Muslim regimes to influence external powers and to 
achieve their regional aims – primarily to fight Israel and curb (or even get rid of) American 
and Western influence in the Middle East region (the clear case of Syria and Iran). In the case 
of Pakistan, another supporter of the radical Islam, the aim was to limit Indian control over 
Kashmir, as the conventional war with India was not a viable option, instead they sent 
Kashmiri militants, who were trained in Pakistani-Afghan training camps since early 1980s, 
to wage insurgencies against India. All these regimes, more or less discreetly, supported 
radical Muslim factions and provided them with knowledge and weapons, as they were 
considered to be important proxies in their ghost wars against America, Israel and India in the 
Greater Middle East and Central Asia (see Byman 2005). Moreover, Saudi Arabia and other 
Gulf states were trying to export the danger of radical Islam outside their borders and use the 
radicals to spread their extremist but still Islamic ideology. As Muslim militants are still 
minorities, their preferable method of warfare is to attack the so-called non-combatant targets, 
which is conventionally called terrorism, cause it gives them proper impact. As long as the 
West, including Europe, deals with minorities rather than majorities, it will suffer so called 
low intensity conflicts - insurgencies and terrorism rather than fully-fledged war or the “clash 
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of civilisations”. Nevertheless, the West actually faces a kind of warfare, which has its 
commanders and foot soldiers, strategy and tactics and specific politico-religious goals. It 
should be viewed then as a developing social process and not a set of accidental and isolated 
acts of unreasonable fanaticism. 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN FT AND GWOT 
Secondly, I would like to make a clear distinction between “fighting terrorism” and the 
“Global War on Terror”. The former are various, primarily defensive and reactive measures 
undertaken by the states facing terrorist threat to protect their citizens and maintain some level 
of security. All states endangered with a difficult problem of terrorist attacks usually develop 
numerous counter-terrorist activities, including police, intelligence, paramilitary (and 
sometimes even military – e.g. UK, France) actions, as well as tried to implement procedures 
for all services involved with terrorist incident (local authorities, fire brigades, medical and 
paramedics teams etc.) to tackle the problem more or less appropriately. Almost each 
European country facing a terrorist threat has and still is doing exactly that.  

The “Global War on Terror”, however, is an offensive political strategy, an ambitious and, 
as we can evaluate it today, increasingly unsuccessful American doctrine (at least in it’s 
current incarnation) which has been developed and implemented after 9/11 attacks, which 
includes the aforementioned defensive, reactive countermeasures, but intends to go much 
further – to the root causes of the problem, at least as the American administration perceives 
it. 9/11 attacks evoked a tremendous and significant policy change in this country; terrorism 
became the most important issue of American security policy, climbing up dozens of 
positions to the top of the American list of priorities. Terrorism, from being a heavily 
neglected issue, became the number one; the policy pendulum swung to the other extreme, 
and a large part of the American security and defence sector was switched - with more or less 
success - to actively counter the global terrorist threat, both internally and externally. With the 
fall of World Trade Centre towers Islamic radicalism was proclaimed as a major threat for 
America, pushing rather daringly previous, more conventional ones such as China, Russia, 
North Korea) down.  

One should note that the very term GWOT had been widely criticized as being hugely 
imprecise. The critics were obviously right, though it was not the lack of proper expertise but 
rather a political correctness, deeply rooted in American public life, which effectively 
prohibited the Bush jr. administration from naming its true enemy correctly. Initially, they 
could not too openly declare that America was going to fight militant Muslim radicals – the 
Jihadists, because it would resemble Samuel P. Huntington’s thesis of the “clash of 
civilisations”, rejected by the progressive opinion makers as essentially abusive. Moreover, it 
could have been soon abbreviated, especially in the Middle East, as the war with Islam, 
posing a propaganda problem. We can see today that despite these efforts that is precisely 
what has happened; many people, especially in the Muslim countries, believe that America is 
really at war – but with the world of Islam. Today, the Bush administration uses a fairly more 
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correct term “islamofascism” instead, to give the enemy better label, and far-sightedly calls 
the whole “counterterrorist” campaign the “long war”.  

The external part of this American strategy became the cornerstone of a new US foreign 
policy focused on defeating radical Islam – with its major aim to affect and transform rogue 
regimes in the Greater Middle East into pro-American allies or at least force them to stop 
supporting Jihad. The American GWOT strategy included an attempt to carry the warfare 
back to the lair of the jihadi terrorism – the heart of the Greater Middle East. Hence, the US 
first invaded Afghanistan to oust the Taliban regime which openly supported Al Qaeda and, 
consequently, deprive this militant movement of its primary material base, but also to have a 
more direct influence on the Pakistan nuclear programme – then a pariah-country, besieged by 
extensive American economic sanctions. Pakistan was the only Islamic state possessing 
nuclear warheads and means to carry them. The risk of proliferation of this most awesome 
and lethal weapon could not have been overlooked, especially when the worldwide reach of a 
“nuclear shop” run by the father of Pakistani A bomb – dr A.Q.Khan was revealed. Pakistani 
President Musharraf, encouraged energetically by US officials – among them Deputy 
Secretary of State Richard Armitage (“we bomb you into stone-age”) had no other option but 
to abandon the Taliban and provide help to US armed forces ready to take Afghanistan in a 
superbly executed mission. However, his attitude was not followed by some sections of 
Pakistani intelligence which still were supporting the Taliban and even Al Qaeda, as the very 
existence of a serious threat in Afghanistan has made Pakistan an indispensable ally in 
American war on terror. The US military apparatus, unbeatable in capturing countries, is less 
skilful in keeping them secure, partly because it is wholly dependant on the American society 
and government, which at some point are willing to withdraw it promptly, whenever some 
problems with the overseas missions emerge on the horizon (e.g. Somalia 1993 – so called 
“Blackhawk down” incident). No wonder why the situation in Afghanistan soon became more 
complicated when the Taliban regrouping was what enabled them to strike back. 

Furthermore, the US invaded Iraq and did it presumably for three major reasons – to make 
strong military American presence in this region clear and visible (as the purpose of the 9/11 
attack was allegedly to throw out the US from the Middle East, what would have made the 
Arab world open for the jihadists’ attempt to change the Saudi regime and supersede it with 
the more pious one). Second, to enable the US to influence decisively (or even to change) 
Syrian and Iranian regimes; two chief sponsors of the jihadi terrorism. The case of Iran is 
particularly interesting, as this country supports not only Shia groups (Hizballah in Lebanon 
and Shia militias in Iraq) but also Sunni terrorist groups including Hamas and even Al Qaeda 
(see Coughlin & Jones 2006). Third, to capture rich Iraqi oil fields in order to secure vast 
sources of energy and gain leverage on the third important subject of US strategy; namely  
Saudi Arabia. One should not forget that GWOT is taking place in the regions rich in gas and 
oil, or close to them (Middle East and Central Asia) as God had given Muslims not only the 
one, true religion. It cannot come as a surprise that energy sources literally fuel this conflict to 
a substantial degree and that the energy factor should be included in any serious and detailed 
analysis of this conflict. The American policy towards Saudi Arabia was to be particularly 
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delicate and tricky one – as it is neither a close American ally, nor an open enemy (like Iran), 
but most certainly constituting the world’s major energy supplier. Saudi Arabia after 9/11 
appeared to be a serious cause of concern for the US (considering the global economy’s level 
of dependence on Saudi oil) as 15 attackers were Saudi citizens (see McDermott 2005). 
Moreover, many citizens of this country, including some prominent members of the ruling 
House of Saud, readily subsidized both the spread of the extremist wahhabi interpretation of 
Islam (the backbone for the jihadi ideology) and the Jihadists themselves, using numerous 
Saudi “charitable” NGOs (see Burr 2005). The American aim was to persuade the royal 
family to stop supporting the spread of this dangerous ideology, but at the same time, to 
stabilize it and keep it in power, for obvious fear that its successors could be only worse. 
Moreover, by gaining control over the Iraqi oil fields, the US tried to decrease the importance 
of Saudi oil supplies in case power in this country would eventually be captured by an overtly 
anti-American regime (consider the case of Iran after the fall of the Shah) and reduce the risk 
of the serious global economic crisis in case oil would be used as an economic weapon 
against the West (like it happened after the Yom Kippur war 30 years earlier). It is clear that 
invading Iraq - a ruthless tyranny bordering all major states of concern (two of them major oil 
and gas exporters) in the region – Iran, Saudi Arabia and Syria - and turning it into a close 
ally – a moderate, stable, rich and strongly pro-American modern Arab nation-state (if not a 
liberal-democracy), was perceived in Washington D.C. as a tempting and workable project 
(moreover, some in the American administration could really have believed that the solution 
to the problems in the Middle East was to provide Muslim countries with democracy and 
pluralism, whatever awkward this illusion may seem today).  

It is also clear, however, that all these rogue regimes were perfectly aware of these 
American hopes and clearly were more than ready to do whatever is necessary in order not to 
let them materialised, as American success would seriously undermine them. So, they 
supported and still support subservient Iraqi insurgents (Sunni’s in the case of Syrian and 
Saudi support and predominantly Shia’s in case of Iranian), providing them with money, arms 
and even people (some fighting units in southern Iraq are in fact Iranian Revolutionary 
Guards smuggled through the unprotected Iraqi borders). They intended to spread chaos and 
havoc in Iraq to the point of the civil war in hope that the American nation ultimately would 
force its government to withdrew or limit US troops in this country, as they constitute a 
graving threat for Iran (possible attacks on Iranian WMD production sites from Iraq is much 
more dangerous) and Syria. It seems clear today, after mid-term elections in the US, that their 
calculations had been quite correct and despite bellicose rhetoric of the US officials, a much-
awaited day of American withdrawal from Iraq is coming closer (see Iraq Study Group Report 
2006). Actually, the insurgents’ sponsors are today a step closer to the “regime-change” in 
America.  

THE REACTION OF THE EUROPEANS … 
In Europe, both “old” and “new”, first American actions were initially accepted (including the 
invasion on Afghanistan), but with time, they raised more and more controversies and started 
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to be thoroughly questioned and discredited by European opinion-makers, along with the 
information on the excessive use of harsh counterterrorist methods; targeted killings, 
abductions (so called “extraordinary renditions”), tough interrogation techniques applied to 
captured terrorists, maintaining secret detention camps and Guantanamo’s camp “X-ray” (see 
Grey 2006), not to mention attempts to curb some civic liberties. The best example of this 
European anxiety is the Council of Europe’s report presented by Dick Marty (see Renditions 
draft 2006). The second stage of this American ‘grand strategy’ of transformation (see Gaddis 
2002) – invading Iraq – was widely and openly rejected by the European public opinion and 
some of the “core” European governments, happy to capture this opportunity to show their 
disdain towards the world’s sole hegemony. The administration of G.W. Bush and those 
European governments which participated and/or supported American action in Iraq have paid 
(and still are paying) serious political price – they lost essential amount of the popular support 
(USA, UK) or even power (Spain – with a little help from Al Qaeda). Western European 
cities witnessed huge street protests and marches against the US invasion. The tone of the 
mainstream European media was also sceptical, to say the least. Moreover, to justify the Iraqi 
war, the Bush administration made another mistake and chose, which has proven to be an 
inaccurate pretext; Iraqi weapons of mass destruction (WMD) were never found, which 
further decreased American credibility and fuelled a deep mistrust towards Washington 
among the increasingly anti-American public. This mistake shows also very clearly that the 
American intelligence community was not particularly well informed on Iraqi WMD 
programmes, exaggerating a bit their size; even if we assume that some mobile laboratories 
actually were transported to Syria before the start of the war – the scope of these programs 
were rather limited.  

Unfortunately, this European reluctance and condemnation of the US strategy and methods 
used in GWOT has not caused the expected outcome. Europe remains a precious and 
promising battlefield for the Jihadists (see Vidino 2005) and this threat is not limited to the 
countries which governments supported American campaigns; France and Germany - the 
prime objectors - were and still are seriously endangered despite their loud opposition to the 
American policies in the Middle East. It seems that Europe initially preferred to fight 
terrorists with the use of the “traditional” police methods, but was definitely not willing to 
wage war on them, as it always used to perceive the problem of terrorism as a criminal rather 
than a political one (what partially could have been correct in the case of minor rightist, 
leftists and secessionists terrorist groups that was active in the region, but is definitely not 
correct in the case of the jihadi violent movement they currently face). Today, when the 
perception of this problem slowly changes, following the pressure of reality, Europe will start 
to seek better means to deal with that threat. Whatever is the European opinion may be on the 
matter, the American “Global War on Terror” - more or less successful - will exert 
considerable influence on the course of events in this region, as presumably Europe is much 
more seriously affected by its possible outcomes than America (cf. Mueller 2006 and 
‘Terrorist threat to UK’ - MI5 chief's speech 2006). 
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THE RESULTS OF the GWOT, AD2006 
This can be explained by the fact that this American campaign aiming at the political 
transformation of the Greater Middle East has been skilfully utilized by the Jihadists to 
radicalize Muslim communities and persuade them that the whole West actually seriously 
oppresses them. Moreover, regional enemies and opponents of America were trying to 
achieve their aims - they also wanted to transform this region but in the opposite direction  – 
to undermine American credibility, compromise US policies and ultimately limit or even get 
rid of American power and influence, and they managed to achieve some considerable 
successes. Because US armed forces cannot be defeated on the modern conventional 
battleground, as they are rock-solid as a fighting force, enemies of the USA try to affect 
directly the source of the political will in America – the Nation (much more fragile and soft 
target), through terrorist attacks, insurgency and propaganda – ancient activities which are 
today fashionably called the fourth generation warfare (4GW):  

 
‘Fourth – generation warfare (4GW) uses all available networks – political, 
economic, social, and military – to convince the enemy’s political decision 
makers that their strategic goals are either unachievable or too costly for the 
perceived benefit. It is an evolved form of insurgency. Still rooted in the 
fundamental precept that superior political will, when properly employed, 
can defeat greater economic and military power, 4GW makes use of 
society’s networks to carry on its fight. Unlike previous generation of 
warfare, it does not attempt to win by defeating the enemy’s military forces. 
Instead, via the networks, it directly attacks the minds of enemy decision 
makers to destroy the enemy’s political will. Fourth – generation wars are 
lengthy – measured in decades rather that months or years. […] Not only is 
4GW the only kind of war America has ever lost, we have done so three 
times: Vietnam, Lebanon, and Somalia. This form of warfare has also 
defeated the French in Vietnam and Algeria and the USSR in Afghanistan. It 
continues to bleed Russia in Chechnya and the United States in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and in other countries against the al – Qaeda network. The 
consistent defeat of major powers by much weaker fourth – generation 
opponents makes it essential to understand this new form of warfare and 
adapt accordingly. There is nothing mysterious about 4GW. Like all wars, it 
seeks to change the enemy’s political position. Like all wars, it reflects the 
society it is part of. Like all previous generations of war, it has evolved in 
consonance with society as a whole. It evolves because practical people 
solved specific problems related to their fights against much more powerful 
enemies. Practitioners created it, nurtured it, and have continued its 
development and growth. Faced with enemies they could not possibly beat 
using conventional war, they sought a different path.’ (Hammes 2004: 2-3*, 

see also Corn 2006) + 

 

                                                 
* Reprinted with permission of the publisher, MBI Publishing Company LLC and its imprint Zenith Press, 2004 
© Colonel Thomas X. Hammes, USMC 
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As Western power elites are ultimately dependant on the political will of the society, the 
Jihadists and their state promoters and sponsors – skilled “fourth generation warriors” -  
intelligently, patiently and stubbornly attack precisely this target, with their propaganda of 
violent deeds, regardless what is the human cost of their own population (note that the 
majority of victims in Iraq and Afghanistan are actually Muslims). They everyday provide the 
Western public with the horrific images, broadcasted eagerly by Western media corporations 
via the satellite channels and the Internet 24/7, showing macabre side of contemporary 
warfare, presenting in details atrocities committed and revealing the supposed senselessness 
of modern war. They hope that the tired Western public finally will force the governments to 
withdraw Western troops from all these distant, strange lands they are occupying.  

Surely, all that could not have been possible without amazingly deep ignorance and large 
number of serious mistakes committed by the Bush administration in places like Iraq and 
Afghanistan. But the primordial reason for this US failure is that the opponents of the USA 
are much more determined to achieve their specific goals and they apply more endurance and 
skills, while both American government and society are evidently psychologically and 
socially less cohesive and in effect weaker (Robert Kagan’s next brilliant essay should be 
entitled “Weakness and weakness”!). Moreover, the latter does not understands the rationale 
of the former, as it has never been honestly and evidently presented. It is quite visible today 
that GWOT, in its current form, may be doomed to fail, as the political will of the Middle 
Eastern regimes to limit seriously American presence predominates the will of the American 
people to keep it there – and pay the price. Long term warfare is almost always more the 
matter of the superior will and determination and less of technology and state-of-the-art 
weapons; otherwise, aforementioned cases of Vietnam, Algeria, Lebanon, Somalia and 
Afghanistan could not have been lost by the materially much stronger sides. 

So it cannot came as a surprise that the Jihadists and their state sponsors are closer to 
achieve their goals than the Americans – so far they managed to destabilize seriously Iraq and 
they will try hard to repeat their success in Afghanistan through the “Iraqisation” of warfare 
there, as it simply brings profits – up to the point of the resulting final withdrawal of US and 
NATO. The discussion on the “exit strategy” (read: a quick withdrawal from these quagmires) 
has just recently started, both in the US and Europe (see Iraq Study Group Report 2006, Bakst 
2006, Gallu 2006, Hawley 2006). Despite Western politicians’ numerous statements denying 
that - it is hard to imagine that European societies are ready to firmly support NATO’s 
mission in Afghanistan if it becomes even bloodier. One should expect that after withdrawal 
of Western troops from the Middle East and Central Asia, Iran would almost certainly become 
a regional hegemony. That could be reaffirmed by a detonation of an Iranian nuclear device 
within the next few years (if this is not stopped by the American or Israeli military action – an 
extremely risky step in case of a far-to-be-accomplished mission in Iraq), which ultimately 
could result in the proliferation of the WMD and subsequent nuclear arms race in this region 
(see Beeston 2006). That could also mean that the Taliban - supported by the Pakistani 
intelligence services - would be close to regain power in Afghanistan; the alternative option is 
a continuation of a bloody civil war in this country. Moreover, the Jihadists (supported by Iran 
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and Syria and, like the case of Hizballah in Lebanon shows, equipped with Russian and 
Chinese weapons) have tried hard to secure power in another country – Somalia - which could 
be transformed into a place where terrorists’ training camps can be safely located; we should 
only wait for the results of the most recent Ethiopian intervention in this country. With the 
American withdrawal from the Middle East and NATO’s from Central Asia the fundamental 
political and social weakness of the West will be confirmed and the Jihadi movement will be 
almost certainly invigorated.  

The consequences for Europe of a failed GWOT  
However, as the fall of Saigon did not result in the final demise of the US power and the 
triumph of communism - though some instantly were so convinced - but as we know now only 
led to a temporary weakening of US influence, the fall of Mogadishu, Baghdad or Kabul will  
not mean the ultimate triumph of Jihadism. America still has the option to retreat (which is 
not the case of Israel, what partially explains the Israeli approach towards “terrorism”) and 
needs to rethink seriously both strategy and tactics in the long war against the Jihadists and 
their sponsors. The US must quickly change both by employing much more intelligent and 
discreet methods of warfare, and by focusing more on the propaganda war that was lost so 
easily (provided that it actually is content with the current outcome - despite the bloody Iraqi 
civil war the oil still flows – according to the current yield statistics; civil war there also 
precludes the nightmare of possible  alliance between the Shia and the Sunni Muslims).  

However, Europe is probably the region that most certainly will continue to suffer serious 
consequences of these failed American campaigns. The Jihadists are likely to carry on their 
terrorist campaign in Europe, to achieve their two fundamental aims – to detach Western 
Europe from America and Israel (almost done), and to further alienate and radicalize the 
Muslim masses that currently live in Europe. The tactics of terrorism, as they always have 
been, are not aimed at fetching a huge material damage; without the use of the WMD the 
Jihadists are unable to cause any significant destruction. They rather aim at strong 
psychological and social harm – this soft underbelly of all Western societies. They intend to 
rip the delicate social fabric of the multiethnic and multireligious European communities. 
They want to force states to introduce more harsh and discriminative countermeasures (like 
ethnic profiling) designed to enhance security, however, simultaneously decreasing the level 
of personal equality and freedom; they want to make modern open Western societies more 
closed and divided. They want to instigate fear and mistrust among its members, detach them 
and make the living of the Muslim Diaspora in Europe even more difficult. They want to 
attract more public attention, polarise Western societies along religious and ethnic lines 
(Muslims versus not-Muslims) and further separate the Muslim umma from the rest of the 
society. Finally, they want to increase their influence and control of the Muslim populations 
and radicalize them.  

To achieve all these objectives, they will not limit themselves to terrorist attacks. They will 
probably also utilize other, more or less violent means – as long as violence will provide them 
with benefits in the form of further political and social concessions (see Wiktorowicz 2005, 
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Doward and Hinsliff 2006). They will certainly use emerging social conflicts resulting in 
street fighting (or urban warfare, as the French police recently tend to call it in relation to 
Suburban gangs defy French police) and radicalised street gangs. Even if we assume, as 
conventional wisdom explains, that clashes in Paris had a social rather than religious 
background and were based on economical and racial but not religious differences, they were, 
are and will be used by the religious extremists to gain more support for their cause. They will 
instigate cultural clashes (e.g. over veils, cartoons, public officials’ utterances etc.) to alienate 
the Muslim Diaspora and make it more receptive to the ideas of the radical Islam. The 
Jihadists knowledgeably fight the battle for hearts and minds of Muslims, and they are 
currently on the offensive. In addition, their ideas are received with more and more sympathy 
of the “ordinary” Muslims, as recent polls show (see Pew Research Project Europe’s Muslims 
More Moderate: the Great Divide: How Westerners and Muslims View Each Other 2006 and 
More Muslim radicalized in UK, 2006). As the Muslim population in Western Europe are 
growing, due to the silent but persistent demographical processes (the birth rate of Muslim 
women tripled this of non-Muslim European women, which results in rejuvenating of the 
former and ageing of the latter). A growing popularity of the radical interpretations of Islam is 
resulting in a slow but steady radicalization of the whole Muslim society, which can become   
a problem for Western European states in the near future, and consequently, a problem for the 
European Union.  

Unfortunately, the past experience of the process of integration of immigrants in Europe in 
general, and young Muslims in particular, is a bit discouraging. It seems that so far there is 
simply no adequate and correct solution to this problem. Today, it is visible that divergent 
policies of multiculturalism practiced in the Netherlands, Britain, Germany and France, based 
on various premises and approaches, have not been particularly successful (see Buruma 
2006). In each of these countries more or less serious ethno-religious tensions emerged, 
though under different forms – the ritual killing of Theo van Gogh in Amsterdam and it’s 
consequences, 7/7 and 21/7 terrorist attacks in London, numerous so called honour killings in 
Germany and street riots in France, to enumerate the most widely known. Working out viable 
and acceptable solution to improve relations with the Muslim Diaspora in Europe and better 
integrate it in society seems to be a tricky task. It implies both cultural sensitivities of 
Muslims and their culture, and the delicate problem of the fundamental civil liberties of 
Western liberal democracies, which are not easy to balance (e.g. banning and persecuting 
Muhammad cartoons may please Muslims, but injures the freedom of speech – an important 
tenet of Western democracy; banning headscarves may be democratically accepted by the 
majority, but at the same time may irritate Muslims). Some claim that the West faces this kind 
of a problem which interestingly described by The Australian (2006):  

 

‘How tolerant must a free society be of those who are intolerant of the values 
it holds dear? This question is at the heart of a controversy […] concerning 
Muslim women who wear niqabs and other face coverings that allow little 
more than the eyes to be seen. […] Integration in such circumstances will be 
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difficult but should not be shied away from, even if it means newcomers 
have to adapt.’ (The Australian 2006) 

 

This approach suggests that the successful integration of Muslims should be based on 
adjusting them to the rules of the so-called dominant culture what simply means assimilation 
but not multiculturalism. This assumes that such a culture actually exists and is pretty solid, 
and the problem we are facing today is that we lack the proper way to pass it to the 
newcomers; we should accordingly develop new ways of the successful socialization – better 
introducing an individual to the society, resembling the social process of bringing newborn 
children to the community. He/she is adapted to the society and finally accepts its 
fundamental rules and values. That means that we must make Muslims accept and imitate 
values and behaviour, which are the guidance in the Western society - in case there is any 
inconsistency between Muslim and Western rules of behaviour, the latter always prevail. 
From this approach, once we find the proper way of passing on the Western culture to 
‘newcomers’, the problem seems to be  solved. 

It must be noticed, however, that the problem is probably deeper and more difficult to 
solve. Perhaps there is no longer a “dominant culture” based on solely Western values in 
Europe. If so, we cannot simply equip the ‘newcomers’ with a set of stable and uncontested 
social values we are absolutely sure we hold so dear (consider as an example the discussion 
regarding the Introduction to the EU Constitutional Treaty, the problem in question concerned 
what we as Europeans consider to be contemporary common European values). National 
identity is today frequently dismissed (in a constructivist fashion as an “imagined 
community”), being perceived as the origin of many troubles in the past (besides, what does it 
mean exactly to be a Swede, a German, a British or a Pole today?) and the European identity 
evidently has not yet emerged (what does it precisely mean to be a European? Are the 
Russian and Turkish people Europeans? If yes/not – why?). If we are not sure about “our” 
communal values, how can we present them to the “newcomers”, allegedly possessing 
radically different cultural and religious backgrounds? It seems that today we are in need to 
consider all these challenges thoroughly. 

Today, more and more, especially young Muslim immigrants in Europe, succumb to the 
call of the radical Islam and its overall communal appeal, which I believe is a sad 
development. This development can probably be explained by the fact that the radical Islam 
gives them much firmer social identity, cultural support and a reference point they so 
desperately seem to seek in post-modern European societies. It also gives them the sense of 
belonging, which they hold so dear. Immigrants coming to Europe land in an environment 
that is vastly different to the one they are used to. Many come equipped with distinct customs 
and traditions to those that are prevailing in Europe. As The Australian (2006) interestingly 
observes: 

 
 ‘If it’s true that the past is another country, then what confronts the West 
today is not so much a clash of civilizations as a clash of centuries. The jets 
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that have enabled mass immigration from Muslim countries to the West are, 
in effect, time machines that have brought millions of people from a pre – 
Enlightenment world (where men are the unquestioned bosses, and stoning 
and forced amputation are punishments rather than crimes) to secular, liberal 
democracies.’ (The Australian 2006)  

 
It is understandable that many Muslims prefer their preferences to be accustomed to the new  
environment rather than adapting them to the new environment (here we have emerging 
postulates presented by some Muslim representatives, either to introduce sharia to 
constitutional law or exempt Muslim societies from the jurisdiction of this law and make them 
solely a subject to God’s law, while still living in Europe). Second, and to some extent even 
third generation immigrants, born in Europe, are often torn between the culture of their 
ancestors and the culture of their hosts. It is difficult to accept both, as the guiding rules and 
principles are frequently not compatible, so they are forced to choose. While living in Europe, 
immigrants are able to watch their ‘native’ satellite TV channels, attend mosques frequented 
by their ‘native’ preachers and eventually enter their virtual ‘umma; based on the Internet. 
This may affect their identity; they may perceive that they are neither Algerian nor French, 
neither Pakistani nor British, neither Turkish nor German, yet considering themselves as  
being Muslims. This row may make them susceptible to the propaganda of the radical Islam 
and it’s vicious objectives. (a must-read here is Rosenthal 2006, based on an excellent work 
by Khosrokhavar 2006) 

If we assume that radical Islam gives certain Muslim immigrants a set of  (often pre-
modern), rules of behaviour (the sense of what is right and what is wrong, ways of coping 
with growing social tensions), growing popularity and influence of it reveals a deeper and 
even more serious crisis haunting contemporary West; the question of cultural identity, social 
belonging and communal values. Western societies are increasingly individualistic and their 
social values are considered to be relative; in effect leaving many human beings unanchored, 
estranged with their problems resulting in feeling of being insecure. For unprepared Muslim 
immigrants, this growing alienation and estrangement may be particularly hard to bear. They 
may seek the community that furnishes them with a stable set of identity and membership; 
and they may meet radical Islamists who are active in their neighbourhoods, mosques, prisons 
and universities. So if we want to go to the roots of the problem of Islamic extremism in 
Europe, which leads to the acts of violence and terrorism, I suggest we seriously need to 
address the process of identity-formation in contemporary European societies. The problem 
apparently does not lie solely in immigrants’ economic alienation – people decide to join the 
Jihadi groups and who commit acts of terrorism belong to very different social strata; some of 
them are poor, but some are also rich with encouraging future. The key to solve this problem 
only by providing economic assistance to those affected would probably not work, as the 
problem itself lies more in cultural alienation and exclusion; being even more difficult to 
solve. Successful integration of Muslim immigrants and their descendants to European 
societies is slowly becoming an important topic on the European political agenda, and I would 
argue that it should be addressed not only at the national but also at the EU level. It becomes 

 14



more and more important that European institutions eventually find proper solutions to this 
‘kulturkampf’ currently taking place in Western Europe. If we do not work out reasonable 
ways of engaging young Muslim immigrants and offer them an attractive alternative to a 
deadly offer of the Jihadists, we should expect even more social anxiety and outbursts of 
violence, disguised in many different forms, what will cause further alienation, social 
divisions and unrest.  
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