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History of the Agencies: 

Dissatisfaction with post-colonial British influence in Egypt was the impetus for the formation of many Islamic nationalist groups.  The Muslim Brotherhood was one of the groups which emerged after Egypt gained it’s independence;  it was founded by Sheik Hassan al-Banna as a social and political movement in 1928.  The group worked to spread the fundamental tenants of Islam by helping Muslims throughout the nation establish schools and earn livings under a government that ignored their concerns.  The Muslim Brotherhood gained a popular following throughout Egypt after their courageous efforts in the 1948 war in Palestine.  Following this surge of empowerment, the Egyptian government began to fear the Brotherhood.  In the following decades, various Egyptian leaders alternately dissolved and recognized the Muslim Brotherhood.  Violence was frequently used by both the government and the Brotherhood throughout these conflicts.  This legacy of violence contributed to the development of the radical sects who broke with the Brotherhood’s ideology, including the Gama’a al-islaymiya.  By the time Sadat took control of Egypt, the Gama’a al-islaymiya was established, having broken away, ideologically, from the Brotherhood and their “archaic” ideas.  Both groups exist today, although the Muslim Brotherhood enjoys more of a popular following than the Gama’a al-islaymiya. 

Ideology and Goals of the Organizations:

Both the Muslim Brotherhood and Gama’a al-islamiya desire to see Khilafa, the establishment of Sharia law everywhere.  Both groups adhere strictly to the teachings of the Sharia.  Despite their ideological similarities, their respective means and methods are very different.

The Muslim Brotherhood

The Muslim Brotherhood is very clear in its ideas and direction.  The Muslim Brotherhood “advocates the taking of power by peaceful political means.”  They do not seek to be violent, but have in the past used violence to aid their cause.  They work through both political and social means in hopes of eventually reaching Khilafa.  

Gama’a al-islamiya

The Gama’a al-islamiya is ruled by a more violent creed.  The Gama’a al-islamiya is a more militant sect that seeks to use jihad to transform Egypt into an Islamic state.  They do not see jihad as a response to infidel aggression, rather they see violent jihad as the appropriate religious duty of every Muslim man.  They through violence aspire to achieve Khilafa.

Activities of the Groups

The Muslim Brotherhood relies on social and political activism, within Egypt, to achieve its goals.  The group functions as a political pressure group, much like an American PAC.  The Brotherhood openly works to establish social welfare institutions in contemporary Egypt and is also extremely active in union politics.  The group has been relegated to a position as a marginal social welfare organization under the contemporary Egyptian leadership.  Historically, the Brotherhood has used occasional violence to achieve their domestic goals.  However, the Muslim Brotherhood has not openly employed violence in any international scenario for the purposes of terrorism.  

The Gama’a al-islamiya, on the other hand, believes that violence is the means through which they must achieve their ends.  The group has been involved in numerous domestic terrorist assaults on a variety of people.  The Gama’a al-islamiya has repeatedly attacked government ministers including judges, magistrates and even Egypt’s President.  The group has also assaulted foreign tourists, bankers, actors and musicians within the borders of Egypt.  The Gama’a al-islamiya is a militant group and they use violence to convey their social and political Islamic fundamentalism.

Strategies for Eradicating Egyptian Terrorism

The Egyptian government has dealt with its domestic terrorism to varying degrees over the years.  Generally, the treatment the Egyptian government has given a specific terrorist group has been comparable to that group’s own methods.   Most recently they have enacted legislation to try to reduce the Muslim Brotherhood’s ability to operate in civil unions.  In dealing with the more militant Gama’a, however, they have employed more violent means.  This has included torture and precautionary arrests, which are arrests made without evidence in many cases.  In combating the radical terrorism, Egypt has been successful using these violent means.  

Although Egypt’s strategy with respect to the Gama’a al-islamiya has thus far been successful, the Gama is not as technologically and intellectually sophisticated as many of the groups that threaten the Western world.   The Egyptian government is not held to the same moral standards as America would be in its treatment of Egyptian terrorists, so, in many ways, the Egyptian’s method for dealing with militant Islamic groups can not be a model for American action.    
Suggested Strategies for Combating Terrorism

Lauren Jones and Meg Andrew

The United States must present a strong and unified stance against terrorism in the Middle East, while respecting its economic dependency on the region’s resources.  Currently the United States is pursuing a policy in the Middle East which aims to support the status quo with respect to the regimes that are in power.  The best way for the United States to combat terrorism in an area where political turmoil exists is to support those political groups who are currently in power and are waging successful campaigns against terrorism.  This policy is derived from America’s desire to maintain stability in the region and ultimately uphold global trade flow, while indirectly quelling terrorism.

While America claims to be avidly anti-terrorist, the policy initiatives the nation has pursued in the Middle East are based on economic interests and not eradicating terrorism. Instead of blindly supporting regimes dubbed stable for the sake of the status quo, America should fight terrorism by supporting groups that have successfully dealt with terrorists – even if doing so is not economically advantageous.  For instance, the United States has thrown their support behind both the Egyptian and Turkish governments.  In the case of Egypt this has been a sound economic policy as well as a successful means for handling terrorists.  The Egyptian government has controlled terrorist activity within its borders, and America, along with the rest of the Western world, has traded with Egypt in cotton and has supported the nation’s tourism industry.  By helping to provide economic constancy for Egypt, the United States has helped maintain the stability of a government that has avidly (since the 1980’s) fought groups such as the violent Gama’a al-islamiya.  In contrast, America’s support of the Turkish government has indirectly fostered continual terrorist activity within Turkey.  America’s economic interest in Turkey, based on the region’s abundance of oil resources, has led the United States to back the ruling regime, despite the terrorism that is a result of the Turkish government’s domestic policies.    Turkey’s insistence on oppressing the Kurds and denying them their own state has led to the formation and radical activities of the PKK, the Kurdish Labor Party.  In choosing to support the Turkish government, the United States has chosen to perpetuate terrorism.


If the United States is serious about its stance against terrorism, more prudence should be exercised in determining which Middle Eastern governments to support, financially and militarily.  In waging a war against terrorism, the United States will have to use pre-existing institutions and organizations, which are already suppressing terrorism.  For instance, the United States can offer backing to certain authorities, including the Egyptian government and the Palestinian leadership, who have already taken steps toward ending terrorism.  Another way to undermine these terrorist groups is to decrease their popular support.  Ideally, this could be accomplished by working to end the poverty that drives many Muslims to rely on these groups for political articulation.  The United States is currently planning to use special military forces in covert operations, coupled with diplomatic and financial threats to foreign nations, to eradicate the al Qaeda;  this should be an effective strategy to employ in response to the September 11th attacks, however it may just be a temporary solution to a persistent problem.  In order to effectively end terrorism, the United States must reevaluate its international policy priorities and become willing to place the issue of terrorism high on the list of international policy concerns.  If terrorism is ever to be defeated, the United States must permanently adopt a pro-active anti-terrorist foreign policy that includes backing certain groups, despite potential economic repercussions. 

Solution in fighting Al-Qaida and Hamas


The terrorists groups Hamas and al-Qaida have their foundations in Islam.  Both of these organizations have interpreted the teachings of Islam in a violent manner.  Al-Qaida calls for the founding of a “pan-Islamic Caliphate to overthrow and expel Westerners”.  Hamas views any attempts at peace as turning over control to “non-believers”, and they refuse to take part in any efforts for peace.  The United States’ previous inaction on embassy bombings and terrorists’ threats have never prevented further violent action by either one of these groups.


The United States must realize the enemy this country is now facing.  The philosophy in the Middle East is one of retaliation and the appearance of strength.  The members of both al-Qaida and Hamas are willing to die for their cause.  Suicidal attacks are common, and they will not back down or look weak.


America’s course of action has always been to attempt diplomacy and peace talks.  Any loss of American lives proves to be unacceptable to this country.  Pulling out of a country where fellow countrymen are put at risk seems completely logical to Americans, but this action appears weak and cowardly to these terrorist organizations.


The worst possible course of action that the United States could take would be to pull out of the Middle East.  Because of the militant philosophy of both of these religious groups, inaction will not bring peace.  Although pulling out would make sense from the American point of view, it would be seen as weakness from the point of view of al-Qaida and Hamas.  These groups would take this as a victory and simply continue by retaliating with more aggressive attacks.  A strong showing is the only language these terrorists will understand.  


When the United States takes into account with whom it is dealing, the fact remains that no alternative to aggressions exists.  The loss of lives for the present would be nothing compared to the magnitude of future attacks if these two terrorists groups are handed a victory.  The United States must stand strong, keep face, and assert its power over these cowardly organizations.

	my comments

A. First Section

1. it is Al Gamma'a (not just Gamma'a - the Al means 'the', so you shold not write "the Al-Gamma'a).

2. 'History of the Agencies' - neither of these groupings can be defined as an 'agency' - one is a movement, the other a group (an agency is an organization that acts for something else). In the three subject headings you jump from 'agency' to 'organization' to 'group' - these are not the same thing.

3. It is quite correct to talk - in the first few lines - of the dissatisfaction with post-colonialism, and to emphasise the nationalist dimension of the Brotherhood - but you should be aware of how this relates to the decisions of the Brotherhood with regard to violence. The Brotherhood advocated violence against the British (occupying forces), but decided not to employ it against any form of Egyptian government (related also to a pragmatic realization that the employment of violence against an Egyptian regime would lead to very harsh clampdowns).

4. Hassan al-Banna - you refer to him as a Sheik - are you quite sure that he is a Sheik? (I need to check that up).

5. The description of the social purpose of the Brotherhood is very good (nb. it is not 'tenants' but 'tenets').

6. The connection you make between the 1948 war and the rise in popular following of the Brotherhood is questionable on two fronts: (i) that the Brotherhood made a 'courageous' effort in that struggle is a subjective statement and needs to be backed up - some historians would not aggree. Further, even if it is accepted, it is not clear that this was the cause of the surge of support for the Brotherhood - historians cite other factors, such as the defeat of the Arabs at the hands of the Israelis leading to a popular dissatisfaction with the government. (This connection is probably the most problematic statement in the report).

7. You talk of the Eygptian govenments 'dissolving' and 'recognizing' the Brotherhood - you need to be more precise in use of words - the government made the Brotherhood legal or illegal, etc.

8. You have grasped very well the "shared legacy" of the Brotherhood and Al-Gamma'a, while stressing that their is a split between them. You have further grasped (but perhaps could have made more explicit) that the split is both ideological and functional. You should explain (it is correct) why the Al-Gamma'a regards the Brotherhood as 'archaic'. 

9. You say that the Brotherhood enjoys "more of a popular following" than Al-Gamma'a. You need to stress more that the Brotherhood enjoys a massive popular following, while Al-Gamma'a enjoys almost no popular support.

10. You talk of the "establishment of Sharia law" - Sharia is law - what you should say is the establishment of Sharia rule.


B. Second Paragraph
This is very good - but again, while noting that the Brotherhood does not use violence but has in the past (which is correct and well noted), you should seek to explain why this move has occured (given we are concerned with how to take violence out of the region this kind of question is crucial).

The differentiation in this second paragrpah between different understandings of jihad is excellent. 


C. Third paragraph
"The group has been relegated to a position as a marginal social welfare organization under the contemporary Egyptian leadership." - this is plain wrong. The Brotherhood cannot in any sense be described as 'marginal' in Egyptian society - the recent 2000 elections indicated that candidates backed by the Brotherhood would make substantial gains - until the authorities stepped in. Now this is only in the political sphere in which the Brotherhood are very constrained. In terms of the social sphere - education and health - the Brotherhood do everything that the Egyptian state does not do. This of course contributes to the massive popular support the Brotherhood enjoys.

While you have shown how attitudes to violence have changed with the Brotherhood, the corresponding history for the Gamma'a is lacking (probably my fault in that the urls I provided were not sufficient - but try to find out about the truce declared by the Gamma'a in 1996 - and ask why it occurred).


D. Last Paragraph
"Generally, the treatment the Egyptian government has given a specific terrorist group has been comparable to that group's own efforts." - this is very problematic. The Brotherhood has been repressed by political means, but also by very violent means too.

You mention the Egyptian government using torture, arbitary arrests, etc. but I do not think you grasp the full nature of this kind of oppression. We have cases of Egyptian police going into very poor areas of Cairo and simply opening fire. 

You say that the Gamma'a is not as "intellectually sophisticated" - you should be more clear about what this might mean.

You write that the "Egyptian government is not held to the same moral standards as America would be..." - hmmmmm, be careful with such phrases...... but in general, while America cannot use (unless by proxy) such methods, what can be learnt is how to undermine popular support.

Bear in mind that because the Egyptian population sees that the US backs their own regime, these people will tend to hold the US responsible in some way for the abuses of the Egyptian police and army. In combination with the rhetoric of freedom and democracy which is heard from the US, this is perceived as a basic hypocrisy - and explains much of the popular enthusiasm on the streets of Cairo following news of the WTC attacks.



In general - you do not differentiate between the success of the Egyptian government with regard to the Gamma'a, and the lack of success with regard to the Brotherhood. Surely this relates to the fact that the latter are a social movement? This is the key question here when it comes to defining strategies that might work against terrorism.

Finally - you cannot write "the Egyptian's method" - either Egypt's method or the Egyptian method.
 

	


First paragraph

The historical connection with the election victory of the FIS is very good - but you could have brought out more the difference between the GIA and the FIS. (This difference is less one of aims than of tactics).
The rest of this paragraph is excellent.

Second, Third and Fourth Paragraphs
- all excellent (especially the fourth!)
but three general points 
- you do not talk about popular support, or the lack thereof - how are the Algerians reacting to all this?
- it might have been useful to talk about the (very complicated) relationship between the GIA and the Berber nationalist movement.
- you do not talk systematically about the official Algerian way of dealing with the GIA. (explaining the extreme measures of the army would explain why the GIA has any popular support).

Final paragraph
you talk of "finding a balance between the GIA and other similar regimes" - the GIA is not a regime.
it is not the US has previously had an 'ambiguous stand' on the GIA - its just that whilst the stand was clear they never did anything about it.
You talk of a possible 'goal' (you mean 'policy') would be to fund such groups (you should say which groups) that oppose the GIA by assasination and the like - but this is just the policy that has been tried for some while, and does not seem to be working.
It should perhaps also be emphasised that the very close connection between the GIA and bin Laden is troubling for the US (despite the at present internal focus of GIA fighting).

In general - superb. Further, the sources that you have used are all excellent - a note to others, please list your sources in a similar way.





The way you have made clear both the connection between Hamas and the Muslim Brotherhood, and the fact that Hamas is a national Palestinian movement is very well done.


First paragraph
the sentence "The Muslim Brotherhood did not sanction the violent nationalist tendencies of certain countries but relied rather on social mechanisms of change." - what does this mean??? there is no contradiction between the two clauses. do you mean countries or do you mean of certain groups?
What is missing here in the short description of Hamas is a discussion of the goals of Hamas - you say they offer an alternative to the PLO, but do not bring out that the reason this is an alternative is that this alternative would be a Muslim state - in other words, you have to weave together the nationalist and religous asperations of Hamas.
Again, like with the Brotherhood in Egypt, it is essential to discuss the social activities of Hamas. Between 1978 - 1988 all Hamas activities involved social provision - and even today probably around 80% of their activity is social - this is crucial for an understanding of popular support for the group.
You identify that Hamas moved from purely social to social and violent activity - but do not explain why this move was made (the reasons lie in the first Intifada). In terms of jutification for violence you should look carefully at the report on the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt - who justified violence against the (British) occupying forces, i.e. Hamas use of violence is not seen by them as constituting a break with the Brotherhood.
(Another point - you should note that the Israelis initially supported Hamas - because they saw it as useful for undermining the PA - a bit like the US supporting Iraq against Iran; this explains partly how the Hamas networks were able to flourish in their early days).

Next Paragraph (leadership)
Whilst Yassin is the spiritual leader of Hamas, it is not correct to say - as you do - that he has been at the head of every operation (if only for internal security reasons, it is doubtful he knows details of all violent attacks). You note that he was arrested in 1989 - but omit to mention that he was later released (i think in 1997). You say since he was removed the leadership of Hamas has faltered - this is plain wrong - during the years of Yassin's imprisonment Hamas saw its most succesful bombing campaigns.
A general point: it might have been useful to discuss the difference between the leadership on the inside - Gaza and West Bank, and the leadership on the outside - Jordan, Syria, America, England etc. Given we are concerned with global terror it is important to bring out the global reach of Hamas. This is important because of the great differences in opinion between the two over issues like violence.

In general you do not discuss how the Israelis have dealt with Hamas. For those that come after you and do discuss this (for the next assignment) try to find out how the Israelis managed to get the Jordanians to close down the offices of Hamas in Amman (and are now seeking the same in Damascus).

Next paragraph (structure)
Nicely done. But, "The most violent attacks carried out by the Hamas since 1982 have been done by the specialised Izz al-din al Qassam Squads [this should be "Brigades"] that recruit many criminals from the Gaza Strip area" - do not know where you got this bit about criminals, sounds like silly Israeli propoganda - anyway, it is not true! Hamas is very very concerned with Palestinian purity; when Israel and the PA have been lacklustre, for example, Hamas has consistently tracked down theives and rapists.
Your statement that Hamas draws a distinction between its military and social activities in order to attract more recruits is very wrong - far from it; its military acts give the group enormous credibility and draw in many new recruits. Also wrong is the idea of keeping off unwanted attention - Hamas will never be ignored by any Israeli. The division is more of a security one - think of the Sinn Fein and the IRA in England.
Your discussion of the global reach of Hamas finances is very good, especially picking up on the role of Iran. You say the financial trail is "almost impossible to trace" - this is not quite true. The Israelis know fairly well how these trails work - the problem is more that when a trail leads to, say, a UK bank, the UK authorities have until now been very reluctant to act.

Next paragraph
You talk of evidence that "their involvement is even deeper than they will acknowledge" (my quote is not exact). Not quite sure what you mean here - on the whole Hamas has never been shy of saying exactly what it has done.

Last Paragraph
Very good.
- but what is perhaps missing is an explicit statement that Hamas see the peace process as bad because (as well as the reasons that you give) Hamas will not recognize the state of Israel at all (unlike the PA).

	You begin with the statement that "Terrorism has increased over the last five years" - where does this 5 years come from? Indeed, you talk below of the earlier WTC attack of 1993...

The FBI definition of terrorism is a good start - but you do not elaborate upon this and show how Al-Qaeda meets these criteria. 

You write that the organization consists of different cells (which is an important point to make. You then write that "these units are typically sponsored by a wealthy individual" - so far as we know they are all sponsored by a single wealthy individual (bin Laden).

ummm... in the first paragraph you begin a sentence "Therefore" - i am unable to see what this word is doing - you have just talked about the group's ambitions to establish Sharia rule - there is no obvious connection to the next bit which talks of the attempt to drive US troops out of the Gulf.

In the first paragraph you talk of attacks against the US "and their allies worldwide" - what attacks have there been on anyone but the US?

The list of attacks attributed to bin Laden: all the attacks you mention have been attributed to him, but without concrete proof, and given that bin Laden denies several of them, you have to be careful here. It would have been a good idea to connect this to the earlier discussion of the cellular structure of the organization - which allows a high level of autonomy within the organization and quite likely means that bin Laden did not himself plan all these attacks (although other authorities claim that the go-ahead for each attack comes from high up so it is not at all clear what the actual facts are here).

Again on the list of attacks attribuited to Al-Qaeda - I do not know of all of these but I am sure that the attempted assasination of the Jordanian Crown Prince was the work of Islamic Jihad - who have links to but are not the same as Al-Qaeda (I would guess that the same would apply to the attempt on the life of Bhutto, the Pakistani Prime Minister). This is not just me nit-picking: it is very important when it comes to actually dealing with the problem of terrorism to be able to discern the nature of an organization and also its connections to other organizations.

Third Paragraph
You write that as society becomes more diverse terrorism will escalate and become more diverse. Well... this might be the case in fact, but the causality is problematic. There is no necessary connection here - maybe what you meant to say was that society as it becomes more diverse becomes more vulnerable to attack? But in general it would have been good here to spend more time examining the causes of terrorism from the point of view of the perpetrators of terror, rather than the victims - why is it that bin Laden has decided to take his attacks to the West, how does he justify the slaughter of civilians (which goes against, or so it would seem) Islamic law? 

	


Liana Wyler

Christie Regula

The GIA: An Overview

The GIA is a group of radical Islamic fundamentalists, who began their violence in early 1992, after the Algiers voided the victory of the Islamic Salvation Front, in the first round of legislative elections in December 1991. Their aim is to overthrow the secular regime and replace it with an Islamic state. In order to accomplish this goal, the GIA has been attempting to oust current president Bouteflika and Algeria’s most recent rising leader, Liamin Zeroual. The GIA believes that their leaders should be reasonably young and educated in Koranic schools, rather than embracing the secular military thought. Furthermore, they want to exterminate all Christians, Jews, and infidels from Algeria. The GIA is purist in its advocacy of unbridled violence and rejects any suggestion of dialogue with the government. Some analysts have even compared the GIA’s activities to an Islamic version of Frantz Fanonin’s teachings on the cleansing, purifying properties of violence. A GIA member has said, “We are that band, with God’s permission, who kill and slaughter and we will remain so until the world of religion has prevailed and the word of God is raised high. Let everyone know that what we do in killing and slaughter and burning and pillaging is close to God.” The GIA declared itself an alternative government in August 1994.

The Composition of the GIA 

The structure and leadership of organization within the GIA cannot be precisely determined. However, speculation suggests that the majority of its members are composed of young men from poor quarters in northern Algeria. Its core members have received military training in guerilla tactics from Afghan freedom fighters. Considering that the GIA has lost over 12 leaders in the past five years, its constituents are volatile and its strength unknown, but estimated between several hundred to several thousand members.

Targets of the GIA

Between 80,000 and 120,000 people have fallen victim to the GIA since it began. Most of the killings take place in the ‘Algiers,’ now called ‘the triangle of death,’ often using weapons ranging from car bombs and hand grenades, to rusty knives and axes. The GIA has participated in the systematic killing of foreign nationals, government officials, teachers, journalists, intellectuals, scientists, athletes, and other representatives of Western culture. They are  infamous for civilian massacres, assassinations, and kidnappings, and notorious for slitting of the throats of immodest women. Mahfoud Assouli said of the GIA, “Our fighters kill only those who deserve to die… We do nothing more than fulfill the will of God and his prophet.”

Supporters of the GIA 

External aid to the GIA is provided by Algerian expatriots and GSPS (the Salafi Group for Call and Combat). Many of the expatriots reside in Europe, as well as in Iran and Sudan, and are financially and strategically supportive of the GIA. The majority of the GIA’s arsenal is rumored to be supplied by the Italian mafia in Sicily and Naples. Osama bin Laden is a key financer of the GIA guerilla training camps. 

US Interest in Algeria

The United States is committed to a 1.5 billion dollar contract in order to develop Algerian oil fields. Currently, Algeria exports 1.5 million barrels of oil a day, and over 20 billion cubic meters of natural gas per year. Both potentials however, have largely been unexplored. Furthermore, the stakes are high for the US and nations in the surrounding region of Algeria, because a radical Islamic takeover would undermine stability in the western Mediterranean area.

The Present State of the GIA

Terrorist groups in Algeria have been on the decline since 1999, when Bouteflika announced a partial amnesty period for any extremist group not involved in murder, rape, or planting bombs. Only two terrorists groups have not taken advantage of this opportunity, one of which being the GIA. Riddled with personal animosity between leaders of the GIA and regions within Algeria, factions have decentralized and fragmented the GIA as a whole. This is both a weakness and strength for the GIA.  It is a weakness because they lack formal structure and cannot agree on short term, common goals, and strength because it complicates the authorities’ efforts to defeat them. 

US Policy in Regards to Algeria and the GIA

Algeria has been a difficult problem for the United States to deal with. There is political and ideological unrest within Algeria as a whole, and the clash between the various Islamist groups has led to widespread instability. Random acts of violence and massive amounts of civilian murders have been committed by radical groups such as the GIA. In the past, the United States had not intended to interfere to a large extent with the feuds in Algeria, but in light of the recent terrorist activities by similar fundamentalist groups against America, the GIA may decide to escalate its fervent opposition to western, secular government. Finding a balance between destroying the GIA and other similar regimes in Algeria, and leaving them alone, is difficult for the US to accomplish. While, the United States is basically obligated to no longer have an ambiguous stand on the GIA, because of President Bush’s declaration of war against terrorism (according to the State Department, the GIA is considered a terrorist group), it is also important for the United States to maintain stability in the region and promote its economic interests in the Algerian petrochemical industry. A possible short-term goal is to financially support anti-Fundamentalist forces in Algeria, so that they can then target and assassinate the remaining leaders of the GIA. Long-term goals are difficult to determine at this time. It is important to note, that the GIA is not necessarily an immediate threat to the United States, because the GIA is focused only on internal dissent within Algeria. Since the GIA poses no immediate threat to the United States, it is acceptable to formulate a long-term policy towards the GIA and Algeria at a later date.

Anna Coghill and Sarah Smiddy

 

Palestinian Islamic Jihad: 

 
The Palestinian Islamic Jihad is an offshoot of the Muslim Brotherhood and views Israel as their primary enemy. The PIJ has several factions, but the most prominent is the Fathi Shqaqi faction. The group struggles for the liberation of Palestine through the use of guerilla warfare and terrorist attacks directed towards Israel, seeing the deliverance of Palestine as a symbol of jihad for the whole world.  


Founded by Fathi Shqaqi, ‘Abd al-’Aziz ‘Odah, and Bashir Musa- three Palestinian students in Egypt, the organization hopes that the liberation of Palestine by the Islamic movements will unite the Arab and Islamic world, therefore leading to the Jihad which will create one great Islamic state. The group carried out several terrorists’ attacks in the 1980’s which led to the exile of Shqaqi and Odah to Lebanon. Shqaqi organized another group but was assassinated in October of 1995 and succeeded by Dr. Ramadan Shalah, who is still the head of the faction.


Until 1994, the various Islamic Jihad groups did not have links with the Hamas and were even seen as rivals; however, after the Hamas began to use the method of suicide bombings, the two groups began to work together to some degree.  

Irene Blat & Amy Soni

Writing 20 – Dr. Cook

24 September 2001

Al-Qaeda terrorist group

Al Qaeda

Background: 

Terrorism has increased over the past five years, becoming a greater concern to the United States.  The FBI defines international terrorism as violent, life-endangering acts that violate criminal laws when committed within the United States or a state’s jurisdiction and are intended to intimidate or compel civilian population or affect the conduct of a government.  The Al-Qaeda is classified as a group of loosely affiliated extremists that are provoked by political or religious beliefs.  The Al-Qaeda is a well organized, well financed criminal network made up of structured, hierarchical cells all over the world; these units are typically sponsored by a wealthy individual.  The most significant characteristic about this entity is their dedication to the international jihad movement, including a radicalized ideology and plan for promoting the use of violence against the enemies of Islam to overthrow governments not ruled by Sharia, or conservative Islamic law.  Therefore, because of the US presence on holy land, the goal of  the Al Qaeda is to remove US military troops from the Persian Gulf area, specifically Saudi Arabia,. To achieve this, they plan large-scale, highly visible attacks against the interests and citizens of the U.S. and their allies worldwide. 

Terrorist attacks:

Since their leader, Osama bin Laden, declared a fatwah, or holy war, on the United Sates on August 23, 1996, they have been responsible for several horrific terrorist attacks.  Many of these fatwahs promoted attacks on American troops stationed in Saudi Arabia and Somalia.  Another incident occurring on home soil was the bombing of the World Trade Center in 1993.  In 1998, the Al-Qaeda was charged with the two embassy bombings in Kenya and Tanzania.  Most recently, this group, supported by bin Laden, is suspected to be responsible for the hijacking of four commercial flights and flying them into the World Trade Center Towers, the Pentagon, and Pennsylvania woods.   Although these were successful attacks, bin Laden and Al-Qaeda are also believed to have participated in other unsuccessful occurrences such as the attempted assassinations of Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak, President Clinton, Pope John Paul, Jordanian Crown Prince, now King, Abdullah, and Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto.  

Proposal to diminish terrorist attacks:

The United States government is on alert, for as society becomes more technologically advanced, terrorism will escalate and become more diverse.  The Al Qaeda’s fight is political and religious: the worst kind.  It is nearly impossible to reduce their adamant passion and beliefs.  Moreover, since bin Laden’s organization is global, a worldwide effort must be made to prevent future attacks and paralyze them.  A primary component of this effort is to require banks worldwide to keep more precise records of transactions and monitor customers making large withdrawals or deposits.  In doing this, counter-terrorism organizations will be able to find the origin of the financial resources used and apprehend the financiers, eliminating the individual cells.   Nonetheless, to spare the lives of citizens around the world, the US and its allies must begin removing troops from the Middle East to directly reduce the animosity of this group.  After all, it is their land and their religion; the world must respect these people and their culture.

you begin: "The PKK is led by Abdullah Ocalan...", which is correct, but...
Ocalan was arrested in 1999, put on trial in Turkey and sentenced - he is now in prison. In other words, since 1999 the PKK has not been led by Ocalan. (see http://www.turkishforum.com/)

2nd sentence: "Their ten year old goal..." The PKK was established in 1978, escalated attacks around 1984 - where does this 'ten year' period come from?

It is important to note that the PKK has Marxist-Maoist routes - its goal is not simply to establish a nationalist homeland, but for a long time this particular goal was seen as but a stage in the wider global struggle against capitalism. This leftist legacy and ideology has diminished over the years, and recently the PKK has even adopted some Islamic charactersitics - all this should have been mentioned (although the links that I gave were scanty, the above information comes from the ICT site).

When talking about the Kurdish people it is essential to talk also of the Kurdish presence in Iran and Iraq, and also the autonomous Kurdish state in Northern Iraq set up in the wake of the Gulf War.

In general this report does not address at all the global reach of the PKK - using parts of Lebanon and Syria as bases and places to launch attacks, also used Greece and Iraq. Note that when caught Ocalan had on him a Greek passport. The turning point in the fight against the PKK came in 1988 after bin Laden's bombing of the embassies in East Africa - after that the US supported to a much greater extent the fight of the Turks against the PKK (eg pressure by the Turks on Syria to surrender Ocalan).

In other words, the PKK is a prime example of a terrorist group with global reach that has been decimated by international co-operation.

You write that "the Kurds have been unable to establish influential political roles" - this is not so, for example look at Turgut Ozal (who was the Turkish leader a while back) and is a Kurd. What the PKK has been struggling for is a recognition of their ethnic identity as different from the Turk, and an autonomous state.

It would be good to explore why the Turks are so opposed to Kurdish seperatism. Turkey is a unitary state, like Pakistan. In other words a country composed of many many different minorities. The Turks refuse to recognise any single ethnic group out of a fear that this would begin a process (eg ex-Yugoslavia) leading to the disintegration of the Turkish state.


Paragraph Two: Terrorist actions taken by the PKK
You should define what you mean by persecturion of the Kurdish people. The word 'retaliation' in this first sentence is odd - its more of a reaction. 
You talk of the deaths of innocent civilians in Turkey - it is important to note that this means people of either Turkish or Kurdish descent - in other words a lot of Kurds have been killed by the PKK.

What does "the Pkk has expressed their apathetic views" mean?

The last part of this paragraph needs to be much more clear and explicit - how does creating mayhem but maintaining composure lead to success? what does it actually mean???

What is missing in this paragraph it seems to me is the whole issue of popular support for the PKK.


Last paragraph
Why are the PKK actions 'irrational'??
Are the demands really reasonable in light of the experience of the Balkans (for example).
The US already supports Turkey, and also provides it with financial aid. Basically, you pose the question 'What can be done to stop the PKK?' and continue with an argument that we should give in to their demands. In the long-run there might be something to be said for this, but it is not the question that you ask, and it is not the campaign that Bush and the US have embarked upon.

