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COUNTER-TERRORISM — SPEAKING NOTES

|. GENERAL COMMENTS

a) Difficulties of Definition: we can probably all agree @mat ‘terrorism’ is — the repeated
(and systematic) use of acts designed to frighteihharm ‘the enemy’ (however that group
might be defined) in order to achieve a particelad. Such tactics are neither new, nor
confined to any one society. They often involve tise of physical violence, but can also take
other forms — for example, psychological pressfimancial damage or today, cyber-attacks.
There is no legal definition of terrorism, but mpsbple’s gut reaction would be that such acts
are abhorrent and the perpetrators must be punighedhis raises the questiowho is a
‘terrorist? Not infrequently, one person’s ‘terrorist’ is ahet person’s hero, fighting for
some noble cause — to overthrow an unjust regioiéyeérate a subject people, to secure basic
civil rights —i.e. they turn to terror tactics laese all other routes are closed (cf Chechnya,
Gaza). This ambiguity as to whether or not thejantifies the means — whether the context
and motive transforms a criminal act into an act@t bravery — makes it difficult, if not
impossible, to forge a coordinated internationapomse.

b) ‘Counter-terrorism’ (likewise the closely related conceptsaati-terrorism andcounter-
insurgency) may seem easier to tie down. Yet this, too,s8ppery term. It does not denote a
theory, still less an academic discipline. Ratitas, a collective label for a body of pragmatic
responses to the ‘real and present dangers’ aldiieThese responses are inextricably linked
to particular circumstances — places, times anttigadiclimate — and can rarely be replicated
elsewhere. Thus, the extreme and almost casuallityuhat was used by European colonial
powers against rebellious ‘natives’ was excusethergrounds that they were not ‘like us’. As
Winston Churchill put it: ‘I do not understand tisigueamishness ... | am strongly in favour of
using poisoned gas against uncivilised tribes’ @#pental Minute, War Office, 12 May
1919). By the mid-20 century attitudes had changed — but not very mddte methods used
by Britain and other European governments to sigspitee ‘terrorists’ fighting for freedom in
Asia and Africa seem shocking in today’s socialyaand political climate, with international
norms and conventions on human rights, on minoigyts and so on. Yet the ‘terrorist threat’
has not gone away. It has merely assumed new famrpsirsuit of new goals — and given rise
to new ambiguities. In tandem, counter-terrorisraagquiring a new methodology.

c) Current Tactics: counter-terrorism tactics today include preventiveasures such as
intelligence gathering, surveillance, public awassncampaigns and education and/or
indoctrination of suspected ‘vulnerable groupshefie are also punitive measures that can be
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applied, some of which can be used pre-emptivelgel on risk assessment. These range from
arrest and imprisonment, with or without due lggaicess, through to the use of torture,
extraordinary rendition, extrajudicial assassinajaise of drones and armed incursions into
foreign states.

d) ‘Western Exceptionalism’: Some of these measures are morally highly questie, yet

the very societies that claim to have a high regaréhuman rights and for due legal process
can, and do, on occasion resort to such practithese operations are generally covert, but if
they are revealed, it is argued that they are sacg$or the protection of the population at
large. This was neatly summed up in a recent headiiThe Times, ‘Drones or jihadis? Which
would you prefer?’ (David Aaronovitch, 22 Novemi26x12). He argues — as no doubt many
others would — that the former is the lesser &alput it another way, in a crisiglues
inevitably take second placedecurity. This may be an acceptable explanation for domesti
audiences, but viewed from outside, it looks susp#ly like double standards. The dichotomy
is highlighted when Western powers condemn ottarsiblations of human rights in the
conduct of counter-terrorism, while reserving feernselves the right to take whatever
measures they see fit — a case of ‘do as we sayhai we practise’. Accusations of hypocrisy
are strengthened by revelations of the ‘outsour@hdetention and torture to third countries
to avoid the constraints of national legislatiorg(€&uantanamo).

e) Globalising Terrorism: In the past, terrorism was generally an inteissle, a tactic used

by subject peoples who were seeking independendsy, ideologically motivated citizens who
wanted to overthrow the existing political ordeoday, in an age of large-scale migration,
coupled with ease of communication and disseminaifddeas, the situation is more complex.
Terrorists might be citizens with, at least theigsdly, all the safeguards and protection of the
legal system; or they might be immigrants, or terappresidents, with an unclear legal status.
Moral concerns regarding the treatment of any hub®ng, regardless of his/her legal status,
might be the same, but in popular (as well as litipal) perception there is frequently a
differentiation, with harsher measures and fewérgeards being deemed acceptable for non-
citizens or minorities. This is liable to be intesfed — especially abroad — as discrimination on
ethnic and/or religious grounds. The ensuing sehgeevance and resentment may well
attract yet more recruits to terrorist organisation

2.Focus oNCENTRAL ASIA AND AFGHANISTAN PosT-2014

a) Increased Threat Levels There are concerns that after the draw-down of QASAF
troops in 2014, the security situation in Afghaasand neighbouring states will deteriorate.
Worse, the region might become a training groumddoorists and religious extremists, who
would then fan out across the wider region and bdy®his is not a fantasy: it is already
happening. For example, the Islamic Movement ofdkiian (IMU), which has long had a
safe haven in Afghanistan, is now conducting reemgiactivities and operations in the West
(notably in Germany, France and the US).

b) Cooperation: An obvious way to address this issue would seebetgreater cooperation
and coordination between Western agencies witlonadjistates. However, this presupposes a
substantial degree of mutual understanding anaoesphis is often lacking. For example,
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Uzbekistan, a key regional player, is frequentfemed to in the Western media as a ‘pariah
state’. If NATO/ISAF states must, nevertheless|ddth this country, a leading UK
newspaper recommended ‘holding our noses whilea&od This is not a good basis on
which to build genuine cooperation. It reflects tplicit assumption of many Western
officials that our terrorists are evil peoplgours are the product of your authoritarian, brutal
regimes’; in other wordspur terrorists should be punisheaurs should be regarded as
heroes’. Such attitudes do not foster good m@latior promote the trust that is vital to any
joint security actions.

¢) Multiple Linkages: In Central Asia (CA), there is a nexus betweerotesm/organised
crime/religious extremism/ insurgency. Consequetlig security forces in these countries
adopt a complex, ‘wide-lens’ approach, alert toremrtions and levels of complicity in all
these fields. Rightly or wrongly, they believe ttosbe the best way to protect their
populations. In the West, there tends to be grdatus on particular issues, with terrorism,
for example, being seen as distinct from religiexsemism. This difference in analysis can be
a hindrance to effective cooperation. (In operatiquractice there is in fact a degree of
convergence, but in public opinion and politicaspioning these are usually regarded as
separate spheres.)

d) Hizb ut-Tahrir : The disconnect in analysis and response to dgdhreats is well

illustrated by the differing positions taken b tBA states and the West with regard to the
radical Islamic movement Hizb ut-Tahrir (HT). Thugganisation openly espouses the
establishment of a trans-national Islamic caliph@tbat is disputed is the way in which it
seeks to achieve this goal. In most Western cam{Germany is an exception) it is seen as a
peaceful, law-abiding organisation and is allow@élinction freely. By contrast, in most of the
57 member states of the Organisation of Islamicp@aation it is a seen as a subversive
organisation and is banned. The authorities inetleesintries believe that although HT may
observe the strict letter of the law, it operategectly by exerting psychological pressure. This
could best be described as the ‘King Henry II'sisoh to the Thomas a Becket problem’: the
King wanted the archbishop to be eliminated, bwtwoid incurring personal blame. So, he
‘groomed’ others to strike the blow, thereby (h@dd) maintaining ‘plausible deniability’. Of
course it did not work out that way, but the taetigrooming others to commit a crime —is, in
the opinion of many orthodox Muslims, precisely #mproach that is being used by HT. Thus,
they argue, HT is a dangerous, but highly soplateid, terrorist organisation. The refusal of
Western governments to take these concerns serisusbr the CAs, a gauge of bad faith and
a clear sign that their security is not being tagenously. (NB Some Western analysts and
security agencies do agree that HT poses a sdhioest, but their views are confined to a
relatively small circle of experts.)

3.GLoBAL COUNTER-TERRORISM INITIATIVES ?

Most counter-terrorism operations are undertakendiional governments, often in
conjunction with their close allies. Broader caatis, involving a wider range of partners are,
however, unlikely to be feasible in the near fut@eite simply, the gulf in basic
understandings and approaches is too great. Mareihnelack of mutual trust makes the
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sharing of sensitive information unthinkable. Nekeless, there may be cases in relation to
very specific threats where some form of multilat@ooperation may be possible. Tambal
Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism is an examplef the way in which an issue may be
‘big’ enough to attract a large number of partr(erghis case, over 80, including all the CA
states, as well as Russia and China). It is tdy &ajudge how effective this initiative
(launched in 2006) will be, but the experience ofking together in the security field is in
itself useful, as it builds up positive relatiorshi Other, smaller scale cooperative projects
may also be possible — e.g. relating to particimdividuals, groups or issues — but ultimately,
unless there is political will on all sides, theutts are likely to be very limited.

This brief survey touches on some of the issuesiied to be borne in mind when considering
not only the general context of counter-terroribut, more specifically the prospects for
working with the Central Asian states (i.e. KazahsKyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan
and Uzbekistan) following the post-2014 drawdowris tlear that there are no easy,
unambiguous ways of responding to the threat obtism. There will always be a tension, and
at times a clash, between the practical need egaafd public security and the moral duty to
respect human rights. Perhaps the only cleasagesthat can be given is this: if you do need
to collaborate with partners other than your acaasd allies, be sure you understand their
views and respect their professionalism. If younardo this, do not expect more than
superficial (and temporary) cooperation, basedragmatic self-interest.
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