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eyond the emotional reactions necessarily
provoked by the terrorist attacks of September 11
and subsequent anthrax-tainted mailings, the
events demand reflective analysis and an attempt
at understanding. What is the nature of this kind
of terrorism, and what conditions created it?
How well has the United States responded to the
assault, and what measures will be most e≠ec-
tive? Will mobilizing to reduce vulnerability to
terrorism alter our democratic society? How can

we detect and deter other threats—and defuse the forces that
give rise to terrorist groups and acts?

Ever since September 11, Harvard faculty experts on govern-
ment, Islam, biological warfare, international law, public health,
the Middle East, diplomatic and military strategy, civil liberties,
and other fields have participated in panel discussions, granted
interviews, and written opinion essays to engage the University
and the wider public in an attempt to comprehend a world made
frighteningly new. In an e≠ort to share some of this expertise,

Harvard Magazine invited six faculty members to talk broadly
about the causes and consequences of contemporary terrorism.
Participants in the conversation, held November 5 at Harvard
Law School and moderated by the magazine, included:

Eva Bellin ’80, associate professor of government and author of
Stalled Democracy (on socioeconomic obstacles to democratization
in the Middle East), who teaches courses on “The Struggle for
Palestine/Israel” and “The Politics of Islamic Resurgence”;

Ashton B. Carter, Ford Foundation professor of science and in-
ternational a≠airs and codirector of the Preventive Defense Pro-
ject at the Kennedy School of Government, coauthor of Preventive
Defense: A New Security Strategy for America, and assistant secretary of
defense for international security policy from 1993 to 1996; 

Philip B. Heymann, J.D. ’60, James Barr Ames professor of law,
faculty director of the Project on Justice in Times of Transition
(which has been active in Northern Ireland and the Middle
East), deputy attorney general of the United States from 1993 to
1994, and author of Terrorism and America: A Commonsense Strategy for
a Democratic Society;
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David Little, Th.D. ’63, T.J.
Dermot Dunphy professor of
the practice in religion, eth-
nicity, and international
conflict and director of ini-
tiatives in religion and pub-

lic life at the Divinity School, coauthor of Islamic Activism and U.S.
Foreign Policy, and author of volumes on religion and nationalism in
Ukraine and Sri Lanka;

Louise M. Richardson, Ph.D. ’89, executive dean of the Radcli≠e
Institute for Advanced Study and formerly associate professor of
government, focusing on international relations and terrorism;
and

Jessica E. Stern, Ph.D. ’92, lecturer in public policy at the
Kennedy School, author of The Ultimate Terrorists, and, from 1994
to 1995, director for Russian, Ukrainian, and Eurasian a≠airs at
the National Security Council.

Edited excerpts of the discussion follow.
In addition, magazine sta≠ members attended several of the pub-

lic events conducted on
campus and elsewhere in
October and November.
Their reports capture other
aspects of the many-faceted
dialogue spurred by the ter-
rorism: a Kennedy School
forum concerning the roles of Islam in the politics of Muslim coun-
tries; a School of Public Health symposium on bioterrorism; a New
York City forum convened by President Lawrence H. Summers;
and a pair of addresses on war and civil liberties. These dispatches
also appear on the following pages.                                       �The Editors

Moderator: How would you define terrorism? What’s distinctive
about what Professor Carter has called the “catastrophic terror-
ism” visited on the United States September 11? How does that
compare to other kinds of terrorism?

Richardson: A great deal of time has been spent trying to
define terrorism. I find it more helpful to think about several

 Terrorism A Ha r v a rd  Ma ga z i n e  Ro u n d t ab l e
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crucial characteristics of terrorism. A terrorist act must be po-
litical, and it must be violent. It’s symbolic—the victim and the
audience are not the same, so the point is to use a randomly or
symbolically selected target to convey a political message to an-
other audience, usually the government, to try to a≠ect their be-

havior. Finally, and most crucially, is the deliberate targeting of
innocents. It is this tactic which sets terrorism apart from other
forms of violence, and other forms of political violence, including
guerrilla warfare.

So I think it makes more sense to use the means employed as the
way of defining terrorism, rather than the goals that are being
sought, or the political context in which the act takes place.

Carter: Everything Louise said makes great sense. I think that
one needs further to distinguish the motivations that enter into
mass or catastrophic terrorism from those that enter into what
I’ll call ordinary or traditional terrorism—the airline hijacking,
the bomb in the marketplace, or hostage-taking. Not in all cases,
but at least in some important cases, the motivation for mass ter-
ror is a vengeful or messianic one, rather than a politically pur-

poseful one. Our attentions these days happen to be on Al Qaeda,
but there are certainly groups in the United States that have long
been driven to mass terrorism by rage.

It’s very di∞cult, in many of those cases, to figure out what
their political motivation is—whether there is a political motiva-

tion, and whether there’s any way of building a bridge to
that political motivation. When the PLO began, when the
IRA began, you could at least imagine some reconciliation
of the underlying situation. But when we talk about mass
terrorism, we may be dealing with truly fringe motivations
that it’s very di∞cult even to understand, let alone to deter,
or to bargain with. There will probably always be some
fraction of humanity which has motivations of this kind,
and which might be prone to mass violence.

Heymann: I agree that you have to include a category of
sheer destructiveness without obvious motivation, though
it always carries some message. Everything carries some
message. But otherwise I think Louise’s description is very
good. I’d like to note that she has, in some ways, led the
definition away from any kind of moral fervor.

It’s very important how you describe “innocents.” Are
police innocents? Are manufacturers of supplies innocents?
That’s a very troublesome question.

The other troublesome question is, what if it’s a nonde-
mocratic state? What if the French Resistance is blowing up
tourists from Nazi Germany in Paris? That might seem very
justified to a lot of people. Louise says that is terrorism—it
may be justified, or it may not be, but we have to call it ter-
rorism from the start. I think she has made a useful move
there. A lot of people would insist that terrorism be against
a democratic state in some kind of fair system.

Richardson: Conor Cruise O’Brien made popular the ar-
gument that terrorism can only occur in a democratic state.

It was designed in reaction to the African National Congress in
South Africa. Here was a group which appeared to be committing
terrorist tactics, but they were completely excluded from the po-
litical process. So one didn’t want to put them in the same cate-
gory as the IRA, who had democratic opportunities open to them,
but chose not to use them. I don’t think that’s very helpful, be-
cause in a sense it means that the Basque ETA in Spain were not
terrorists when they blew up tourists under Franco, but were ter-
rorists when they continued to blow up tourists under the democ-
ratic regime.

So if one takes the means-based definition I use, you do move
toward a more normatively neutral definition of terrorism, and
then you can decide whether the terrorism of the ANC is justified
or not—it’s a separate question.

If I could come back to Ash, I would say that even most of the
messianic groups in fact have political motives. Even Osama bin
Laden in his speeches, while he spells out this messianic message,
is also spelling out very coherent U.S. policies to which he objects,
like our support of Israel and our deployment of troops in the
Middle East. So I prefer to keep it staunchly in the political realm.

Heymann: What would you do with Timothy McVeigh?
Richardson: McVeigh’s goal—insofar as we knew what it

was—was to limit the size of the American government.
Little: That seems like a stretch. So, Louise, you have to have

a political motivation somehow clearly defined in order for the
group to be terrorist—what about Aum Shinrikyo [the group

“We cannot cede the initiative to the terrorists,
where they can demonstrate, by pulling off one 
terrorist act in this country, that we have not won 
this war.” —  L O U I S E  M .  R I C H A R D S O N

Po r t r a i t s  b y  J o h n  S o a r e s

Previous pages: September 11—and before. Lower left, the bombed 
USS Cole in Yemen, October 2000. Upper center, the United States
embassy in Tanzania, attacked in August 1998.
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that released nerve gas in the Tokyo subway in 1995]?
Richardson: Otherwise it’s a criminal gang. Aum Shinrikyo

had very clear political motives. They actually wanted to win po-
litical power.

Little: I would like to mention here a definition of terrorism
found in international humanitarian law. It appears in the two 1977
protocols that supplement the Geneva Conventions protecting
victims of armed conflict: “The civilian population as such, as well
as individual civilians, shall not be the object of attack. Acts or
threats of violence, the primary purpose of which is to spread ter-
ror among the civilian population, are prohibited.” Technically,
this definition does not apply to the acts of September 11 since the
protocols pertain to states and “organized armed groups” engaged
in “sustained and concerted military operations.” Still, absent a
comprehensive convention on international terrorism, this is the
clearest legal definition we have. So far as I know, it is the only
place where the term “terror” occurs in the international humani-
tarian legal documents, and it is important that Al Qaeda has, it ap-
pears, deliberately committed acts prohibited by the laws of war.

What’s interesting about this definition is the exclusive focus
on the spreading of terror. There is no mention of political or
other motivations, and I am inclined to think that that is the nub
of the matter.

Stern: I think this is completely right: it doesn’t matter in the
least whether terrorists purport to have political motivations.
What matters is the means they use to achieve their purported ob-
jectives. I think we should turn to the “just war” tradition, which
helps us distinguish between the justness of ends and means.
Every terrorist I have interviewed has told me he is certain his
ends are just. But the justness of terrorists’ ends is inherently sub-
jective. If we focus on the means, we run into a lot less trouble.
Terrorism as a technique—the deliberate targeting of noncom-
batants—is a violation of every religious tradition, as well as of
international law.

Carter: There are important definitional issues here, but the
thing that arrests people’s attention today is the prospect of cata-
strophic terrorism. In the broadest sense, this prospect arises
from the fact that with every passing year, technology puts into
the hands of smaller and smaller groups destructive power of a
kind that used to be reserved to organized states. And society be-
comes more and more vulnerable as it becomes more intercon-
nected and intricate. Those two facts are going to be part of the
human condition as far into the future as we can see.

Now it seems to me that there will always be some subset of
humanity which, for whatever motives, takes that destructive
power into their hands and uses it against society writ large.
That, in the largest sense, is the problem. And I don’t think our
approach to protecting society can be based solely, or at this stage
in understanding even primarily, on fathoming the motivation.

Louise is rightly urging us to try to understand the underlying
motivation, even though it’s complicated and various. At the end
of the day, though, when it comes to mass terrorism, it’s the fact
that matters. It becomes a little bit like pornography: I know it
when I see it. If a civilian airliner is going into a building, that’s
the kind of destructive power in a small number of hands which,
for whatever motivation, we can’t tolerate. It’s not possible to
continue to operate civil society with that danger ever present.

Stern: Why does it matter how many hands have access to the
means of terror? It seems to me it’s a moral problem, and why

does the perpetrator matter? We are talking about a method of
killing or warfare where states are equally as liable…

Carter: Only because it multiplies the number of possible per-
petrators. When individuals can do damage that states used to
do, then you have to start worrying about every individual, and
there are a whole lot more of them than there are states.

Stern: But what about carpet bombing specifically with the
aim of terrorizing the civilian population? Does that fit into our
definition? What about dropping nuclear weapons on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki? I think that has to fit into our definition, because
it’s very clear from the documents the purpose was to terrorize
the civilian population.

Heymann: The position that Louise has taken is that it may be
morally identical, but whether you call it terrorism is a separate
question.

Let me say one thing about the definition. There will be a very
large number of incidents that will satisfy everyone around the
table that they are terrorist. That will include the World Trade
Center bombing, and the Pentagon bombing, and the Oklahoma
City bombing. And there will be a number of things, such as car-
pet bombing a city, or nuclear attacks, or attacks on police, or at-
tacks not in a democracy,
about which there will be de-
bate. But to a very large extent,
the dilemma of the United
States at the moment involves
activities by Al Qaeda that we
would all agree were terrorist.
Then the question is whether
our response is e≠ective and
morally acceptable.

Moderator: Whatever defini-
tion of terrorism you use, and
however you characterize it—
some of you characterize ter-
rorism as simultaneously a
crime, a war, a threat, a disas-
ter, an emergency, a kind of
politics—what do you make of
the U.S. response so far to Sep-
tember 11, to the anthrax-laced
mailings?

Carter: The administration began talking about retaliation as
the core of its response, but has slowly, and I think rightly, moved
to a wider kind of response in the appointment of a director of
homeland security, which is really the heart of the matter.

One of the di∞culties that the president faces is that this is a
mission that doesn’t really have a home in our government yet.
We have a Department of Defense, whose job is war. This isn’t re-
ally war. Our historical experiences of wars involve foreigners,
and foreign places. Not all incidents of catastrophic terrorism
will involve foreigners, and they are by definition not in foreign
places. It’s more than a crime, because our approach to crime is
fundamentally to allow it to occur, and then arrest and prosecute
the perpetrators. This is a level of destructiveness that you can’t
allow to take place on a routine basis, the way you allow street
crime to take place. It’s not a “disaster” because it’s an act of man,
not an act of God.
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When people started dying of inhalation anthrax in 1979
in Sverdlovsk, in the former Soviet Union, it took “six days to
discern the outbreak, and nine days to confirm the diagnosis,”
wrote Jeanne Guillemin ’68 in her 1999 book, Anthrax: The Inves-
tigation of a Deadly Outbreak. More than 60 people died. The fact
that a nearby military-research facility was the source of the
aerosolized spores was rumored but not proven until the
1990s, when Guillemin
and a team led by her
husband, Cabot profes-
sor of the natural sci-
ences Matthew Mesel-
son, gathered enough
information about the
incident to document
its epidemiology. How
to know when a bioter-
ror attack has occurred
remains a challenge
even today, agreed a
panel of experts, in-
cluding Meselson, who
spoke as part of a two-
day symposium on
bioterrorism at the
Harvard School of Public Health (HSPH). Most
weaponized biological agents cause flu-like symptoms
in their initial stages, so doctors need to unlearn the old
medical school adage “When you hear hoofbeats, don’t
think zebra, think horse.” Physicians today, said Mar-
garet Hamburg ’77, M.D. ’83, vice president for biological
programs at the Nuclear Threat Initiative in Washing-
ton, D.C., must “at least rule out zebras.”

Biological weapons are “cheap to make” and technical
know-how and materials are accessible, said David Franz, for-
mer commander of the army’s Medical Research Institute of In-
fectious Diseases, explaining why terrorists might choose to
use them. They have also been around a long time. “In 1346,”
said HSPH dean Barry R. Bloom, “the Tartars took people who
died of plague and threw them over the [walls of] the city of
Ka≠a on the Black Sea, hoping to create an epidemic. [That]
became the origin of the Great Black Death that wiped out 7o
percent of the urban population of Europe. In contrast to many
other kinds of warfare,” he summed up, “biological weapons
are not so easy to control.”

Meselson urged a three-pronged public-health response to

the threat of biological weapons: prevention, shielding, and
treatment. Prevention is di∞cult. A fermenter used to create a
live-virus vaccine, for example, is producing a dangerous bio-
logical agent right up to the last stage of the process, when the
virus is killed. Monitoring such “dual-use” facilities, Franz em-
phasized, is extremely di∞cult. Reducing access to serious
pathogens and improving our intelligence capacity should be a
high priority, Hamburg urged, but she said that the scientific
community should lead the way in drafting proposals for any
controls, to ensure that research into new vaccines and treat-
ments is not slowed by new restrictions. And Meselson, who
codirects the Harvard Sussex Program on Chemical and Bio-
logical Weapons Armament and Arms Limitation, felt that no
amount of prevention could be totally successful. He urged
adoption of an international biological weapons convention
that would allow extradition and punishment of perpetrators
among signatory nations. Shielding can be achieved by simple
means like improved hygiene and air filtration, in addition to
vaccines, said Meselson. But we don’t even know the dose of
anthrax required to cause an infection in humans, he noted.
More basic research that could help with vaccine development
and treatments is necessary.

Hamburg emphasized the need to strengthen the public-
health infrastructure to deal with a biological attack. Monitor-

ing could provide the first clues
that an attack has occurred. Bet-
ter communication with the
public would benefit from be-
havioral research into the dy-
namics of people’s response to
such an attack. Teaching health-
care providers about the now-
rare diseases they need to look
for will be important, she added.
Given the downsizing of hospi-
tals and their sta≠s, we need to
look closely at the “surge capac-
ity of the healthcare system,” she
warned. And we must coordinate
the local and national responses
to a bioterrorism threat.

She closed by noting that in-
vestments in public health are
“dual use in the most positive
sense”: they will help us even in

the absence of a bioterror attack. “Public health is public
safety,” she underscored, “and is now also an important pillar of
our national-security framework.” �Jonathan Shaw

A video recording of the symposium is available at www.hsph.harvard.-
edu/bioterrorism/.

Biologist Matthew Meselson,
encountering unaccustomed
interest in his expertise on
anthrax, advocated public-
health measures and basic re-
search to combat terrorism.

Battling 
Bioterrorism

We have institutions that deal with war, institutions that deal
with crime, and institutions that deal with disaster. This is a mix-
ture of all three. So what you see the administration trying to do is
invent a new model of government to deliver a new public service,
homeland security. For 200 years, we never really needed to de-

liver that product on a large scale. Governor Tom Ridge [director
of homeland security] is supposed to be doing that, and every-
body wishes him well. But it’s a tough matter, because it goes to
the heart of the way we see ourselves and the way we govern our-
selves. In dealing with crime, we attach great protections to the
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citizen, and deliberately limit the reach of government, whereas
war is a much more unfettered matter. We’ve liked that distinc-
tion throughout our history. Now we have a problem that falls
between the cracks, and we don’t want to start treating our own
citizenry the way you treat a foreign military opponent. We have
to somehow find a new way. That’s the heart of what the Bush ad-
ministration’s trying to do.

So far, I don’t see the administration putting together a compre-
hensive program that covers surveillance and detection of people
and threats; preventive measures to understand motivations, and
stop people from either wanting to do this, or having the
means to do it; protective measures, like reinforcing air-
filtration systems in buildings; means to interdict, e≠ec-
tively, a terrorist group once you’d found it (we’re obviously
trying to do that in Afghanistan today); containing damage,
if the worst occurs, and cleaning up after à la New York and
Ground Zero; and then when it’s all over, finding out who
did it—typing anthrax, for example, and deciding whether
to retaliate or prosecute. That entire set of activities needs to
be organized and lodged somewhere in the federal govern-
ment. All of those things are new. It’s a deep challenge to our
way of government, and it’s going to require some real inno-
vations in how we structure and conduct ourselves.

Stern: We need to think about this as a form of psycho-
logical warfare. When our president was talking about
“crusades,” he was really playing into the hands of the ter-
rorists. I can tell you that I got a flurry of e-mails from Pak-
istan from the jihadis who were so excited—they had been
waiting for this moment. They have been longing to fight
the “Crusaders and Jews”—in other words, the West. Bin
Laden himself is clearly trying to turn this into a war be-
tween Islam and the West. In his recent communiqués, bin
Laden has been dividing the world into two camps—the
believers and the infidels—arguing that this is a religious
war, not a war against terrorism.

The whole aim of terrorism is to get us to overreact. I
think initially we appeared to be coming up with a strategy
that was almost a form of psychotherapy for the American
people, and a very clear overreaction.

What’s far more important over the long term is not bombing
raids, but intelligence cooperation—seeking the vulnerabilities in
the terrorist network. They seek out our vulnerabilities. We need
to seek out theirs. A very important one is drying up the money
flows. At last, we hear today that the United Arab Emirates are
cooperating with U.S. government authorities in helping to dry
up the money flow. The Saudis are cooperating, perhaps not as
much as they might. We need much more intelligence coopera-
tion, covert action, diplomacy. I’ll feel much better when we
know less about what’s going on in Afghanistan.

Richardson: There are three aspects to the government’s re-
sponse. First is the fact that a forceful response was required. Sec-
ond, this was a restrained response—more restrained than many
of us would have anticipated, knowing the predilections of this
administration. Third come the broader, domestic infrastructure
points that Ash admirably captured.

It was simply imperative that we have a forceful response. I
tend to look at this in international, rather than domestic, terms.
We have to demonstrate to the Iraqs, and the Irans, and other
countries around the world that we are prepared to fight, we’re

prepared to assume casualties, to oppose this kind of action.
Second, on the point that Jess just made, our reaction has been re-

strained, and it’s imperative that it continue to be so. Bin Laden is
acting in the way that other terrorist groups before him have acted.
There is nothing he would like more than to provoke a spiral of vio-
lence. He’s trying to provoke massive retaliation, which would have
the e≠ect of winning more recruits for his organization, and of sup-
porting his interpretation of our actions to the mass Muslim
publics in these regions, who at this point probably share his aspi-
rations, but certainly don’t approve of his means of achieving them.

I think it’s an e≠ective counterterrorism policy—this is what
we’ve learned from the past—to drive a solid wedge between the
perpetrators of the violence and the broader communities. The
government has clearly been aware of the need to do that. But it’s
very di∞cult to be restrained while conducting a military opera-
tion. It requires the e≠ort to protect civilians. It requires putting
our own military at greater risk. That’s a risk we have to assume
in the interests of protecting civilian lives, for normative reasons,
but also for pragmatic ones.

But I’m uncomfortable with the whole language of warfare. It’s
a shame that we have encountered an incident that fits our un-
derstanding of terrorism better than any we have ever encoun-

“The larger question is to look beyond Al Qaeda 
and Islamic terrorism, and to realize that this kind of
danger is going to be with organized society for 
a long time.” —  A S H T O N  B .  C A R T E R
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tered, and I hope will encounter, and we immediately abandon
the language of terrorism and shift to the language of warfare. In
doing that, we set ourselves up for failure. It’s understandable
why the government did it—to facilitate domestic mobilization,
and to demonstrate how seriously we take this. But warfare con-
notes victories, and surrender, and defeat. In this war, there ap-
pear to be three goals. One is to capture bin Laden, two is to bring
down the Taliban, and three is to protect ourselves from this ever

happening again. Our chances of pulling o≠ the first two are
pretty good. But our chances of protecting ourselves from ever
having another terrorist attack domestically are close to nil.

It rather reminds me of the message the IRA once sent to Prime
Minister Thatcher after they had blown up her hotel in Brighton
during the Conservative Party conference and narrowly missed
killing her. The next day, they sent her a message saying, “You
were lucky yesterday, but we’ve only to be lucky once.” I think we
cannot cede the initiative to the terrorists, where they can
demonstrate, by successfully pulling o≠ one terrorist act in this
country, that we have not, in fact, won this war.

Heymann: I also would say that we have three objectives, but
the most important one we ought to have in terms of this war is
to say, right o≠ the bat, this has to be fought by law enforcement
and intelligence people in the countries where the terrorists are.
That’s what we really need.

I don’t think catching bin Laden is the answer, if we could catch
him. And I don’t think bringing down the Taliban is the answer, if
we bring down the Taliban.

But I do think that a critical part of preventing this is establish-
ing that no country will be permitted to openly tolerate sizable
groups planning the destruction of American lives and buildings
and property, and creating widespread fear. That fits comfortably
within the UN definition of self-defense. Our objective in
Afghanistan should be to make the point that there’s an immense
cost to openly supporting a terrorist group that is targeting the
United States for massive terrorism.

Little: I agree. It is interesting that the United Nations Security
Council really has gone some distance toward authenticating or
certifying an armed response. Whether they will continue to do
that remains to be seen. But they have gone out of their way to
rea∞rm the need to respond against activities of the kind you de-

scribe. And there have been some other very important statements
to that e≠ect. Mary Robinson, the UN High Commissioner for
Human Rights, has gone on record calling September 11 a “crime
against humanity” and an assault on the rule of law, democracy,
and human rights. It seems to me there is significant international
support for some kind of armed response along these lines.

On the other hand, one needs to bear in mind the need for re-
straint and limitation if the just-war categories are to be re-
spected. They are very relevant. Certainly, the protection against
indiscriminate destruction is very important. Second, we need al-
ways to bear in mind the salience of what the just-war tradition
calls “a reasonable probability of success,” as we undertake this
kind of action. What are the probabilities of doing the kind of
thing Louise mentions? If, as Phil suggests, we define the mission
of our military response to terrorism as primarily one of retribu-
tive punishment, that objective no doubt has a higher probability
of success. At the same time, endeavoring by our e≠orts to restore
and advance “international peace and security,” together with ob-
servance of the norms of human rights and humanitarian law, in
line with explicit UN Security Council expectations, should not
be lost sight of.

I don’t think the present administration has done a very good
job of authenticating its response in broader international terms.
There is much work to be done to put U.S. activities within a
wider international context.

Moderator: In the face of terrorism, one obvious challenge for an
open, democratic society like this one is reconciling the tradition
of law enforcement and criminal justice with the tradition of ex-
ternally oriented intelligence-gathering, defense, security, mili-
tary action. Professor Heymann has written about this topic, and
has cautioned against “foolishly gambling” with fundamental
civil liberties. How well is America reconciling its need for more
intelligence and information—through new law-enforcement
powers, detentions, and so on—with our traditional procedures
and due process?

Heymann: We tend to think of the choice, or the dilemma, or
the tension as between the demands of security, and the risks of
intrusive state law enforcement, or intelligence, directed at our
privacy, our communications. I don’t think that’s a careful enough
way to state even that issue, and I also don’t think that is the
major tension we’re going to face.

You can’t address the question in those broad categories with-
out getting more into facts. I think the use of military tribunals
for resident aliens would be outrageous, but that is because it is a
terrible o≠ense to our national traditions of justice, and also be-
cause, factually, it is wholly unnecessary for our security. It’s not
because, in the abstract, I favor liberty over security.

As to the second issue, the administration was quite restrained
in its legislative proposals, and the bill that came out is still more
restrained, in terms of what it asked for in the way of legislation
for new powers. But that restraint isn’t very important.

My worry is that new powers don’t have much to do with a
successful battle against terrorism. The tensions are going to be in
five other places. We’re rarely going to find ourselves being more
intrusive in the United States.

But we’re going to find ourselves gathering very large amounts
of information, and trying to process it. The government appar-
ently has files on 200,000 potential terrorists, which seems to me
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a quite sizable number. But five years from now, I think we’re
going to have much larger files.

The next question is going to involve gathering information,
largely from public sources—applications for visas, applications
for a driver’s license, things like that. When you gather that infor-
mation, so you can identify potential terrorists and deny them ac-
cess to targets and resources, and follow them, will you do it on
everybody, or will you concentrate your e≠orts on particular
groups? In this case of the World Trade Center bombings, the
group, obviously, is going to be Arabs and Muslims. So the second
big issue is ethnic profiling, whether it’s at an airport or in gather-
ing of files. Of those million files we’re going to have in five years,
an awful lot of them are going to be focused on Muslims and Arabs.

We’re going to see a shift toward intelligence organizations.
Another way of saying what Ash began with today is that we have
not found it proper or desirable to have an internal intelli-
gence organization. The FBI has gathered intelligence, done
counterintelligence, only for espionage purposes, not in any
other area, criminal or terrorist. So we’re going to see a shift
there toward intelligence organizations, either under Ridge,
or under the FBI, or somewhere else.

It’s a mistake to think that the big risks are to U.S. civil
liberties and civil rights. The big risks are going to be to
Saudi, Jordanian, Algerian, Syrian, Iranian, Iraqi, and soon
Afghani civil rights and civil liberties, because the terrorists
are going to spend most of their time, and are going to have
their largest organizations, abroad. So we’re going to be
pressing hard on other nations, who have no tradition of re-
spect for human rights, to find people plotting against the
United States. That’s going to be a major issue.

Finally, there’s going to be a big question of assassination
versus military trials versus what we have previously tried
to do in the United States, which is capture people and fly
them back to the U.S. It’s a very di∞cult operation.

Those are going to be the issues of the future, not the in-
trusiveness of surveillance techniques in the United States.

Stern: But when Egypt cracked down hard on the Egypt-
ian Islamic Jihad, they then found other targets. They joined
up with Al Qaeda, and now they’re targeting us.

Carter: This is a point related to Phil’s. Using Septem-
ber 11 as an example, it did not surprise or shock me, and my
guess is it didn’t surprise or shock most Americans, that we
had not identified the 19 or so individuals who were operat-
ing with these intentions in the vast anonymity of our modern so-
ciety. I don’t see a lot of prospect in the future for rooting out in-
dividuals and their motivations.

However, it really outrages me, and I think it does many people,
that we did not detect the means of attack. I’m making a distinc-
tion between detecting the motivations and people, and detect-
ing the means. It had clearly never really been taken seriously by
the air-security system—even though it was in novels, and they
were aware of it intellectually—that a small number of people
with sharp objects could commandeer an airplane and use it as a
cruise missile. That was a tactic which they thought of and we
didn’t. It was a tactic that’s easily counteracted—in fact, it suc-
ceeded for only one hour, because as soon as one airplane full of
people realized their fate, they counteracted that tactic.

What that shows me is that our surveillance of means is very
poor and there’s much we can do to improve it. You can require

registration of germ cultures and crop dusters. This is the surveil-
lance of means. It raises many fewer civil-liberties problems, and
it’s much more likely to be e≠ective than trying to figure out
what’s going on in the heads of Timothy McVeighs, Al Qaeda op-
eratives, or Aum cults.

Stern: How are you going to find those people who are seeking
germs? How will you do that without violating their civil liber-
ties? In order to do that, you need to be listening to certain tele-
phones, or…

Carter: No, I’m talking about something quite di≠erent—
something which in the defense establishment would be called
“red teaming.” Mercifully, war is not going on all the time, and so
a military organization, unlike Federal Express, isn’t practicing
every day and polishing its tactics. A lot of time is spent thinking
what might happen in war. There’s an institutionalized way of

doing that: the red team pretends it’s the enemy, and tries to
figure out how to attack our navy and sink our ships; and the blue
team tries to counteract those tactics. It’s an institutionalized
way of identifying the means of attack and establishing corre-
sponding protective measures.

“The big risks are going to be to Saudi, 
Jordanian, Algerian, Syrian, Iranian, Iraqi, and
Afghani civil rights and civil liberties. We’re going to
be pressing hard to find people plotting against 
the United States.” —  P H I L I P  B .  H E Y M A N N
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We don’t have that in the air-tra∞c security area. That was
demonstrated in spades on September 11. Nor in the case of the
anthrax attacks. It is a di≠erent kind of surveillance and detec-
tion than the surveillance and detection of individuals and what
they say and think and intend.

Stern: There is a more practical aspect to identifying possible
perpetrators who would purchase germs, and that is that they do
use the Internet and telephones to attempt to make those pur-
chases. I will identify another dilemma we have to deal with. After
a neo-Nazi named Larry Wayne Harris obtained the bacterium
that causes bubonic plague in 1995, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol tightened up the regulations for shipping and receiving cul-
tures, but there is nothing illegal about possessing biological agents.

But I want to get back to the issues you were raising. As you
probably know, there was a manual revealed at the African em-
bassy bombing trial that instructed operatives how to live in
enemy territory. They were instructed to shave their beards, to
avoid using typical Islamic expressions, not to talk to cabbies,
and not to be too chatty in general. And they were told to live
in new developments, where people tend not to know one an-
other. Doesn’t this make you nervous, Phil? Are you worried
about how we will protect civil liberties, knowing that terror-

ist “sleepers” may still be living in the United States?
Heymann: Absolutely. I just want to put one footnote on the ac-

count, before going to Jessica’s point. Ash was talking about what
we should have known about planes. We knew on September 11
that a guy named Ramzi Youssef, who was the leading figure in
the first World Trade Center bombing, had developed a plan to
blow up simultaneously five or six American airliners. We knew
that an Egyptian Air flight had gone down after the copilot had
said, “Allah be praised.” We knew that an Algerian had tried to
seize a plane and fly into the Ei≠el Tower. And we knew that
somebody was trying to get pilot training in the Midwest, and
wasn’t interested in takeo≠s and landings.

Carter: And Tom Clancy had written a book that millions of
air travelers had read, in which precisely this happened.

Heymann: It’s always easy, in retrospect. In retrospect,
this one looks very bad.

Richardson: But I don’t think this was actually a failure
of means surveillance so much as a failure of coordination.
This summer I was involved in discussions with someone
from the State Department about why terrorists had not, in
fact, tried this. So people were very much aware that this
was a tactic terrorists were capable of using, indeed likely
to use, and we couldn’t protect against it. We discussed
why they hadn’t done it. We anticipated that they would
hit a couple of U.S. embassies around the world, which
would drive every American embassy into an underground
bunker. But this was simply a conversation. There was no
coordinated response mechanism. People didn’t talk about
this publicly, perhaps because one doesn’t want to spread
fear, or give ideas by talking about such things. Yet clearly,
these kinds of fears should have been conveyed to air-tra∞c
controllers. There should have been some means of coordi-
nation.

Heymann: The CIA told the FBI that Atta was coming
into the United States. The FBI told the INS too late, and
Atta was already in the United States, and the FBI didn’t
look for Atta, and didn’t find him, and the FBI did not no-
tify the FAA to worry about seizure of planes.

Back to Jessica’s question. You’re absolutely right that
there are very serious limits to how optimistic I feel about
red teaming, or intelligence. The first limit is the one you

mentioned, which I’ll just call “new faces.” We may have a million
files, but the possibility of new faces coming out of some succes-
sor to Al Qaeda is very great, and we won’t have any files on them.
The other limit is that to red team, you have to identify either the
targets or the resources needed for striking those targets. To
whatever extent that turns out to be a very large number, you
have a very hard time anticipating. So you’re right that we ought
to do this—it is what we’re missing most in terms of our preven-
tion. But all it takes to slip through our e≠orts is new faces going
for a target we didn’t anticipate, using resources that we weren’t
monitoring.

Carter: Precisely because of what Phil has said about the
di∞culty of surveillance, whether of persons or of means, we
need the whole spectrum of government activity I sketched out
earlier. That is, if surveillance fails—if you’re not going to be able
to detect perpetrators, or the preparations for an act—then you
need to try to keep the stu≠ out of their hands, to the extent you
can. That’s where you get to issues like the control of fissile mate-

“What’s far more important is seeking the vulnera-
bilities in the terrorist network. They seek out our
vulnerabilities. We need to seek out theirs.”

—  J E S S I C A  E .  S T E R N
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“That four great nations, flushed with victory and stung
with injury, stay the hand of vengeance and voluntarily submit
their captive enemies to the judgment of the law is one of the
most significant tributes that Power has ever paid to Reason.”
Justice Robert H. Jackson’s words at the Nuremberg tribunal
opened Professor Anne-Marie Slaughter’s case for an interna-
tional legal proceeding against
Osama bin Laden. The Arm-
strong professor of interna-
tional, foreign, and compara-
tive law spoke as one of three
faculty members invited by
President Lawrence H. Sum-
mers to address the initial
Harvard University Forum, “A
World in Conflict,” held No-
vember 6 at the Harvard Club
of New York. In the aftermath
of September 11, said Summers
in introductory remarks, the
way a university contributes
most “is by helping to see the
larger meaning of events and
helping to understand them.”
The forum, which included J.
Bryan Hehir, then chair of the
Divinity School’s executive
committee, and Joseph S. Nye
Jr., the dean of the Kennedy
School of Government, ex-
tended that work beyond the campus by engaging a largely
alumni audience in lively exchanges about justice, conflicting
cultures, and Americans’ awareness of the wider world.

In the context of terrorism, Slaughter said, there is much
talk about national criminal courts, but the language of war
brings international law, the Geneva Conventions, and the
Nuremberg precedent into play. Now, she said, “This horrible
series of events has brought those two frameworks clashing
together.” National court proceedings raise issues of fairness,
presentation of secret evidence, security, and grandstanding
by defendants. Military courts lack traditional due-process
protections. Absent an established international criminal
court, Slaughter recommended some sort of international tri-
bunal, perhaps created by the United Nations Security Coun-
cil, that would facilitate extradition; allow defendants to be
tried for crimes against humanity; sustain a global coalition
against terrorism; and, credibly, uphold the world, as opposed
to a national, system of law, as all legal systems join in con-
demning the universal assault being tried.

Most nations are not well prepared to discuss religion and
world politics, Hehir observed. That results from the seven-
teenth-century origins of the modern state, when interna-

tional politics, following a century of devastating religious
war, were deliberately secularized. Today, he said, political-
science textbooks and foreign-a≠airs bureaucracies are
equally limited in viewing religion as a “black box,” but in a
world shaped and moved by “transnational actors,” it becomes
urgent to understand them, be they IBM or the Jesuits.

Ethical concerns do influence policy, Hehir continued, in
defining morally acceptable uses of force. He outlined the
thinking about “just cause” for war, and e≠orts to draw ac-
ceptable boundaries around “just means”: war must target ag-
gressors, not civilians; where civilians are killed despite best

e≠orts to spare them, military
leaders must assure that the
casualties are not “dispropor-
tionate”—and give up targets
where the risks of such dam-
age are too high. Maintaining
that standard, Hehir argued,
poses a “significant test” for
America going forward.

Despite many warnings,
said Nye, who served as as-
sistant secretary of defense
for international security
a≠airs in the early 1990s,
Americans remained heedless
of the threat of terrorism.
September 11 was “an enor-
mous wake-up call,” ranging

from President Bush’s shift from
a foreign policy marked by uni-
lateralism to coalition-building
against terrorism and support
for legislation on money launder-
ing and UN dues, to emerging
domestic investments in home-
land defense and intelligence.
These measures are helping to
move the nation beyond “that
terrible sense of complacency

which ate away our preparedness in the 1990s.”
In concluding the presentations, Summers said that during

the Vietnam era, “a cleavage grew between coastal elites and pa-
triotic values, between coastal elites and the military—and cer-
tainly Harvard was, for a long time, very much part of that.”
Post September 11, “when we are as close to having a conflict
between fear and hope, between wrong and right, as we have
had in two generations, is a time when some broader reconcilia-
tion of values may be possible and appropriate.” If the shock
leads to “a greater commitment to public service, a greater com-
mitment to patriotism, a greater sense of mutual high regard be-
tween universities and the armed forces of the United States,”
he said, “that will be something good that has come out of the
critical challenges that we face.” �John S. Rosenberg

Alumni can vie w the Ne w York for um on Har vard at Home, via
www.haa.harvard.edu.

Law professor Anne-Marie
Slaughter found in the Nurem-
berg tribunal following World
War II a useful precedent for
thinking about how to bring con-
temporary terrorists to justice.

Conflict, Abroad
and at Home
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rial from Russia or Pakistan, or Jessica’s example of germ cultures.
Then if prevention fails, and terrorists obtain the means, and

you can’t find them, then you have to move to protection. That
means vaccines, or antibiotics, or air-filtration systems.

And if protection fails, then you have to have some e≠ective
way of going after them. That’s interdiction. 

And if all that fails, and they do it anyway, you have to have a
capability for minimizing the loss of life. That’s emergency re-
sponse, state and local first responders, the public-health system,
and so forth.

And then when it’s all over, you have to be able to find out who
did it, and at least locate them by identifying what strain of an-
thrax they’re using, or where they got fissile material, which you
could determine by sampling the residue of nuclear-weapon de-
bris, for example, if God forbid, anybody gets one of those. Doing
that forensic analysis might allow you to track them down, and at
least eliminate the perpetrator of an act who has already been de-
tected by dint of carrying it out.

We need to have all of those capabilities. We can’t depend on
any single one of them. Detection isn’t going to work all the time.
Protection isn’t going to work all the time. Prevention isn’t going
to work all the time. And you can’t just sit back and focus on con-
tainment.

So the larger question for us is to look beyond Al Qaeda and Is-
lamic terrorism to the wider future, and to realize that this kind
of danger is going to be with organized human society for a long
time, and society is going to have to form this multipronged ap-
proach to dealing with it.

Moderator: If we believe what has been reported about the iden-
tities of the people involved in September 11, there are lots of com-
mon ties to Saudi Arabia and Egypt. What conditions in those
societies—in their polities and cultures, and in ideology or Is-
lamic thought—are associated with this kind of international ter-
rorism? What are the terrorists’ aims?

Bellin: I don’t think one ought to focus exclusively on domestic
conditions in Saudi Arabia or Egypt. What was really striking to
me was that despite the fact that something like 14 people in-
volved in this specific incident seemed to be of Saudi nationality,

in fact the people who have been involved in these sorts of terror
networks come from all over the Arab world. There are Lebanese,
Egyptians, people from the UAE, from Tunisia, Algeria. Clearly, a
more general phenomenon is driving these activities.

First, there’s a general sense of hostility and anger toward the
United States in the Arab world, and probably the Muslim world
generally. There’s a general sense of anger at the U.S.’s making ex-
pedient use of countries in the Muslim world for its short-term
interests, and then discarding them when its interests shift.
There’s anger about the U.S. employing a double standard in its
implementation of UN resolutions, and in its defense of princi-
ples of international law. There’s anger at the U.S. because it
seems to be the leading symbol of globalization, a force that’s dis-
rupting the lives of many. Overall, people in the region are angry
over their sense of powerlessness and the humiliation they feel at
the hands of what they perceive to be cavalier domination by
Western forces, the U.S. in particular. 

None of this exactly explains why you get these individual inci-
dents of terror, because there’s no correlation between this mass
anger and the incidents of terror. This sort of mass anger has been
building up for decades, and the instances of terror are recent and
unique.

Rami Khoury, who is a journalist from Jordan, gave a talk a few
weeks back on this topic. He presented a cogent analogy, which
explains the relationship between mass anger toward the United
States in the Arab and Muslim world, and distinguishes between
that and the acts of the violent few. He compared this anger to the
position of people in the United States who oppose abortion.
Khoury pointed out that a large number of people in America,
maybe even a majority, don’t approve of abortion. But only a very
small number of people actually commit acts of violence against
abortion clinics. It’s the same thing in the Arab and Muslim
world: there’s a vast sense of anger toward the United States, but
that doesn’t mean the masses of people support terrorist violence
to express that anger. There is general disavowal of this kind of
violence by the masses of people in the region, even though they
are quite angry at the United States.

I think the aims of these terrorist networks are much more ex-
pressive than programmatic. The best evidence for this is in the
randomness of their targets. They go after the World Trade Cen-
ter, but there was also a plan to go after a Christmas market in the
French city of Strasbourg, and another to dive-bomb the Ei≠el
Tower. Also, the terrorists do not make specific demands, saying
that if you do X, Y, or Z, we will stop hitting the World Trade
Center. To the extent that any objectives are stated, they shift
around. At one point it’s “Let’s get the U.S. out of Saudi Arabia.”
At another time it’s “Let’s give the Palestinians just treatment.”
Another time it’s “Let’s take care of children in Iraq.” Just this
past weekend, the situation in Kashmir was suddenly added. The
demands shift because the terrorists’ goal is really not to solve any
one of these problems, but rather to express anger.

This weekend I was reading the new biography of Frantz
Fanon, the premier theorist of decolonialization, who wrote
Wretched of the Earth. I pulled out my copy again, and was struck
that his arguments about violence proved so useful to me in un-
derstanding the events of September 11. Fanon talks about the
cleansing value of violence. Even random violence against a per-
ceived oppressor is seen as a redemptive act. It’s a way for power-
less people to feel in power, to feel that they can regain their self-
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respect, that they can take control of their lives. It really
seems to me that these recent terrorist acts are a typical
Fanonian act—just an expressive act of trying to recover a
sense of power and of self-determination. That’s the only
way I can understand it.

Moderator: How does this violence compare to terror-
ism in some of the geographically based or nationality-
based conflicts you’ve looked at—the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, for example, or in Sri Lanka?

Little: Together with the prevailing antagonism that Eva
properly emphasizes, there is a more specific appeal—call it
the emergency or necessity defense—which is o≠ered for
overriding normal prohibitions against attacks on civilians,
and so on. In places like Sri Lanka, Sudan, and Israel-Pales-
tine, the following argument is frequently heard: “Our side
is so beleaguered and under threat, so at the end of our
rope, that although we would not normally engage in activ-
ities of this kind, we now have no choice.” That is the gist of
the arguments put forward by bin Laden and his support-
ers in defense of attacks on American civilians.

In this connection, certain references contained in the Al
Qaeda operations manual, Military Studies in the Jihad against the
Tyrants, are interesting. The question is asked, how can a
Muslim spy live among enemies and retain his Islamic char-
acteristics? How can he perform his duties to Allah and not
want to appear Muslim? The answer is that if “a Muslim is
in a combat or godless area, he is not obligated to have a
di≠erent appearance from those around him. Resembling
the polytheist in religious appearance is a kind of ‘necessity per-
mits the forbidden,’ even though [forbidden acts] are basically
prohibited.” 

This appeal to necessity is extremely important. By bin Laden’s
account, Islam is under severe pressure from the West—particu-
larly from the United States. There is the contaminating presence
of U.S. troops on the “sacred soil” of Saudi Arabia, Israel’s appro-
priation of Muslim lands with full U.S. support, et cetera. 

Other examples from the literature of Islamic extremism make
a similar point. A text called The Neglected Duty, composed by the
[Egyptian] Islamic Jihad who were responsible for the assassina-
tion of President Anwar Sadat, and the charter of the Palestinian
organization Hamas, both contend that ordinary prohibitions
normally governing armed conflict must be suspended or
“stretched” under conditions of necessity.

Richardson: There are a number of ways in which Al Qaeda is
di≠erent from other terrorist groups, but this is not one of them.
The fact that they are a small and dramatic expression of mass
feelings—this is common to most terrorist groups, and certainly
to all successful groups that manage to last a long time. Tiny, iso-
lated groups tend to be relatively easy to counter, but the ethno-
nationalist groups survive precisely because their ultimate aspira-
tions are shared by large numbers of the population from which
they derive their support. This is “the sea in which the fish swim,”
in Mao’s terms. There’s nothing new about this. The key, again, to
e≠ectively countering these groups is to separate them from the
broader populations, and not let them persuade the mass angry
populations that they are acting in their name. This is the PR bat-
tle we should be waging.

Stern: Bin Laden said yesterday, “This is not about terrorism,
this is really a war about creed and religion.” You can see he’s

scared, because making an argument to the Muslim people that
this is a war about terrorism is going to resonate and delegitimize
him, to some extent. I agree with your point, David, that people
do feel these are desperate times, and desperate measures are
called for. But nonetheless, people of the region unfortunately
have a fair amount of experience of terror. If you can tap into that
vein of anger over their own experience of terror, you can delegit-
imize bin Laden.

Little: What bin Laden’s trying to do is to gin up the whole
discussion so that it is a war between the West and Islam.

Stern: The U.S. has to keep hammering home that this is a war
about terror. [New York Times columnist] Tom Friedman had a
wonderful piece about this, saying that every time you mention
Saddam Hussein’s name you should say, “Saddam Hussein, the
man who killed more Muslims than anybody else in the twenti-
eth century.” Every time you mention bin Laden, you say, “bin
Laden, the mass murderer.” You keep harping on that.

Little: There are important responses from moderate Muslim
leaders to the e≠ect that Islam does not under any conditions
justify direct attacks on civilians for terrorist purposes. A pur-

“People in the region are angry over their 
sense of powerlessness and the humiliation they feel
at the hands of what they perceive to be cavalier
domination by Western forces, the U.S. in 
particular.” —  E V A  B E L L I N
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ported saying of Mohammed, called an hadith, is frequently
quoted in this connection: “Whenever [Mohammed] sent forth
an [armed] detachment, he said to them, ‘Do not cheat, or com-
mit treachery, nor should you mutilate or kill children, women,
or old men.’” The blanket prohibition of “treachery” is interest-
ing, especially when compared with the excuses the Al Qaeda
manual gives for deceiving an enemy.

Stern: One way to summarize the distinction that helps us un-
derstand Al Qaeda is to say that bin Laden’s objectives are really
expressive, not instrumental. Those groups that have set instru-
mental objectives are not going to carry out catastrophic attacks,
because such attacks will never achieve those objectives, whereas
groups that are expressing anger can continuously change their
mission statement. If you have a broad one, based on rage, one day

In 60 nations around the world, Muslims constitute a ma-
jority of the population—but there is no single role for Islam in
Muslim politics, panelists made clear at a Kennedy School
forum held on October 16. Cosponsored by
the Harvard Islamic Society and the Insti-
tute of Politics Student Advisory Commit-
tee, the forum o≠ered perspectives from in-
dependent scholar Karen Armstrong,
author of a history of Islam and a book on
fundamentalism in Judaism, Christianity,
and Islam; Ali Asani, professor of the prac-
tice of Indo-Muslim language and culture;
William Graham, Albertson professor of
Middle Eastern studies and professor of
the history of religion; and Roy Motta-
hedeh, Gurney professor of history and
chair of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences’
committee on Islamic studies.

Using a familiar image from American
politics, Asani likened Islam to a rainbow
containing “tremendous diversity.” He
cited the neighboring countries of Turkey
(a republic where the powerful military is
“fundamentalist in their secularism”), Iran
(which has secular and religious leaders, al-
though the chief ruler is a religious leader
or council), and Pakistan (“the first nation
state created in the name of religion,” now run by the military)
in pointing out that religion is only one element a≠ecting Mus-
lim societies.

Graham questioned the very phrase “Muslim politics.” State
governments in the Islamic world have been seeking to coopt
the religious leadership since the days of the caliphate, he said,
but all have been frustrated by Islam’s lack of a religious hierar-
chy. (“Islam is very Protestant about this,” Mottahedeh quipped
later, emphasizing his colleague’s point.) Generally the ‘ulama,’
the learned doctors of Muslim religion and law, considered gov-
ernments dangerous and kept them at arm’s length. “Religious
authority is di≠use,” and individuals are morally responsible for
their own actions. With so many autocrats at the helm of
o∞cially Islamic states, Graham noted, religious reform move-
ments have been the main way for opposition elements to strug-
gle for socioeconomic and political change.

Islamic political thought is not “ univocal,” Mottahedeh

added. Iranians, for example, “continue to have clean elections
and believe the people should have a voice” in government, un-
like the situations in Afghanistan or Sudan. He reported ongo-
ing reassessments of the Koran and shari‘ah (religious law) in
the Islamic world, and suggested this developing liberal Islamic
tradition was the wave of the future. The core of the Koran is
pluralist, Asani said flatly, but over time many commentaries on
it became exclusivist, often in an attempt to establish political

hegemony. The conservative Wahhabism of
Saudi Arabia doesn’t represent the true
teachings of Islam in the eyes of many Mus-
lims, he reported, but the Saudis have used
their oil wealth to promote their beliefs
around the world, often at the expense of
local Muslim cultures: in Bosnia, mosques
rebuilt with Saudi aid had to conform to
Arab rather than indigenous design.

Armstrong (who noted that it took the
West centuries to develop democratic insti-
tutions) focused in particular on the inter-
section of fundamentalism and politics. Not
all fundamentalism is extremist or violent,
she said, but all the movements she has stud-
ied spring from a fear that modern secular-
ism aims to wipe out religion; she described
a “post-fundamentalism” that is becoming
ever more extreme, particularly in response
to repression, and can be neither safely ig-
nored nor safely exploited by existing
regimes. Pointing out that relations between
fundamentalism and democracy aren’t very
good anywhere—witness beliefs held by

some Christian fundamentalists in this country—she added that
Western governments’ support for autocratic regimes can make
democracy seem a bad joke. Iranian ayatollahs, she said, couldn’t
understand how Jimmy Carter—a religious man and proponent
of human rights—could support the shah and attack them.

That prompted Graham to shift the focus, as the forum
ended, from Muslim to U.S. politics. With the Cold War over,
he suggested, we should be able to “put our money where our
mouths are” and help Muslim groups seeking reforms and a
civil society in their own countries. The opportunity is there,
he challenged, but doing the job will require a lot of fresh
thinking.                                                                                �Jean Martin

The October 16 forum is accessible via www.iop.harvard.edu/forum-
archives.html. Alumni can also view a November 4 Alumni College on the
same topic, with many of the same faculty speakers, via Harvard at Home,
accessed at www.haa.harvard.edu.

Vivid anti-American images obscure the
real diversity of thought and opinion
within Muslim nations.

Islam’s Political
Polyphony
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you can say that it’s to force U.S. troops out of Saudi Arabia. The
next it can be about Iraqi children. The third day it can be about
the Palestinians. That’s a way to appeal to a much wider public.

Another thing about expressive terrorism is that it enables
cynical leaders to attract youth who feel humiliated, culturally or
personally. I see this happening in the religious schools, the
madrasahs in Pakistan, where they are feeding, housing, clothing
desperately poor young men, and then feeding them this very dis-
torted version of jihad.

I would like to see more Islamic scholars making clear that
what [Egyptian writer Muhammad Abd al-Salam] Faraj said in
The Neglected Duty is an extremist and distorted interpretation of
Islam. Most Christians reject the terrorists’ claim that Christian
teachings justify the killing of abortion providers—it’s a
similar distortion.

Little: Hear, hear. That’s really a challenge to the moder-
ate Islamic community to come forward and stand up. Of
course, they pay their own political price in some settings
for this kind of thing.

Carter: To those of us who are not expert on the region,
the most powerful thing that President Bush said, very early
on, was, “If you’re not with us, you’re with the terrorists.”
What that essentially was saying to the governments of
Pakistan, Egypt, the UAE, and Saudi Arabia was that they
had what appeared to be a two-faced policy toward the
United States and terrorism. One face says they are against
terrorism and also in some general way not opposed to the
policies of the United States, or at least they do not hold the
U.S. responsible for all the ills in the Islamic world.

Face two is at least passively acquiescing in the establish-
ment and institutionalization of a press that routinely and
grotesquely distorts history and current events and of an
educational/charitable network which is filled with bile
and hatred, and pursuing a political strategy toward stay-
ing on their own thrones that involves deflecting the aspira-
tions and frustrations of their own people outward.

So Bush’s statement seems to me to be really throwing
down a gauntlet of substantial proportions. I’d like to get
the views of the regional experts on this. If it’s stuck to as a
matter of policy, it has very, very important implications.

Stern: Didn’t it trouble you that bin Laden used the same
technique: dividing the world into two camps—those who
are for me, and those who are against me?

Carter: Yes, but the question is, who’s going to win? The piv-
ots here are the Musharrafs [General Pervez Musharraf, president
of Pakistan], and the Mubaraks [Hosni Mubarak, president of
Egypt], and the Saudi royal family. Which way are they going to
go? It’s risky to put them on the griddle. It’s very risky to say,
“Now is the time you have to choose whether it’s modernity or
the Middle Ages—to stick with us and confront your Islamic ex-
tremists, or to keep on in this two-faced way.” This event caused
Bush to call the draw now. Maybe some of them can’t sustain
being faced with that choice.

If Musharraf is any indication, once you stand up and say,
“Damn it, work this out,” he manages to hang in there. So it seems
that nothing succeeds like success. If we win, we’ll have won. It’s
that simple, isn’t it?

Bellin: But you both said before it’s so hard to win.
Carter: I mean this particular challenge. I don’t think we can

win in any final sense against mass terrorism. It’s a syndrome of
modern society. But I believe we can extirpate Al Qaeda and its
wider circles as well, and make it less fashionable. But is the Bush
statement a good strategy for dealing with Islamic extremism
turning to mass terrorism?

Bellin: Well, most of these regimes are no strangers to repres-
sion of Islamist groups. Egypt has been brutally repressive of Is-
lamists, with some success, actually.

Stern: Success in Egypt, but not in New York.
Bellin: Yes, but they have successfully extirpated that chal-

lenge, at least for the short run, in Egypt, and Tunisia has been
extremely repressive, and successful—many of these regimes
have used repression.

Little: Saudi Arabia has really bought o≠ these groups. Is that
right?

Bellin: Saudi Arabia always has that option. It uses coercion as
well, but it always has the option of buying o≠ these groups,
coopting them at the same time. But I’m not sure repression is re-
ally going to end this source of threat.

Little: It may just keep generating

“I would hate to see us focus only on protecting 
ourselves from the scourge of terrorism. 
We have broader obligations, which require a new
commitment to international collaboration 
and cooperation.” —  D A V I D  L I T T L E

(please turn to page 99)
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unrest, if there’s too much repression. That’s the danger. If gov-
ernments are encouraged to reduce terrorism, that may serve as
an excuse for much wider repression if we are not careful.

Stern: Egypt is in fact a perfect example, because the Egyptian
Islamic Jihad joined forces with Al Qaeda. The state repression
created this monster.

Carter: I think that was imperfect repression. And then the
question is, what are we really asking these governments to do?
Are we asking them to be more repressive? There’s a whole other
line in U.S. opinion that criticizes them for being backward-look-
ing kingdoms and dictatorships. That’s the paradox in our policy.
On the one hand, we would like to see progressive governance in
the Islamic world. But what we’re actually asking these govern-
ments to do is to keep on keeping on.

Richardson: But that’s very di≠erent from the Manichaean
view you described: either you’re with us or you’re against us. The
world is too complicated a place to adopt a Manichaean view. Bin
Laden has it, and it’s that kind of view that got us into trouble in
the first place: by simply having this view that the enemy of my
enemy is my friend. We need to decide what it is we need from
these countries. They’re not going to turn into democracies
overnight. We need intelligence-sharing, we need them to stop
sending money…

Bellin: We need them to stop providing a defense shield for
these groups. There are specific things we can ask them to do.

Richardson: We can insist upon them.
Bellin: But if we’re saying, look, we want you to change your

press so that you don’t have this yellow journalism screaming in-
sane ideas about the United States or its allies in the region,
you’re talking about extirpating mass public opinion, which I
think is beyond the capacity…

Carter: There are several circles here. Bush could ask them to
help us identify extremists bent upon destruction. Then at the
next circle he could say, we want you also to crack down on insti-
tutionalized anti-Americanism in your midst. And then you get to a
wider circle which gets more doubtful, where he seems to be ask-
ing governments to ensure that every man, woman, and child
loves America. Somewhere in those spreading circles, he is asking
them to act.

Richardson: We’ve got to be very restricted and focused in our
demands.

Heymann: Are we going to end the two-facedness of our accep-
tance of the Saudis? We support them, we try to keep them in
power, and we allow them to make financial and human contri-
butions to terrorism.

Was Bush serious when he said, “This is a war against terror-
ism,” or did he mean this was a battle against terrorism aimed at
the United States? I have a lot of doubt as to whether it’s the for-
mer rather than the latter. I’m told that Iran, Iraq, and Syria have
had an understanding that they wouldn’t allow terrorist groups
targeted on the United States.

And although I am just as shocked as you are by the suggestion
that we would shut down the yellow press, they of course have
shut it down insofar as it attacks their own governments in
power in any way. You can’t attack Mubarak, you can’t attack
Saddam Hussein. I guess what we want is not to allow a deflec-
tion of the anger onto the United States. I don’t think we should

interfere with any country that has a free press. We should en-
courage them to continue their free press. But if they have a very
controlled, manipulated, propagandistic press…

Bellin: But take the word “controlled.” This anti-Americanism
that you find saturating, say, the Egyptian press is not necessarily
funneled from the government on down. It’s welling up from
below. Are you saying we should just shut down the press?

Heymann: No, I’m saying that if Mubarak controls criticism of
his government, which he does, we should ask him to control
anything that sounds like an invitation to violence against our
country.

Stern: You actually made a very interesting point, which is that
they’re venting rage against us that ought to be vented against
their leaders. Isn’t that what you’re saying?

Heymann: Part of it.
Bellin: These governments are sitting on this boiling pot, and

closing every vent possible.
Carter: You can reduce the pressure of the steam. A lot of this

is manufactured history—really tremendous distortion of what is
going on in their own midst. There seems to be an inability on the
part of cultural and political leaders to say, “This is our environ-
ment, our polity, our world, and we are responsible for it.” Instead,

they’re always looking around for somebody else who is responsi-
ble, and the United States is convenient, in that it is the symbol of
modernity and supports Israel. But the larger dynamic here is
people collectively not in a position to take responsibility—a big,
broad region that is deeply broken, as far as self-governance is
concerned.

Richardson: I’m quite alarmed at this notion that we feel we
have a right to dictate to these governments how they run their
countries. We can’t win this battle, and we’re foolish to fight it.
We need to decide what our interests are, what we need from
these countries to protect ourselves against the growth of terror-
ists who have the desire and the ability to harm us. We should
limit our focus to that. That means insisting upon intelligence co-
operation and not funding terrorists. It means not interfering
with their press. It certainly means taking umbrage if in fact their
press is publicly exhorting people to attack us, but it means a
very, very limited involvement in their societies.

There is nothing we can do, given the preponderance of power
we have, to make ourselves loved all over the world. And it does-
n’t matter that we’re not loved. Former great powers before us,
from Rome to Britain, never were.

The point is, we just need to focus on our interests, and let
them run their countries, provided it doesn’t harm our interests
or involve mass violation of human rights.

Little: Louise, I disagree somewhat. I think you focus a little

UNDERSTANDING TERRORISM  (continued from page 49)

“Don’t overestimate the capabilities of our present
institutions. Our present institutions look weak 
in cooperation, weak in individual capacity, weak in
imagination. None of these things are very good.”

—  P H I L I P  B .  H E Y M A N N
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too exclusively on U.S. interests. If one accepts our policy as an
antiterrorist strategy, there are human-rights and humanitarian-
law implications which obligate us to be concerned about viola-
tions of these norms in other settings, not just in reference to our
own protection. We’ll also have to be concerned, for example,
about whether our Israeli allies have done things in the conflict
with Palestinians that exceed the laws of war, or whether other
allies—say the Saudis or the Pakistanis—are allowed to defeat
the whole purpose of the present e≠ort by relying on terror to
fight terror.

Richardson: If you take a long-term strategy, as I would, going
back to the point about driving the wedge between the perpetra-
tors and the mass publics—it is in our interest to insist that these
governments pay more attention to the refugee camps, that they
alleviate the poverty that serves as the swamp in which these
groups grow. We should invest money in these areas. We should
be financing the education. We shouldn’t let impoverished Pak-

istanis have a choice between having their children illiterate, or
going to a madrasah to become a jihadi. We should be funding
schools, and teaching them the values of the American way. So a
more humanitarian strategy on our part would serve our interest.

Little: But shouldn’t we also be concerned about governments
engaging in terrorist activities, or fomenting terrorism?

Richardson: Of course. For example, it’s absolutely in our in-
terests that Kashmir not explode.

Bellin: Just to be a devil’s advocate—I basically follow your ap-
proach, David, but you know, Iraq is one of the worst perpetra-
tors of state terrorism against its own civilian population. Still,
casting our siege of Iraq as an act in defense of human rights has
not prevented people in the Muslim world from seeing this siege
as one more example of America’s abuse of power.

Little: The sanctions, and the bombing of Iraq—yes.
Bellin: So there’s a limit to what degree upholding justice, or

just principles, in the international domain is really going to alle-

What threats to our constitutional culture should most
concern us in the recent executive and legislative responses to
September 11? asked Kathleen M. Sullivan, J.D. ’81, in her Tan-
ner Lectures on Human Values. She spoke on “War, Peace, and
Civil Liberties,” Novem-
ber 7 and 8, in Lowell
Auditorium. The lec-
tures are sponsored by
the O∞ce of the Presi-
dent and the Center for
Ethics and the Profes-
sions. Sullivan, formerly
a professor of law at
Harvard and a member
of the center, and now
dean of Stanford Law
School, argued that we
can meet the present
emergency within the
Constitution. 

Compared with o∞-
cial censorship of war-
time dissidents or oppo-
sition leaders during the
Civil War and the World Wars, Sullivan said, current state ac-
tion to stop dissent or questioning of national policy is “no-
tably restrained. Canceling Bill Maher’s Politically Incorrect on a
few local television a∞liates is really not the same as putting
Eugene Debs in prison for 10 years….” She sees “no crude, overt
o∞cial censorship of forbidden viewpoints” in the text of the
USA Patriot Act, antiterrorism legislation signed into law in
October.

But that act does “raise a few new sorts of privacy concerns,”
she said. “First, it allows wiretaps of telephone conversa-

tions…able to rove with the person who is under suspicion,
rather than be confined to a particular telephone number that
might have been used in connection with the crime.” Whatever
the actual worries this occasions, Sullivan said, “In a world of
cellular phones and proliferating wireless communication de-
vices, it might be said to merely restore…an equilibrium be-
tween government and suspect that might have been tipped
for the suspect.” The same applies to the law’s extension to e-
mail—to search technologies, in an analogy to the telephone,

“that purport to deter-
mine what number you
have called without cap-
turing the content of
what you said.”

The biggest departure
from past constitutional
practice under the new
law, said Sullivan, is “the
detention in secret and
in many cases without
access to family contacts
or counsel of the 1,174
people who’ve been
rounded up in connec-
tion with September 11.”

The procedure is nothing like the
infamous internment of 120,000
people of Japanese descent, some
of them U.S. citizens, in World
War II, she said, “but it’s a number
that has been climbing exponen-
tially in the last two months.…The
new act adds to the authority of

the attorney general and the INS the power to detain any im-
migrant suspected of involvement in terrorism for up to seven
days for questioning, after which he must be released unless
charged with criminal or immigration violations, even if those
are not themselves links to terrorism.” Though the attorney
general asked for indefinite detention, some civil-liberties ad-

Compared to World War II intern-
ment camps, Kathleen Sullivan said,
current reactions are “restrained,” but
risks to public discourse remain.

Are American Liberties
at Risk?

G
U

S
T

A
V

F
R

E
E

D
M

A
N

 Reprinted from Harvard Magazine. For copyright and reprint information, contact Harvard Magazine, Inc. at www.harvardmagazine.com



Harvard Magazine 101

viate this anger, if it’s also springing out of this general sense of
powerlessness and humiliation.

Little: I don’t disagree, although I would urge us to rethink
some of the aspects of our Iraq policy—sanctions and so on. I’m
not sure they’re that e≠ective and they are extremely controver-
sial. So if the current campaign against terrorism provokes us to
reexamine and reconsider some of the troubling aspects of our
policies, that would be a good outcome. I’m not saying we can re-
dress all the deficiencies or completely change direction. But if we
accept an antiterror policy, there are broader implications for our
policies that are considerable.

Bellin: I want to follow up on what Louise said. I endorse the
idea of modesty in our goals—what we think we can achieve, and
ought to try to achieve, to protect our interests. But in addition to
encouraging these states to open up their intelligence to us, and
not provide a defensive shield for terror groups, we should fight a
PR war. That doesn’t mean trying to control the press—that’s im-

possible. But we are not fighting the PR war we might, and there
are angles we could take to win more popular support in the re-
gion. If you talk to people in the region, a lot of them say, “What
nationality are you?” You say, “American,” and then they say,
“America bad, Americans good.” There’s this general warmth to-
ward American people, and anger toward the American govern-
ment. And why is there warmth toward the American people? Be-
cause there are many things about America that people in the
region actually love and admire. So there are ways to build popu-
lar support to alleviate some of this hate.

Heymann: Should we be talking more about what the United
States did to help Muslims in Kosovo? Would that help?

Bellin: Yes, sure.
Carter: I think you have to look at responsible leaders in the

region itself, and ask what direction they are leading in. Are they
portraying events as they really are? One way you can be “for us,”
if you are a leader there, is by being forthright and analytical
about events in the region. A great example is Iraq and the sanc-
tions, where by incredible distortion of the actual facts, it is widely
accepted on the street that the United States is responsible for
humanitarian outrages, and Saddam Hussein gets o≠ scot-free.
Responsible o∞cials, not democratically elected, run for cover
routinely when it comes to matters of fact in recent events. That’s
deplorable.

Stern: One thing that has become very clear is that these ter-
rorists have much better PR departments than we do. But I want
to put something else out on the table. It seems that Americans
know so little about the Islamic world. I would like to see more
educational exchanges—with American scholars spending time
in Islamic countries, and Islamic scholars coming here.

Heymann: Ash talks as if we were dealing with Eisenhower, Lin-
coln, and Washington. What if the leaders are themselves regard-
ed as self-serving, staying in power because of their intelligence
agencies, and because they feel that an important condition of
staying in power is a willingness to cater to very powerful resent-
ments, with the United States as the focus? Do you still want the
leaders in that circumstance to speak out, if they’re not credible?

Carter: Yes. That gets to a tactical question: how do you make
it more uncomfortable for them to be two-faced than to take the
actions President Bush described? It’s an uncomfortable choice,
obviously. 

Heymann: If they’re not particularly credible, if they’re thought
of as self-serving and repressive, and if you get them to stand up
to what is probably the major popular movement, you may start
to lose them, unless they become increasingly repressive. They
may face a choice where they either have to become increasingly
repressive, and increasingly unpopular for being repressive, or
start to fall from o∞ce.

Carter: There is that risk. You have to assess that risk. That
risk was taken, in the case of Musharraf. He has lasted through
that test so far.

Richardson: This equation of leadership with pro-Americanism
is misplaced. It’s simply a lost cause if we’re expecting these lead-
ers to act like Tony Blair. He’s acting the way he is for two reasons.
First, because he’s morally committed to this cause, which should
not be a surprise, because he shares our values. And second, be-
cause it’s in his interests to do so. Britain gets to exercise great-
power status vicariously by being our loyal lieutenant. It’s a strat-
egy that has served them well since the Second World War.

vocates think he got more power than is allowable. The proce-
dure, said Sullivan, is worrisome because of “its potential for
selective, racially specific or ethnically or religiously specific,
burden on noncitizens and even immigrant citizens who may
be incorrectly identified through racial profiling.”

The major civil-liberties concern Sullivan sees is “the danger
of government secrecy.…Citizens cannot monitor and check
government actions they do not know about.” She fears gov-
ernment “denials of preconditions for exercising our
rights—information gaps, secret tribunals, intelligence func-
tions merging into law enforcement.” To confront the prospec-
tive danger, we must “make sure that we increase the space for
public discourse, judgment, monitoring, and criticism…”

Sullivan emphasized repeatedly her view that the nation
ought not to suspend the Constitution to deal with the
emergency on di≠erent terms, thereby creating a constitu-
tional “black hole.” When emergencies come, the balance be-
tween liberty and security can be adjusted. “Our existing
constitution,” she said, “is up to the task of interpretive
adaptation to these new conditions, and no universal emer-
gency principle should save us from the hard work—case by
case, right by right, structure by structure—of keeping an
interpretive equilibrium between first principle and new
context.”

We give much discretion to the executive in time of trouble.
Yet, said Sullivan, the features of our constitutional system
can enable us “to keep discretion from encroaching so far
upon law as to alter our identity.” Separation of powers “in-
terposes judicial and legislative limitation on executive
power.” Second, the “requirement of transparency” enables
“accountability to the people even if that requires some posi-
tive disgorgement of information from the government.”
Third, the principle of equality is a “principle of generalizabil-
ity. If we generalize the burdens on liberty that we might un-
dertake in a quest for greater security,  we’ll do less to inhibit
liberty.…

“We do not need a new constitution with new emergency
powers,” said Sullivan. “We just need to make wise and vigi-
lant use of the Constitution we’ve got.”           �Christopher Reed
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The position of these leaders is utterly di≠erent. They have both
their own domestic survival at stake, and the direction in which
they wish to take their regimes. We have to countenance the fact
that leaders may choose to take a path that is not one that we
would like them to take, and still be leaders. So what we need to
do is be very clear and very limited in what we expect of them, be
very nuanced in assisting them and providing incentives for them
to do what we would like them to do, but to recognize that lead-
ership for them is really quite di≠erent from pro-Americanism.

Moderator: After what we have seen, are you more concerned
about use of weapons of mass destruction, even in limited ways
like anthrax in letters? Given your work on terrorism, are you
concerned about the disjunction between elite thinking about
the prospect of terrorism, and its recent arrival on our shores,
which seemed to surprise the public despite the previous World
Trade Center explosion and other plots? And what would be your
most pressing piece of advice, given that there are a lot of targets
in this open society, and that we may have to cope with terrorism
as an enduring problem?

Carter: We’re being told that another shoe is likely to drop be-
fore long, well before this situation of Al Qaeda and its deeper
roots is “resolved” in any way. Sadly, we might yet see truly mass
destruction. One can think of two frightful possibilities. One is
smallpox, and the other is a nuclear weapon, either of which

would make the an-
thrax in the letters
and the World Trade
Center destruction
look mild in compar-
ison.

For a long time,
we have had an atti-
tude that nuclear
weapons are unus-
able, that they are
deterrents, and that
nobody really is go-
ing to use them. It
seems to me that we
are witnessing in Al
Qaeda at least one
group which, were 
it able to obtain 
nuclear weapons,
would use them.
That’s very chilling,

because I remind us all that there are probably in excess of a hun-
dred thousand nuclear weapons’ worth of fissile material in the
former Soviet Union. Pakistan, which we have made a front-line
state in this so-called war on terrorism, is a nuclear nation and has
a few dozen nuclear weapons, and the wherewithal and expertise
to make more. So I would say that the nuclear chapter here is very
important.

The most urgent piece of advice is to look beyond Al Qaeda and
Afghanistan and Islamist extremism, and to think about cata-
strophic terrorism as a syndrome of the human condition that will
a±ict us for a very long time. I would like to see the beginnings of
innovation in the way we govern ourselves that I was talking

about, that program that we’re all hoping for from Governor
Ridge, that will allow us, over the long run, to live in a civil society
of a sort that we wish to live in, and to continue to enjoy the fruits
of technological progress without simultaneously living in fear
that the very same technology will be used by fringes to kill a lot
of people. That is the big challenge of governance in front of us,
and it’s never been faced on this scale in human society before.

Heymann: There were two barriers to weapons of mass de-
struction as terrorist weapons. One was the di∞culty of obtain-
ing and using them, particularly of obtaining fissile material, and
of delivering biological weapons. The other was the notion that
nobody really wanted to, much. We plainly have passed the sec-
ond barrier with Al Qaeda. I simply can’t believe that people pre-
pared to bring down the World Trade Center would balk at a
small nuclear explosion. I’m not at all sure what e≠ect that has on

others. Up until this time, we had no real e≠ort, other than the
Aum Shinrikyo, to use biological or nuclear weapons of terrorism.
It may be that the barrier, once down, is down for everybody. But
if we were lucky, it might survive, to some extent, for other ter-
rorist groups. I wouldn’t be optimistic, but I’m a little bit less pes-
simistic than Ash. We do have to go through the full range of
steps that Ash described. I would be focusing an awful lot of
them on the type of terrorism that Al Qaeda now represents, on
the theory that it amounted to a breakthrough organization—
trying new things in new ways, with larger numbers of people,
and larger capacities than what we’ve seen before.

The major advice I’d give would take two forms. One would be
not to take the president’s rhetoric too seriously. There are very
di∞cult problems of foreign policy. There are very di∞cult prob-
lems of prevention. There are very di∞cult ethical and moral
problems. I think it’s very useful to have defined the issue as for
us or against us for all terrorism, and it is, perhaps, the way to
argue the PR battle. But in the long run, that’s a much more
moralistic form of foreign policy than we’re used to. We’re going
to have to be very practical about it.

The second thing is: don’t overestimate the capabilities of our
present institutions. I think for the type of preparation Ash is de-
scribing, our present institutions look weak in cooperation, weak
in individual capacity, weak in imagination. None of these things
are very good.

Stern: I think we should divide our recommendations into
those intended for the government and those intended for the
American people. Advising the government, I would suggest
thinking not only about the kind of catastrophic threats that Ash
has very usefully defined, but also much lower-tech threats—in-
dustrial sabotage, sabotage of food-processing plants—that own-
ers of factories need to be trained to deal with, and that the gov-
ernment should get involved in. Also it is clear, unfortunately,
that dissemination technologies for biological agents are improv-

“I would like to see the beginnings of innovation in
the way we govern ourselves that will allow us, over
the long run, to live in a civil society of a sort that we
wish to live in.” —  A S H T O N  B .  C A R T E R
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ing very rapidly, which will make the threat of catastrophic bio-
logical terrorism far more realistic in the future. But we should
also remember that technologies for countering terrorism are im-
proving, too. The government should be providing funds to expe-
dite research, for example, on developing DNA vaccines and im-
proving sensors. It should also be funding improvements in the
public-health system and epidemiological surveillance. Infec-
tious-disease monitoring is important for distinguishing biologi-
cal terrorism from a natural outbreak of disease, but also criti-
cally important for dealing with emerging, re-emerging, and
antibiotic-resistant diseases, which are a very real threat today.

I also think it’s important how we are perceived around the
world. We tend to see ourselves as the white hats in the world,
and that is clearly not how we’re perceived. We need to think
about that.

Finally, a few words about how the American people need to
respond. We now have to deal with a higher level of risk than
we’re accustomed to dealing with. But we should remember that
terrorism pushes all our buttons, and that we are likely, psycho-
logically, to overreact. We should keep this risk in perspective.
Every time you smoke a cigarette, you reduce your lifespan by five
minutes. Over a hundred Americans die every day in car acci-
dents. We feel that we have control over these risks, and not over
terrorism, but the truth is if ordinary Americans want to increase
their lifespans, there are things they can do right away—stop
smoking and wear seatbelts.

Richardson: I would simply argue that doing what Ash de-
scribed is not at all incompatible with trying to get inside the
minds of the terrorists. We should be doing both.

Domestically, we can use this attack to alter people’s engage-
ment in international a≠airs. The American population, histori-
cally, is astoundingly indi≠erent to international a≠airs. One of
the positive impacts of this event will be to change that. It goes
without saying that we have paid way too high a price.

We also need to include in our debates the impact of our poli-
cies on the ground. If one had asked a hundred Americans last
summer if we had troops deployed in Saudi Arabia, you’d have
gotten simply random responses. The vast majority would have
no idea. I think if you asked a hundred random people in the
Middle East, you’d have gotten a very di≠erent outcome. Our
deployment of troops on the ground and our support of Israel
are extremely unpopular. This does not mean that we should
abandon these policies, but it does mean that we should include
in part of the debate what the impact of our policies is on the
ground, how they are perceived on the ground. That’s the do-
mestic part.

On the international part, again, I think we have to be focused,
absolutely, on how we are perceived overseas. We have to be fo-
cused, absolutely, on waging this campaign against our enemies—
and doing it in such a way that we prevent them from selling their
argument, and depicting us as the evildoers here.

If we were to capture bin Laden, we should put him on trial. I
think we should not catch and kill him. Instead, we should convene
an international court—give him an Islamic judge, Christian
judges—and give him every procedural protection known to man—
the point being to undermine his argument that we are the evildo-
ers. Here is somebody who has done us this extraordinary evil. We
have him in our hands. We could do whatever we like with him, and
we choose to hand him over, not to a national jurisdiction, but to an

international jurisdiction, again as a way of trying to undermine the
argument that he and people like him make, and to demonstrate
that we mean it when we say we believe in the rule of law. 

Finally, I would simply say that four [now five] people have died
of anthrax and we have 285 million people in this country terrified.
The fact that 20,000 people will die of flu this year is having much
less impact. This demonstrates that terrorism is a very e≠ective
tactic of the weak against the strong, and shows that it’s here to
stay—precisely because it is such an e≠ective tactic in sowing fear.

Little: The only thing I would reemphasize is the point that I
tried to make earlier, that insofar as we are now committed to an
antiterror policy, there are important implications for the U.S.
and its policies.

One thing that means is that we begin to clarify exactly what
terrorism is. We’ve made a start here, though without total con-
sensus, and we’ll need to think more carefully and extensively
about a definition. Second, this will mean conscientiously apply-
ing a clear understanding of terrorism to our own policies and the
policies of other states and groups—even if the exercise yields
some embarrassing results. I would hate to see us focus only on
protecting ourselves from the scourge of terrorism. We have
broader obligations, which require a new commitment to inter-
national collaboration and cooperation. The strident unilateral-
ism of the original Bush foreign policy was deeply misguided and
in need of reform. Let us hope that out of the experience of Sep-
tember 11 comes just such a new and lasting commitment on the
part of the United States.
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