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MR. TIM ROEMER:  Welcome, everyone, to the Center for National Policy.  My name is Tim Roemer.  And we are very, very fortunate to have a great speaker here today who’s written a couple books about Jihad and al Qaeda, one of the more interesting topics that we face today.  We had a series last week with Jim Zogby and Dalia Mogahed to talk about what they saw as some of the emerging trends and reasons that people in the Arab and Muslim world might be more aligned or more inclined to go and sign up for Jihad against the United States and participate in this effort around the world.  

Marc Sageman continues a series along those lines that the Center for National Policies engaged in in our national security strategy.  How do we understand this group?  What motivates them?  How do we address that through policy?  And particularly what can the next president do about this issue,?  Whether that be a President Obama or a President McCain, what recommendations might we have to the next administration?  

I’m particularly delighted to have Marc Sageman here to talk to us for a little while and to give us the opportunity to ask him some questions, because he looks at this as somebody with so much academic, scientific, real life experience in the CIA, in the academic community, and he is also a forensic psychiatrist.  So he comes at this very, very differently than many of the other experts.  

When I served on the 9/11 Commission, we had hundreds of experts come before us on the 9/11 Commission.   Some were quite good.  Some were pretty good.  Some might not have been our favorites.  Marc Sageman was right at the top of the list.  Not only did he understand al Qaeda and the Jihadist threat, he comes at it very differently.  And I think when he consults with other governments, the British in particular, I think they hire him because he does understand what’s going on in the world and what’s going on in London in particular.  

Two of his books, Understanding Terror Networks, is absolutely – I highly recommend it as helping us all understand why people sign up and how these networks are formed and what the radicalization process is like.  His new book, I highly recommend – Leaderless Jihad.  A brand new book, just out.  We don’t have copies right here, but you can go down to Union Station and buy some right down the street.  He comes at this very differently than many people in Washington, D.C.  

Many people out at Langley and here in D.C. have come at fighting this Jihadist threat from the top down.  If you get bin Laden, if you get Zawahiri, if you get the King of Diamonds and the Queen of Spades, you ultimately will take the terror network down and the threat will go away.  Marc does not believe that.  He believes it is a bottom-up network.  And while it would be important to get bin Laden, you still have a real threat out there.  He not only takes the scientific approach, he not only was one of our best witnesses on the 9/11 Commission, I think he also comes up with a number of policy recommendations in his last chapter that I hope he’ll discuss today that will be recommendations to the next president, and I think we can engage him on those recommendations a little bit more. 

I’m delighted to have Marc here, a very, very interesting scholar on this.  And it’s not just the United States or Great Britain; it’s Harvard, it’s many different universities:  the University of Pennsylvania, MIT, the University of California, the University of Michigan, University of Chicago that also go to him to hire him for his understanding of this threat.  Across the world, across the academic community, across governments, Marc Sageman is one of the preeminent experts in this field.  We’re lucky to have him today.  Please help welcome him with a CNP greeting.  (Applause.)  
Thank you so much for coming, Marc, and if you’ll take a few minutes, maybe 15 or 20 minutes to go over your presentation and then we’ll have at you with the question-and-answer period.  
MR. MARC SAGEMAN:  Okay, great.

MR. ROEMER:  Thank you again for coming.  
MR. MARC SAGEMAN:  Okay.  Great.  Let me take even two more minutes because Burt Gerber is here and you mentioned that I was one of the witnesses at the 9/11 Commission.  I think I’m the only guy who was also a witness at the Beslan Commission and that’s why I wanted to talk to you about.  After I got a call, I think it was in – it might have been in 2006.  Two years ago when the Russians – I was going to say the Soviets – set up the Beslan Commission – and it’s actually a committee.  It wasn’t a commission because they were sitting people at the Duma and the Senate.  So it wasn’t retired people from Congress, but they called it a commission.  It was really a committee the way we see it.  
They wanted to see me.  They wanted me to be the first speaker there, the first witness.  And I was saying why me?  You can have Tom Keane, the chair, or even Phil Zelikow who was the executive director.  And said, "no, no, no.  They want you."  And they told me that the embassy had trouble, political section, even getting to the commissioners and they weren’t returning the political section calls, so they sent me to Moscow and they briefed me, kind of told me that they’re going to try to tell you that they're fighting the war on terror in Chechnya and so we have a double standard because we’re not supporting them in Chechnya.  I said, oh, I know nothing about Chechnya.  I’m an al Qaeda guy.  I’m just a small man.  (Laughter.)  So I know nothing about those fancy political things.  So they said "anyway, they want to speak with you."
So on the days, it was the next morning we – actually, in the afternoon, we had a very long table.  It looked like the START negations across the table.  You had the head of the Senate, you had the deputy of the Duma and you had various commissioners, and on my side I had two simultaneous translators taking (relief?) from the Russian and then the whole political section with it.  And it was only the head speaking and myself.  I mean, that’s – and so, after the niceties, the head of the Senate asked me, well, why do you think the 9/11 Commission was so successful?  And I thought not for very long, I said, well, I think that’s because they wanted to understand the truth and therefore they gave immunity to the witnesses.  (Laughter.) 

Well, that triggered quirt a few whispers for about five minutes and my translators were telling me they couldn’t understand because they weren’t really speaking very loud.  And then the guy – the whispering stopped, the guy looked at me and said, what’s the point of having these hearings if we can’t punish them?  (Laughter.)  And then we kind of continued for about two hours, and then at the end, they all kind of surrounded me and patted me on the back.  I had my translators.  So there were about 15 guys there.  So I said why did you guys invite me?  And they said well, that’s because we trust you.  We have something in common.  And of course, the light was dawning on me and said, what do you mean?  And said well, here it’s a disguised KGB, Spetsnaz is KGB, here we’re all Afghanskies (ph).  (Laughs.)  So you know, of course –

MR. ROEMER:  (Inaudible) – commonality. 

MR. SAGEMAN:  So I said well, I was on the other side of the mountain.  And they said, no, no, no, no, no, no, you have it wrong.  We were young men and we are all in it together.  I’m trying to get at it from another tack.  I said, my wife really hesitated to allow me to go to Moscow because there are 14,000 grieving mothers.  And they look at me like I had some haunt or I was a Martian or something like that.  No, no, no, no, no., you’re really thinking about it wrongly.  They said in this room, said we’re all Russians.  We hated the communists.  You liberated us.  Wow.  (Laughter.)  Had I known that then, I would have stayed at the agency and gotten promoted.  (Laughter.) 

But I wanted to share that with you because it was absolutely priceless.  I don’t know what planet those guys were orbiting – (laughter) – but it was my first time in Moscow and it was interesting. 
All right.  So getting back to this threat after this little detour.  Basically what I wanted to do was to apply the scientific method to terrorists.  And I was only interested in the guys who did 9/11.  That’s how I grew my – (unintelligible).  People had operational relationship.  So really what I looked at, and I have more than 500 people in it, I really count pure al Qaeda – the transnational threat.  So I don’t have Palestinians going after Israel, I don’t have Chechens going after Russians, I don’t have Iraqis going against the Iraqi government.  I have the transnational guys, the foreigners.  

And in my previous book, I think I dispelled most of the myth about those terrorists.  They’re mostly middle class.  They were not brainwashed by their culture.  They had a secular background.  They had a secular education.  They join a terrorist organization at the age of 26.  Pretty well educated – 62 percent went to university.  And strangely enough, they did not study religion, they’re mostly engineers.  Terrorism has always been a problem of engineers.  If you have any engineers here, those are the guys you need to get rid of.  (Laughter.)

Then I kind of looked at – there’s a typical American argument, namely, they do it for sex or they do it for the 72 virgins, they do it – and that’s simple to test.  Do they have access to sex.  And so I showed that 73 percent were married and two-thirds had plenty of kids.  So it wasn’t a lack of sex in a sense data is.  My data is far more consistent with the idea that they turn to terrorism out of sexual exhaustion as opposed to sexual frustration.  (Laughter.)

MR. ROEMER:  The CNP goes into new territory.  

MR. SAGEMAN:  That’s exactly right.  You didn’t know that.  

MR. ROEMER:  I didn’t know that.  (Laughter.)

MR. SAGEMAN:  So after that, I looked at the criminality, and most of them were not criminals.  I looked whether they were crazy, they’re not crazy.  So the question is how come?  They’re not born terrorists.  How did they become terrorists?  And here, what I want to talk about is the process of radicalization.  And by radicalization I mean the path to political violence.  It’s not so much about extremist views, because a lot of people have them.  I’m interested into violence itself.  And the dynamics that I could see are basically young people chasing dreams of glory, some thrill, and belonging to a group but also to a large significance and it’s a bottom-up process.  

What I see are basically four dimensions.  They’re not stages.  They’re not chronological.  They’re not linear.  And basically what they are is a sense of moral outrage that’s interpreted in a specific way, and the reason it sticks to people is that it resonates with their personal experience and then they mobilize by networks into terrorists, because with the first three you get a lot of angry young people, but they’re not terrorists.  

So let me elaborate a little bit.  The sense of moral outrage is about a major moral violation.  It could be global, and right now it’s all about Iraq.  When you go to the – you travel in a foreign land and people know that you are American, they always want to talk to you about Iraq.  It wasn’t Iraq originally.  Iraq did not create this problem, far from it, but right now Iraq is like a black hole; it sucks up all the argument past 2003.  

But you also have a local aspect, namely, what the local representative of the states do to various communities, and here Muslim communities are very careful scrutinizing what the police, local police does to them.  And if they seem to really target them unfairly, they take notice of that.  And that’s really what happened in England.  

Here we’re a little luckier than the British, because local police are recruited locally and therefore, they represent the community and so they’re representative of the community.  For instance, the NYPD, which is 57,000 strong, totally represent New York City.  Forty percent of New York is foreign born and about 35 percent of the NYPD is foreign born, so very much representative.  And so you don’t have white boys patrolling South-Asian and North-African neighborhood, which is what you have in Europe.  So –any car accident will trigger a riot which is what happened two months ago in France.  

Okay.  So you have this kind of sense of moral outrage but it has to be interpreted specifically.  And here in this instance it's interpreted in a very – in a sound bite.  Namely, this is a war on Islam.  When I’ve come to the field and come to the trials of various terrorists, I realized that they’re not Muslim scholars, far from it.  They’re not even intellectuals.  They’re basically now hoodlums who could do this for various reasons, usually for self-glorification. 
And so that – from my previous book – (unintelligible) – downward revision to the import of ideology.  But this notion it’s a war on Islam, just the sound bites to one Islam, is more or less – is imbedded into logical – (unintelligible) – belief that may be consistent with this notion or not.  And this is where Europe differs from the United States.  See, in Europe, nationalism was based on national essence: Englishness, Frenchness, Germanness, Italianness, and indeed the Italian-Germans coalesced into a country at the second half of the 19th century.  Our notion, our myth, is that it's a melting pot.  The point is that that is you don’t belong to this national essence of Frenchness, Englishness and so on, like if you’re from South Asia or you’re from North Africa, it’s easy to feel excluded and that the state is at war against yourself.  But if you are part of the melting pot, well, that undermines this notion that the state is at war against you.  

But the real importance – the real important idea that’s imbedded is the notion of the American dream.  And here we do have the American dream.  And I think the Pew Research Center poll of last year showed that 75 percent of Muslims strongly believe in the American dream, which is even higher than the national average of 62 percent.  That’s because most of them are foreigners.  Foreigners come here for the American dream and still believe it.  There is no equivalent European dream.  Instead, what they find is exclusion from the labor market.  

But in a sense this notion that this is a war against Islam sticks to European because it resonates with their personal experience.  In a sense, it’s unfair to compare the two populations.  We have the elite of the Muslim world living here.  Why?  Because we cherry-picked them over the years.  We only – the Muslims are not Mexican, and there are only about 5,000 Muslims in Mexico, so they can’t really come in illegally from the south.  They need a visa.  And we only basically granted visa to university professors, to physicians, to engineers, to businessmen.  

And so the children of those people who are the upper-middle class really face a very different labor market from what they faced in Europe.  And those are the children of unskilled labor brought to Europe to rebuild it after World War II.  And you have now the grandchildren of some of those people who came to Europe.  And those guys do face discrimination. 
So the data is really very compelling.  The average income of an American Muslim family is about $70,000, which is 40 percent higher than the average income of an American family, $48,000.  So you’re talking about the upper-middle class.  In Europe it’s really quite different and so young Muslims, 15 to 30, face three times the unemployment rate than the comparable indigenous young people.  So that’s a huge, huge difference. 
Also in terms of contribution, political contribution, in a sense, people always tell you follow the money and so on.  Well, it’s simple.  If you want state-sponsored terrorists, look no further than England, Germany, Holland, Canada, Australia, because about 60 percent of the money going to terrorist operation in the West comes from the welfare payments to young people.  And so that’s not the – it’s not so much that the state pays them to be terrorists.  It’s really the state allows them not to work, and so they’re bored and they hang around street corners.  And when you’re bored, the appeal and the thrill of belonging to a clandestine organization is almost, almost unbearable and irresistible.  And so a lot of people do that because they’re bored out of their mind.  

You see, we are pretty coldhearted here, so we don’t really give such nice welfare payment to young unemployed people.  You work, you eat, and you don’t work, you starve.  But the point is that in the United States, you’re just too exhausted when you come home after a full day’s work to be a full-time Jihadi on the Internet.  Those guys are doing it all day long.  So that’s another big difference.  

And the other is that you have this blowback because since many of them are unemployed, they receive a disproportionate amount of welfare payment, and so you have these right-xenophobic parties in Europe that basically pull about 20 percent for the last four or five years.  And you look all the way from Holland, Germany.  In Austria they won – they actually did get elected.  But even in nice Switzerland it was 17 percent.  You have the Northern Alliance in Italy – it’s everywhere, it's everywhere – Front National in France.  

So the point is that you have a rapid escalation between those two forces where you have tremendous hostility between the various Muslim communities, and I say communities because there’s no such thing as a Muslim community, but there are various communities depending on where they come from, which city they come from.  But so far you have a lot of angry people.  What makes them terrorists is that they form networks.  And they form networks because – based on friendship and kinship.  I looked at what was the relationship of people who became terrorists before they became terrorists, so before they join a network, and it turns out that about 70 percent were friends and another 20 percent were family – were relatives.  And so you have this spontaneously self-organized bunch of guys from the bottom up that decide to do things. 

There’s two major trajectories.  One was the expatriate trajectory and that’s what we found mostly in the 1990s.  Young people from the Middle East – the elite of the Middle East sent to the West to study because that’s where the best universities were.  And those guys became homesick.  They first adopted a Western lifestyle.  It didn’t work, so they looked for other Muslims. And where did they hang out?  They hang out at mosques.  So they drifted toward the mosque not out of religiosity, but really for companionship.  And there they kind of met over dinner and if they liked each other they moved in the same apartment.  And it’s this intense interaction that actually radicalized them.  

Or you have the homegrown trajectory, and those are the second, third generation.  They drop out of school as teenagers.  They form gangs.  And after 10 years of petty crime, they realize there’s no future, so they turn to religion like AA to really overcome their condition.  So basically, what I’m describing is that it’s the interactivity of this network, and it used to be face-to-face.  Now it’s far more on the internet, but with the same kind of interactivity.  People change opinion by discussing their opinion with their friends.  And that’s how they become more extremist.  And it’s a very natural process.  

There’s nothing really – we’ve known this in social psychology.  The group is an echo effect of people has this mutual escalation of complaints, to the point where they almost withdraw from society, they think they’re different, they’re special, and at the same time society kind of rejects them because they have those extremist views.  And after a while, they’re ready to sacrifice themselves for comrades and also the cause.  And you find that also very much in a lot of organizations, whether it’s fraternities, whether it’s the Army.  I mean all these processes are not uncommon.  

So – if we had projection, I had some nice graphs showing what the networks look like.  But one thing that I found is that we’re usually confusing – not only are we lumping the bad guys into one, and I think that’s a mistake because there is a lot of difference among them and a lot of bickering, but also we have not really looked at how the threat evolved over time.  And I argue that there are basically three waves of people who actually became al Qaeda.  

The first wave were the companion of bin Laden.  They're actually fairly well educated.  They went to Pakistan to support a Jihad against the Soviet.  Those guys mostly Egyptian and they still form the leadership of al Qaeda.  And there are about two dozens of them left.  And they’re failing because we’re killing or capturing them still at a pretty healthy pace.  You know Abu Laith al-Libi is the last victim of this, three weeks ago.  The second generation were mostly those expatriates that I’ve mentioned who became homesick in the West, got radicalized in the West and then sought al Qaeda in the hope of al Qaeda selecting them.  In a sense al Qaeda is a little bit like Harvard:  Harvard does not need to recruit.  People want to go to Harvard because it’s Harvard.  And Harvard accepts about 13 percent of the applicants.  

Well, al Qaeda does not get to recruit either.  People want to become al Qaeda.  And so – and during the ‘90s, they went to Afghanistan in the hope of being selected and al Qaeda’s percentage of acceptance was about 15 percent.  So when I say Harvard I kind of really mean Harvard.  It’s very much a bottom up.  Remember, Mohamed Atta went looking for al Qaeda, al Qaeda never went looking for Mohamed Atta.  It’s really one way, this way.  And those guys in the ‘90s were incorporating al Qaeda central and stayed there.  There are about 100 of those left in Wiziristan at the border.

But basically, the third wave is what we’re facing.  After 9/11 which galvanized us to really go into Afghanistan, destroy the training camp, eliminate shelter, monitor the money – (unintelligible) – conversation, communications and so on.  It’s really very hard enough for young people wanting to be al Qaeda to really find al Qaeda.  So what you find now, especially after Iraq is that you have very young people and those are mostly homegrown, and now the average age of joining is 20 as opposed to the second wave was 25, the first wave was 30, and you see the degradation over time.  You have thousands of them, but they really can’t connect with al Qaeda except for the Brits because they have family relationship with other people who are terrorist organizations but mostly Kashmir al Qaeda fellow travelers and they can be trained by those Cashmeres.  That’s what we found for instance in – (unintelligible) – in London.  

But most of them cannot connect.  And so they train themselves from the internet.  That’s how they learn how to build bombs.  They’re really amateurs.  And they finance themselves.  And basically now you have these thousands, so you have a much larger number, but not as well trained as before, so we probably have more plot but less lethal, so the threat has changed, and that strategy for that third wave is very different from the first two waves because decapitation would work for the first two waves.  It could not work with the third one.  

And so what I’m trying to say about this third wave is that the network has evolved in a Darwinian sense.  In a sense the process of radicalization is the same, but the habitat is now very hostile, especially after 9/11 but also after Madrid, after London, after Casablanca, after the Riyadh and so on, Istanbul, so everywhere it’s a very hostile environment but it’s enabled by the internet.  So the social structure of this network very much has disconnected little groups everywhere, almost randomly distributed, what I call the leaderless Jihad, hence the title of the book.  

But the interesting thing about this is I think the threat is self-limiting, and why is that?  Well, one is that if they coalesce into one group, a physical group, that they’ll become a target and they’ll be eliminated in this environment.  That’s one thing.  Second, because they connect via the internet, it’s very difficult for the leadership to exert any command and control and any discipline over their followers.  And so I’m saying that this group is going to be a terrorist network and nothing else.  They cannot really become a political party or anything like that.  

But what’s really going to happen is that I said those are young kids now chasing dream of glory.  It’s very much at the level of fantasies.  And the young generation defines itself in contrast with the older generation, and since – if the older generation believes this, it’s a war on Islam and we’re going to be the Mujahidins, this is not going to be considered cool in the younger generation, the 16-year-olds, 17-year-olds who are now becoming the new Jihadists, and they may move on.  And we already see that in France where they may be – (unintelligible).  But that is not the case in Northern Europe and it is definitely not the case in England.  Italy doesn’t have much of a problem because it’s more of a transition and people from the South moving to Italy keep on moving North because there’re no jobs in Italy, and in Spain, the police is too incompetent to be looked as a threat to the Muslim community.  I’ve gone to all those places.  
Anyway, let me stop here, and you guys can ask me questions.

MR. ROEMER:  Well, thank you, Marc.  Great – a lot of material to plow into.  

(END)

