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Five days after the 11 Septem

ber attacks, President Bush said that O
sam

a bin
Laden w

as ‘the prim
e suspect’. H

e added, ‘N
ow

, I w
ant to rem

ind the A
m

erican
people that the prim

e suspect’s organization is in a lot of countries—
it’s a

w
idespread organization based upon one thing:  terrorizing.  T

hey can't stand
freedo

m
; they hate w

hat A
m

erica stands fo
r.’ (http://tinyurl.com

/4k4ef)
A

ddressing C
ongress on 20 Sept. 2001, President Bush said, ‘A

l Q
aeda is to

terror w
hat the m

afia is to crim
e. But its goal is not m

aking m
oney; its go

al is
rem

akin
g th

e w
o

rld
—

and im
p

o
sin

g its rad
ical b

eliefs on people
everyw

here.’ H
e added, ‘A

m
ericans are asking, w

hy do they hate us? T
hey

h
ate w

h
at w

e see righ
t h

ere in
 th

is ch
am

b
er—

a d
em

o
cratically

elected go
vernm

ent. T
heir leaders are self-appointed. T

hey hate o
ur

freedo
m

s—
our freedom

 of religion, our freedom
 of speech, our freedom

 to
vote and assem

ble and disagree w
ith each other.’ (http://tinyurl.com

/rrkj)
Prim

e M
inister Blair told the H

ouse of C
om

m
ons on 14 Sept. 2001 that

Parliam
ent had been specially recalled because ‘these attacks w

ere not just
attacks upon people and buildings; nor even m

erely upon the U
SA

; these w
ere

attacks o
n the basic dem

o
cratic values in w

hich w
e all believe so

passio
nately and on the civilised w

orld’. (http://tinyurl.com
/3ry3n)
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T
he U

S G
overnm

ent’s official ‘9/11 C
om

m
ission’ reported that bin Laden’s

grievance w
ith the U

nited States ‘started in reaction to specific U
S policies’.

Bin Laden and his group ‘say that A
m

erica had attacked Islam
... A

m
ericans are

blam
ed w

hen Israelis fight w
ith Palestinians, w

hen R
ussians fight w

ith C
hechens,

w
hen Indians fight w

ith K
ashm

iri M
uslim

s, and w
hen the Philippine governm

ent

w
as translated by C

C
N

 as, ‘A
ny nation that does not attack us w

ill not be
attacked.’ (http://tinyurl.com

/42a9x) ‘U
s’ is m

eant to refer to the com
m

unity
of M

uslim
 nations and populations, and ‘attack’ has a broad m

eaning, as form
er

C
IA

 official M
ichael Scheuer explains.

W
riting before the invasion of Iraq, Scheuer com

m
ented: ‘H

ow
 w

ill [al Q
aeda]

recognise victory? Easy, by forcing drastic changes in U
.S. foreign policy... w

hen
U

.S. and British forces evacuate S
audi A

rabia and the rest of the A
rabian

peninsula; w
hen the U

nited States has term
inated all aid to

 Israel; and w
hen

the U
.S. and U

N
 em

bargo
es o

n Iraq are lifted.’ (T
hese achievem

ents, bin
Laden believes, ‘w

ill lead inevitably to destruction of Israel and w
hat bin Laden

has called the regim
es of “hypocrites” in Saudi A

rabia, Egypt, Jordan, and
elsew

here.’) (Through O
ur Enem

ies’ Eyes, p. 256) T
o these goals, one m

ight add
the ending of the U

S-U
K

 o
ccupatio

n o
f Iraq

 and presence in A
fghanistan.
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nderlying these dem
ands are legitim

ate grievances against the W
est: W

estern
support for Israeli oppression of the Palestinians; the invasion of Iraq and
A

fghanistan; the brutal sanctions im
posed on Iraq (now

 lifted); and U
S-U

K
support for dictatorial regim

es in the M
iddle East. T

h
ese are im

m
o

ral
po

licies w
hich sho

uld be reversed because they are w
ro

ng. So is the
policy of ignoring—

or supporting—
oppression in C

hechnya and elsew
here.

It so happens that reversing these im
m

oral policies w
ould drain m

ost if not
all of the hatred w

hich fuels al Q
aeda. T

his is how
 w

e can stop bin Laden. W
ar,

retaliation and violence sim
ply adds to his appeal.
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T
he governm

ents of Britain and the U
nited States can pursue the path of

punishm
ent and preventive violence, or they can seek to bring this w

ave of
terrorism

 to an end. Bringing al Q
aeda-style terrorism

 to an end m
eans, above

all, reducing the m
otivation that exists to carry out terrorism

. T
his does not

m
ean ‘negotiating w

ith terrorists’ or ‘capitulating to their dem
ands’, but seeking

justice and hum
an rights for all, including the peoples of Palestine and Iraq.

T
he answ

er to terrorism
 is justice, not m

ore terrorism
.

London and W
ashington m

ust also stop practising the terro
rism

 o
f the

po
w

erful—
invasion, occupation, and indirect terrorism

 via oppressive states.
‘W

e should recognise that in m
uch of the w

orld the U
.S

. is regarded
as a leading terro

rist state, and w
ith go

o
d reaso

n.’ N
oam

 C
hom

sky
(C

hom
sky, 9/11, Seven Stories, 2001, p. 23)



fights ethnic M
uslim

s in its southern islands.’ T
he U

S is also ‘held responsible
for the governm

ents of M
uslim

 countries, derided by al Q
aeda as “your agents”.

Such charges, says the C
om

m
ission, ‘found a ready audience am

ong m
illions

of A
rabs and M

uslim
s angry at the U

nited States because of issues ranging
from

 Iraq to Palestine to A
m

erica’s support for their countries’ repressive
rulers.’ (The 9/11 Com

m
ission Report, N

ew
 Y

ork: N
orton &

 C
o, 2004, p. 51)

W
H

A
T

 T
H

E
 C

IA
’S

 B
IN

 L
A

D
E

N
 E

X
P

E
R

T
 S

A
Y

S
T

he C
om

m
ission’s analysis m

ay have draw
n on the w

ritings of M
ichael Scheuer,

w
ho served in the C

IA
 for 22 years, and w

ho headed the C
IA

 C
ounter-

T
errorism

 C
entre’s bin Laden task force (1996–1999). Scheuer, w

ho retired
in N

ov. 2004, w
rote tw

o recent books as ‘A
nonym

ous’: Through O
ur Enem

ies’
Eyes and Im

perial H
ubris: W

hy the W
est Is Losing the W

ar on Terror. (H
e w

as
unm

asked in the Boston Phoenix <http://tinyurl.com
/yvvoo>)

Scheuer contests the view
 put forw

ard by G
eorge W

. Bush and T
ony Blair:

‘W
e in the U

nited States and the W
est m

ake a m
istake w

hen w
e argue, as has

[N
ew

 York Tim
es colum

nist] T
hom

as L. Friedm
an, that bin Laden’s attacks are

“not aim
ed at reversing any specific U

.S. foreign policy,” or, as Steve Sim
on

and D
aniel Benjam

in did in Survival in early 2002, that bin Laden has “no discrete
set of negotiatiable political dem

ands”.’ (Through O
ur Enem

ies’ Eyes, p. 256)
Scheuer argues that O

sam
a bin Laden has ‘clear, focused, lim

ited and w
idely

popular foreign policy goals’, including:

‘the end of U
.S. aid to Israel and the ultim

ate elim
ination of that state;

the rem
oval of U

.S. and W
estern forces from

 Iraq, A
fghanistan, and other

M
uslim

 lands; the end of U
.S. support for the oppression of M

uslim
s by

R
ussia, C

hina, and India; the end of U
.S. protection for repressive, apostate

regim
es in Saudi A

rabia, K
uw

ait, Egypt, Jordan, et cetera; and the conservation
of the M

uslim
 w

orld’s energy resources and their sale at higher prices.’

Scheuer observes that, ‘Bin Laden is out to drastically alter U
.S. and W

estern
po

licies tow
ard the Islam

ic w
orld, not necessarily to destroy A

m
erica, m

uch
less its freedom

s and liberties. H
e is a practical w

arrio
r, not an apocalyptic

terrorist in search of A
rm

ageddon.’ (Im
perial H

ubris, p. xviii)
Scheuer w

rote, w
hile still a serving C

IA
 officer, ‘Bin Laden has been precise

in telling A
m

erica the reasons he is w
aging w

ar on us. N
o

ne o
f the reaso

ns
have anything to

 do
 w

ith o
ur freedo

m
, liberty and dem

o
cracy, but

have everything to do w
ith U

.S
. po

licies and actio
ns in the M

uslim
 w

orld.’
(Im

perial H
ubris, p. x)

Scheuer goes further, arguing that ‘the U
nited States, and its po

licies and
actio

ns, are bin Laden’s only indispensable allies’. (Im
perial H

ubris, p. xi)
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T
he 9/11 C

om
m

ission also asked the question, ‘W
hat can w

e do to stop these
attacks?’ It suggested that, w

hile bin Laden’s cam
paign had begun in reaction to

U
S policies, ‘it quickly becam

e far deeper’: ‘T
o the second question of w

hat
A

m
erica could do, al Q

aeda’s answ
er w

as that A
m

erica should abandon the
M

iddle East, convert to Islam
, and end the im

m
orality and godlessness of its

culture... If the U
nited States did not com

ply, it w
ould be at w

ar w
ith the

Islam
ic nation’. (The 9/11 Com

m
ission Report, pp. 50-51)

T
he C

om
m

ission produced no evidence that al Q
aeda had such a m

axim
alist

program
m

e. M
ichael Scheuer vigorously disputes this view

, draw
ing a distinction

betw
een ‘the things a M

uslim
 w

ould find offensive’, and things w
hich a M

uslim
m

ight regard as an attack on Islam
 or on M

uslim
s. ‘Part of bin Laden’s genius is

that he recognized early on the difference betw
een those issues M

uslim
s find

offensive about A
m

erica and the W
est, and those they find intolerable and life

threatening.’ (Im
perial H

ubris, p. 10)
Jason Burke, C

hief R
eporter for the London O

bserver, points out in his book
Al-Q

aeda, ‘W
hile bin Laden’s discourse m

ay be based on an interpretation of
Islam

ic history, his pow
er is derived from

 playing on the current social, econom
ic

and political problem
s of the M

uslim
 w

orld.’ (Al-Q
aeda, Penguin, 2004, p. 25)

In the case of the Soviet invasion of A
fghanistan, bin Laden and other non-

A
fghan M

uslim
s ‘w

ent there to fight the R
ed A

rm
y not because the Soviets

w
ere atheists and com

m
unists’ but because of their brutal invasion. (Im

perial
H

ubris, p. 10) A
fter the invasion w

as reversed, the m
ujahideen did not continue

arm
ed action against the atheist and anti-Islam

ic Soviet U
nion. W

hen the
grievance ended, so did the m

ujahideen w
ar.

Scheuer, as already pointed out, argues that O
sam

a bin Laden has ‘clear,
focused, [and] lim

ited’ foreign policy goals. T
he goal is not the establishm

ent
of an Islam

ic fundam
entalist state in the U

S, w
hatever the 9/11 C

om
m

ission
asserts, but deep change in U

S foreign policy.
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A

fter 11 Septem
ber, bin Laden said, ‘Just as they are killing us, w

e have to kill
them

 so there w
ill be a balance of terror... W

e w
ill do as they do. If they kill

our w
om

en and innocent people, w
e w

ill kill their w
om

en and innocent people
until they sto

p
.’ (C

ited in Through O
ur Enem

ies’ Eyes, p. 247, em
phasis added)

Intervening in the closing days of the 2004 presidential election, bin Laden
told the A

m
erican people, ‘Y

our security does not lie in the hands of K
erry,

Bush, or al-Q
aeda. Y

our security is in your ow
n hands. E

ach and every
state that do

es no
t tam

per w
ith o

ur security w
ill have auto

m
atically

assured its o
w

n security.’ (BBC
, 30 O

ct., <http://tinyurl.com
/53vm

s>) T
his


