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Preface
THE WAR THAT BEGAN
 on September 11, 2001, might be called the Fourth Global War, the U.S.-Jihadist War, the U.S.-Al Qaeda War, or the U.S.-Islamist War. Some would argue that it isn't a war at all but an isolated act of terrorism that has been manufactured into a war. Nothing tells us more about the extraordinarily ambiguous and divisive nature of the war than the fact that three years into it, we do not even have a name for it.
This book is called America's Secret War not only because so much of the war is hidden. It is the nature of war that each side must hide as much as can be hidden. The secrecy of this war goes deeper. More than in any other war I have studied, the true reasons for each side's actions are hidden from view. If I look at the war through the lens of public discourse, nothing makes very much sense. Actions seem unconnected to one another, leading nowhere, lacking meaning. In the words of Macbeth, it is “a tale told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, signifying nothing.”
That is not how I view the last three years.  In retrospect, sometimes we can see that the apparent chaos actually had a clear if deep order to it, an order sometimes not even apparent to the actors who, having said their lines and done their deeds, shuffle off the stage, unaware of the full meaning of what has happened. But it is my belief as well that if one fully understands the motives and reasoning of the players, it is possible to understand events while they are happening, or even before. The key is to understand the actors as they understand themselves and to understand the forces that drive and constrain them even better than they understand them.
In a game of chess, it appears that there are many moves available. There seem to be twenty possible first moves, for example. In fact, there are perhaps six. The better you understand chess, the fewer options you have. You come to realize that most of the apparent moves are disastrous, and the good moves are limited. The better the players, the more predictable and understandable the game is, until that extraordinary moment when a brilliant player invents a new variation on an established theme.
Stratfor was created to study the global chess game through the prism of geopolitics. Geopolitics teaches the importance of place in the world. But it also teaches that while humans make history, they do so from a menu dictated by the reality in which they find themselves. Stratfor's purpose is to study the global chessboard and explain the moves that are being made and predict the moves that must be made by each side. We are aware that there are many who view the world as Macbeth does. We do not. Our understanding may be imperfect, but it is not nonexistent.
There are two basic themes to this book. The first is that the events we have passed through form a coherent pattern and that the political actors who have shaped the world are rational—if not necessarily moral or decent—actors. Americans tend to think of its leaders as fools and knaves and of its enemies as psychotic. This seems to comfort us. This book argues that while America's leaders might be knaves, they are not fools, and that while our enemies might have utterly different moral values that are repugnant to us, they are far from insane. All around us, Stratfor sees excellent chess players, not always recognizing the unintended consequences of their moves, certainly not always making the right move, but, in the broad sweep of events, engaged in actions that are explicable.
The closer you stand to an object, the less sense it makes. The closer you watch this war, the more incoherent it becomes. This book uses Stratfor's geopolitical method to step back from the events and see the order hidden within.
The second basic theme is that this is not a passionate book. To the extent possible, it intends to be cold and clinical. Nothing has become cheaper than passionate discourse. This book deliberately treats Al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden as what they are, skilled and dedicated men with a clear vision of how they want the world to look. It treats George W. Bush the same way.  I understand that both views will be vigorously attacked by those who would wish to make each into monsters or idiots. They are neither. They are leaders, playing chess with the lives of others and the fate of the world. Fools and psychotics do not accumulate and hold such power.
This does not mean that I am indifferent to the outcome of the war. I am an American, and my fate is intimately bound to that of my country. Apart from that, I regard the moral principles of my republic as superior to those of other regimes. I understand that Osama bin Laden believes the same of his dream of Caliphate. That makes us enemies. Nevertheless, walking around in a fog of rage will not make me or anyone else more effective. Passion has been praised too much. It leads to loud noises and incoherence.
The title of this book is America's Secret War.  I am focusing on the idea of “secret war” not only in the sense that there are many secrets being kept from us in this war—who would expect otherwise?  Rather, the secret I am referring to is the one that is sitting there right out in the open: the clear intentions, rational behavior, and inevitable errors in judgment and unintended consequences that have created the pattern for the past three years.
Writing a book in the middle of a war is not easy. There is a core problem: Between July 5, 2004, when I write these words, and October 5, 2004, when this book will be published, three long and dangerous months will elapse. Therefore, in something that is not common, an additional chapter of America's Secret War will be written to close the gap just before publication date and posted to the Internet. This may have been done before with a book, but I am unaware of it.
I would like to thank Stratfor as an organization and as a collection of colleagues. While I founded it, Stratfor has long since transcended me. It is a collective effort involving many people. The concepts that were developed, the intelligence that was gathered, the principles of analysis contained here were developed by Stratfor. This is a Stratfor book. I thank all of our friends and our readers—particularly our harshest critics among them—for making us better.
There are some colleagues I must thank individually.  I would like to thank Don Kuykendall, who supported Stratfor when others thought him mad, and David Hoppmann, who is now trying to bring order out of ferment. This book would not have been written without them. My gratitude and admiration for Jim Hornfischer, my literary agent, is boundless. I want to thank my dear friend Leonard Hochberg for reminding me of the fundamental principles that ought to drive this book. Among others who gave of their time and thought, I would like to thank Rodger Baker, Fred Burton, Kamran Bokhari, Les Janka, Anthony Sullivan, and Peter Zeihan. One could not have enjoyed a more cantankerously divided group. They ranged from Islamic activists to those who hunted them. I also want to thank Jason Kaufman, my editor, who introduced me to the novel idea that nonfiction should be terse and paced.  I apologize in advance for failing to be a good student.
Above all others, I want to thank my beloved wife, Meredith, without whom this, like so much else in my life, would never have been realized. And of course our four children, whose unfolding lives were the ever-present backdrop to this book.
Driftwood, Texas

July 5, 2004

Prologue
ON THE MORNING
 of September 11, 2001, special operations units of the international jihadist group Al Qaeda struck the United States. In a classic opening attack, they struck simultaneously at the political, military, and financial centers of the United States. The attack on the political centers failed entirely when the aircraft assigned to that mission crashed prematurely in Pennsylvania. The attack on the military center was only partially successful. The aircraft assigned to that target crashed into a section of the Pentagon that had been modernized with fire-resistant materials, which effectively contained the explosion. The planes assigned to attack the U.S. financial center succeeded completely, not only destroying the World Trade Center towers but closing down the financial markets for several days and disrupting the U.S. economy.
The nineteen men who carried out the mission were capable operatives. Their achievement was not taking control of four airliners simultaneously, although that was not a trivial accomplishment. Rather, it was planning, training, and deploying for the operation without ever being detected by American intelligence—or, more precisely, acting in such a way that in spite of inevitable detection, the data never congealed into actionable intelligence. While their military capabilities were enormously inferior to those of the United States—they had to steal an air force—their skills at covert operations were superb. 
Al Qaeda had spent years trying to understand how U.S. intelligence worked. On September 9, the Sunday before the attack, Osama bin Laden, by most accounts, placed a phone call to his mother. During the short conversation, Osama told her, in effect, “In two days you're going to hear big news, and you're not going to hear from me for a while.” He placed that call on Sunday knowing that it would be intercepted by National Security Agency signal intelligence satellites. He also knew that the intercept-interpret-analyze cycle at the NSA for the region was running at about seventy-two hours. He knew that by the time the phone call was actually listened to and understood, the attack would already have taken place.
This was the real strength of Al Qaeda, a strength that it retains to this day. It understands the craft of intelligence and security and applies it rigorously. But Al Qaeda has another strength. The nineteen men who launched the attack on September 11 were not just prepared to risk their lives. They were prepared to go to their certain deaths and did so exercising discipline and control until the moment they died.
If Al Qaeda consisted of simplistic incompetents, the United States would not be in the global war it is embroiled in today. Fools do not make serious opponents. The challenge posed by Al Qaeda is that they are neither simple nor incompetents. However we judge their beliefs and however we evaluate their morality, the fact is that from a technical standpoint, they proved themselves to be highly competent covert operators.
The United States was taken by complete surprise on the morning of September 11, a surprise even greater than the attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941. With perfect hindsight, the evidence for an attack was there. Indeed, there had been some consideration given to such a scenario by North American Air Defense Command, which had scheduled a simulation of multiple hijackings crashing into buildings for later in 2002. The problem was that this was one of dozens of scenarios that had been considered, and there was as much intelligence pointing to other attacks in other countries as there was to airlines being crashed into U.S. buildings. Everyone knew Al Qaeda was out there, but no one knew what they were planning. Many now say they had forecast the attack. They need to be asked how many other things they warned of that never happened.
In 1941, the United States knew a war was coming with Japan. Indeed, a war plan had existed since 1920—Plan Orange—and the Naval War College had gamed out a war with Japan every year for a generation. The United States knew roughly how that war would be fought and knew approximately when it would start. Planning for the war with Al Qaeda had never taken place to the same extent because no one knew whether the enemy was going to attack, where they would attack, how to prevent the attack, or how to respond to the attack. No one treated Al Qaeda as seriously as they had treated Japan, in large part because the United States was good at thinking about threats from nations. It didn't know how to think about threats from non-national groups.
The truth is that even as evening fell on that Tuesday in the United States, no one really understood the magnitude of the war that had begun—or that a war had begun at all. The worst fears of the American public had been stimulated. The civilian airline industry was shut down. The financial markets were shut down. Travel in and out of the United States was shut down. People were on the edge of their seats, expecting the next shoe to drop at any moment. No one really understood the enemy, his thinking, or his plans. It was a war in which the enemy was almost completely unknown.
The reality of the war first struck us on the evening of September 11. The day had been long and brutal, and I was in the unfortunate position of needing to make sense of the day's events. Stratfor, the company my wife and I founded in 1996, was struggling to understand what had happened, feeding analysis to our Web site and clients. As evening fell, we thought we understood what had happened and privately dreaded what would likely result. 
My wife and I live in the Texas Hill Country. We went for a walk around 10 P.M. to try to clear our heads from the day's stunning events. Our conversation turned naturally to two of our four children. One was a captain in the Army National Guard, recently returned from Bosnia. Another was a second lieutenant in the Air Force, just beginning his military career. We had always known that our children had chosen professions that would inevitably call on them to go to war, but now that the war was here, abstraction turned into reality. We both felt the dread that only parents of children in wartime can feel. They were going to go where we could not possibly join them. They would be in danger. We would be only analyzing the danger. 
In our normal evening walks, the brilliant Texas sky is usually filled with moving, silent lights—civilian planes, commercial and private, landing and taking off from Austin, San Antonio, and Houston. That night, as we looked up at the sky, nothing moved. There were only stars. The empty sky was electrifying. Then, a few minutes into our walk, we heard the sound of an unmuffled jet engine—the unmistakable sound of a fighter plane. An aircraft, lights on, was moving toward the south, very fast. It passed directly overhead. We figured it was an F-16 heading to the frontier. Frontier was a word that we had never used before about our borders, a few hundred miles south of 
us, but it was a word that came naturally that night. We were citizens of a country at war, a country with frontiers that had to be protected. Overhead, a pilot was taking a fast plane in harm's way. The Fourth Global War had begun.

CHAPTER 1
The Origins of the

Fourth Global War
LIKE ALL GREAT WARS,
 the Fourth Global War has 
its origins in the previous war. World War II grew out of the belly 
of World War I. The Cold War—the Third Global War—grew out of World War II. The U.S.-Jihadist war grew out of the Cold War. You cannot understand September 11 unless you understand how the Cold War ended, because the two stories are intimately bound together.
It is also important to understand something that Karl von Clausewitz, the great theorist of warfare, said: “War is politics carried out by other means.” To understand a war, you have to understand the politics. You also have to understand that the means of war are constantly changing. We are used to wars that consist of millions of men and machines fighting on vast battlefields. The Fourth Global War doesn't look like that at all, which does not in any way mean it isn't a full-fledged war. Clausewitz does not specify the other means of war. They could be massive tank battles; they could also be four hijacked airlines. The nature of war changes constantly except in one respect—it always originates in politics, and politics creates enemies.
On one side, you have the United States, the victor in all three prior global wars and, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the only true global power. The United States clearly emerged from the Cold War as the only nation in the world that could project its military force anywhere it wanted, whenever it wanted. On September 11, the U.S. was a country rich beyond belief on any historical scale: peaceful, self-confident, and self-absorbed, neither wanting its power nor imagining that anyone would ever challenge it. It neither sought war nor could resist it.
On the other side, you have the dispersed and defeated remnants of another great empire. An Islamic empire once stretched from the Atlantic to the Pacific. At various times in its history it occupied all of the Iberian Peninsula, north into Russia, and to the gates of Vienna. At its peak, it constituted one of the great civilizations in human history—economically, culturally, and politically. Right after World War I, this civilization reached its lowest point when the Ottoman Empire, the last multinational Islamic empire, collapsed. The rest of the Islamic world had been subjected to what was termed Christian oppression. Pakistan, Malaysia, Indonesia, the vast, non-Arab Muslim world, had all been occupied by Europeans. European decolonialization had left behind inevitable chaos. Between the fall of the Ottomans and the collapse of European imperialism, the Muslim world was in complete disarray.
The debris left in its wake is today's Islamic world, unstable individual states with corrupt governments dominated by rulers who secured their position by accommodating themselves to foreign powers. There were many Muslim men with dreams of resurrected greatness. All failed. But out of the ashes of failure—and the end of the Cold War—emerged a group of men who dreamed of the restoration of the Caliphate, as it was called, from the Atlantic to the Pacific, governed under Islamic law. They were patient men. They had waited for centuries. 
The United States, engaged in its desperate struggle with the Soviet Union, gave these men the first sense of hope since Britain and France carved up the Ottoman Empire. The last years of the 1970s were among the grimmest and most unsettling in recent American history. Defeat in Vietnam had given the United States a sense of vulnerability and uncertainty that was rare in its history. The American economy was in shambles, interest rates were over 15 percent, and inflation was over 10 percent, as was unemployment. There was a deep and serious belief that the United States was in decline. Add to this the great oil shortages of the 1970s and the profound fear that the American economy would be shattered by additional oil price rises, and you get a sense of the “malaise” Jimmy Carter described in a famous speech to the nation.
While the United States was struggling with its internal crises, its position in the world took another massive blow: the fall of the Shah of Iran to an Islamist revolution in January 1979. Iran had been a long-term ally of the United States and a stable source of oil for the U.S. and the West, even in the midst of Arab oil embargoes. Indeed, the United States had helped establish and maintain the Shah on the Peacock Throne following an American-managed coup in 1953. The Ayatollah Ruollah Khomeini, sitting in exile in Paris, took advantage of the deep dislike of the Shah's secular regime to foment a revolution that created something that had never existed before—a Western-style republic based on Islamic law. This was an unprecedented hybrid, and it galvanized the Islamic world. 
From the American point of view, the establishment of the Islamic Republic of Iran represented another defeat. This was rapidly followed by what was—from a psychological perspective—the low point of American post–World War II history, the seizure of the American Embassy in Teheran in November 1979. The Iranian hostage crisis appeared to be a demonstration of American powerlessness. Apart from tying yellow ribbons on trees, it seemed nothing could be done. Iran neither respected nor feared the United States. 
The situation simply grew worse. Jimmy Carter, realizing that the hostage crisis was potentially interminable, ordered a complex military rescue operation. The operation would have been extraordinarily difficult to execute in the best of circumstances but was poorly organized to begin with, owing to structural weaknesses in the U.S. military. The hostage rescue ended in catastrophic failure at Desert One—the rendezvous point for aircraft in a remote desert location from which the attack on Teheran was to be launched. Frustration and anger gripped the American public, much of it focused on Iran, and a great deal of it focused on the Arab world in general—which to most Americans mistakenly included Iran. With the oil embargo of 1973 still fresh in the public's minds, the perception was that the Arab oil states were effectively taking over the world and spitting on the United States. There was a sense of impotent rage.
But there was more. The primary focus of the United States in those days was the Soviet Union. The United States had encircled the Soviets with a system of alliances that ran from the North Cape of Norway to the Bering Straits. Wherever the Soviets looked, they were surrounded by American troops, ships, planes, or those of their allies. The Soviets desperately wanted to break out of this encirclement, and the Americans desperately wanted to contain them. This struggle defined the Cold War.
From the objective American point of view, what was important about the Khomeini regime was not its beliefs, or even its humiliation of the United States. America feared most that the Soviets, either covertly through their communist allies in Iran or overtly through an invasion of Iran, would punch through to the Persian Gulf, breaking their encirclement, gaining access to the Indian Ocean Basin and, not incidentally, taking control of the Saudi oil fields. This would shift the balance of power decisively in their favor. It was one of Washington's greatest nightmares.
In December 1979, this nightmare was about to become real. The Soviets invaded Afghanistan about a month after the Iran hostage crisis began. Invading Afghanistan in winter seemed a risky operation, but the Soviets were known to be careful planners and geopolitical thinkers. U.S. intelligence and military analysts worked desperately to try to identify the meaning of the invasion. The Soviets were intervening at the request of the communist Afghan government that was facing massive unrest. The Soviets knew Afghanistan well and understood the difficulties of invading in the winter, so it had to be assumed that there was a reason for this kind of risk taking beyond maintaining stability. 
The United States concluded that this was a calculated risk by the Soviets—that it was part of a grand strategy to break out of their encirclement at the time and place of America's greatest weakness. It was assumed that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was intended to create bases for attacking Iran from the north and east. As it later turned out, the Soviets invaded for a host of reasons that were much more modest. There was a tottering pro-Soviet government in Afghanistan, and the Soviets simply did not want it to fall. In addition, there was fear of a growing radical influence along the Soviet border.
There was a strong belief within the Defense Department, its nerves raw after a decade of defeat and economic failure, that the invasion of Afghanistan would set in motion forces that would eventually drive the U.S. out of the Eastern Hemisphere. When U.S. intelligence started reporting that the Soviets were rapidly building airfields in southwestern Afghanistan, the scenario was complete. The only reason for building these bases would be to put Soviet fighter aircraft in range—with refueling—of the Persian Gulf, challenging U.S. air superiority over the Strait of Hormuz and canceling out the only military advantage the U.S. had. As the New Year began, there were serious analysts who felt that 1980 would either be the year a general war broke out between the Soviet Union and the United States or the year in which the Soviet Union began the expulsion of the United States from the Eastern Hemisphere.
The United States rapidly threw together staffs to plan the American counter to a Soviet invasion of Iran. In those days, the U.S. Central Command had not yet been created. There was no entity in the Pentagon directly charged with planning and executing operations in the region, except something called the Rapid Deployment Force. Therefore, no one had studied the matter systematically until after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. The results of the study were stunning. The United States could, with effort, get elements of the 82nd Airborne Division into the Zagros Mountains of Iran within a week. Other reinforcements—still very small—would take longer. In other words, except for nuclear war, the United States could do little to stop a Soviet invasion. This realization was probably the lowest point in American military history since the fall of Corregidor in World War II. 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Jimmy Carter's National Security Advisor, was a hard-line anti-Soviet who had seen the Soviets use wars of national liberation against the United States for decades. The Soviets provided weapons, training, and political support for guerrillas who fought American forces to a standstill. These forces took advantage of their knowledge of the countryside, their support among the population, and their willingness to take casualties to drain the strength out of American and allied troops. The Soviet Union weakened the Americans without risking much itself, Vietnam being the classic case.
Brzezinski knew that a substantial action would have to be taken before the Americans' position in the Eastern Hemisphere disintegrated. The Carter administration's public solution was to boycott 
the Moscow Olympics and impose economic sanctions, including stopping grain sales, something that hurt U.S. farmers as much as 
the Soviets. But Brzezinski saw a sweet potential counter—one that would create the opportunity to turn the tables on the Soviets. By moving out of their encirclement the Soviets made themselves, for the first time, vulnerable to their own favorite tool: the sponsored war 
of national liberation. Their troops were now in hostile territory in Afghanistan. They were ripe for a counterpunch—if there was time and if they didn't move too fast.
The United States had tried to wage guerrilla warfare against the Soviets once before. During the late 1940s and early 1950s, the U.S. tried to raise guerrilla forces in Eastern Europe. It ended in disaster when Soviet intelligence penetrated these groups and destroyed them. The U.S. had tried guerrilla warfare in Vietnam with mixed results. The U.S. was not a nation proficient at insurgency or counterinsurgency. Nevertheless, Brzezinski argued that this was the only option available. Just five years after defeat in Vietnam, payback was an irresistible motive, and it made strategic sense. This was an opportunity to make the Soviets bleed.
Carter ordered the Central Intelligence Agency and the special operations units of the military—not yet organized into a single command—to recruit, organize, and supply a guerrilla movement in Afghanistan and to utilize indigenous forces that were already rising to resist the Soviets six months before the invasion. This was to resist the established communist government. Carter signed the first “Intelligence Finding,” a document that authorizes covert operations, on Afghanistan. The finding was designed to aid Afghan guerrillas in the “harassment” of Soviet troops in Afghanistan. It was this “Finding” that served as the legal and operational basis for the U.S. intervention in Afghanistan. It was also this “Finding” that would culminate, via a long, circuitous, and unpredictable route, in September 11.
Afghanistan, Money, and Saudi Arabia
During the 1970s, following revelations of assassinations, domestic spying, and other nasty things, Frank Church, a senator from Idaho, had held spectacular hearings demonstrating duplicity and incompetence in the CIA, and passing laws that seriously tied its hands. Since Congress held the purse strings, they could control actions by controlling money. Still in the throes of the Vietnam defeat, Congress had little appetite for defense expenditures, let alone for funding a covert war. Going publicly to Congress to vote funds for a covert war not only wouldn't happen—it would mean it wasn't a covert war. Thus, the first problem to be solved was how to fund the war. Part of the money could come from existing CIA funds, but not all of it.
President Carter and Brzezinski realized that the United States was not the only country frightened by the Soviets and the Iranian situation. Saudi Arabia had a lot more to lose if the Soviets succeeded—or, for that matter, if Shiite Iran did. Having damaged the United States with their 1973 oil embargoes, the Saudis now realized that a weakened United States could leave them at the mercy of forces that would annihilate the House of Saud. They badly needed an American revival, quite as much as the Americans needed one.
What the Americans needed was Saudi money. At that point the Saudis were the economic powerhouses of the world, with money to burn and no legal constraints on spending it. The U.S. wanted the Saudis to finance the covert war in Afghanistan. But the United States needed something else. Afghanistan was unknown territory to the Americans and never seen as particularly significant. The United States not only didn't have a significant network of intelligence sources among the Afghan tribes, it didn't have many intelligence officers in the CIA with experience in the region. To the extent that anyone had worked that area, it had been the Drug Enforcement Agency and people from the CIA's counternarcotics group who monitored the annual poppy crop that supplied much of the world's heroin. That focus excluded most other intelligence missions in the area, and the U.S. needed far greater resources to mount Brzezinski's plan. 
The U.S. had little understanding of the fundamentalist brands of Islam practiced by Afghans. The U.S. knew that the prime motivator for the Afghan resistance was not nationalism—the Afghan nation was an abstraction. It was a land of tribes and clans. The one unifying theme was Islam, which the U.S. had to tap into in order to drive the guerrilla war. Ever since the rise of secular Arab socialism—closely aligned with the Soviet Union—the United States had linked itself to conservative, Islamic monarchies such as Saudi Arabia.
Therefore, turning to the Saudis for help in 1980 was natural for the United States, and looking to Saudi Wahabi religiosity as a strategic asset was a continuation of fixed policy. The U.S. structured the following deal: The Saudis would provide funding and personnel 
to support a covert effort by the CIA to build an anti-Soviet guerrilla movement in Afghanistan. The goal was to build a quagmire for the Soviets while the U.S. urgently rearmed. The means was an alliance between the United States and Muslim fundamentalists.
There was one additional factor: Pakistan. Pakistan was a long-term American ally, torn between the secularism of its founders and the Islamism of a large segment of its population. It was also terrified of being trapped between a Soviet-occupied Afghanistan and a pro-Soviet India. Pakistan did have long experience in Afghanistan as well as territory contiguous to Afghanistan, where training camps, logistics systems, and bases of operations could be constructed. The North Vietnamese had Cambodia and Laos; the United States had Pakistan.
A three-way alliance was created. The United States would provide training, coordination, and strategic intelligence. The Saudis would provide money and recruitment of mujahideen. The Pakistanis would provide their territory plus their intelligence service, the ISI, to provide the liaison with Afghan forces resisting the Soviet invasion. 
Jimmy Carter presided over the creation of this fateful alliance. Earlier in his administration he had spoken of America's “inordinate fear of communism.” He was not as interested in destroying the Soviet Union as much as he wanted to find a basis for accommodation with the Soviets and end what had been a decade of decline in American power. Carter certainly did not consider—nor would any reasonable person—that the result of aiding Afghan guerrillas against Soviet occupation would help stimulate the collapse of the Soviet Union and, a generation later, lead to the rise of Al Qaeda. 

The Reagan Intensification
Carter was defeated in the 1980 elections, though his basic strategy
 in Afghanistan was not reversed when President Ronald Reagan took office in January 1981. Indeed, Carter's core decision was affirmed and expanded. Reagan had come into office in part because of the economy, and also because of the Iran hostage crisis. Most important, he had won the elections because he wanted to arrest the deterioration—and the perception of deterioration—in American power. Reagan had every intention not only of halting the slide in American power, but also of confronting and defeating the Soviets. Reagan intended to intensify the defense buildup that Jimmy Carter had begun and to embed Carter's Afghan strategy in a broader anti-Soviet strategy.
In order to do this, Reagan intended to revive the Central Intelligence Agency. Carter had appointed Stansfield Turner, an admiral with limited experience in intelligence who had gutted the Agency's clandestine capabilities in favor of technical intelligence—satellite imagery, intercepted phone calls, and the like. Turner was deeply disliked within the CIA for his views on “humint” (human intelligence) and for his mission to clean up the Agency. He had served Carter well in the first part of his administration, when Carter's mission was to move the U.S. away from Vietnam and all things associated with it. 
Turner had cleaned out the bloated Asia Division, which was 
still full of personnel who had been involved in CIA operations in Vietnam. He also removed many people with decades of experience 
in other areas. It is always hard to figure out where to stop a housecleaning, and Turner saw his charter as extending to most of the “old” Agency hands of the 1950–70 Cold War. That meant a bloodbath in the Directorate of Operations, which housed the spies. 
In a sense, Turner's mission was a necessary task. Intelligence agencies need periodic purges to let in new blood, and the failure 
of Vietnam needed to be expunged. The problem was that it wasn't clear whether Turner was getting rid of deadwood or destroying U.S. covert capabilities. During the first two years of the Carter administration, the conventional wisdom was that the CIA's problem from its beginning was that it was too spooky. The problem by the last two years of the Carter administration was that all the spooks were gone. Mired in the Iran crisis and Afghan war, the Carter administration did not have deep wells of intelligence talent to draw on, and Turner seemed to be very much out of his league.
Between the Church reforms and Turner's assault on clandestine services in 1977 and 1978, the U.S. was doing much more than working with the Saudis. The U.S. was relying on them, and the Saudis knew it. The perception grew among Saudis that they were being called on to save the United States. 
The Saudis chose not to finance this operation directly from government coffers. Rather, the Saudi government tapped into vast reservoirs of private resources, in order to maintain deniability and to help build consensus outside the government in Saudi Arabia for the adventure. Families like the wealthy bin Ladens turned over vast sums of money to help finance the mujahideen who were fighting the Soviets. 
Reagan's goal was to boost Carter's policies to reassert the containment of the Soviet Union, then use that encirclement to strangle them. His first move was to replace Turner with the Wall Street lawyer William Casey as head of the CIA. Casey was a spook's spook. He was brilliant, iconoclastic, and incoherent. People could sit in a room with him for an hour while he held forth and literally not understand a word he was saying, or, when they did make out a few words, have no idea how they fit together. Was this the ultimate deception campaign, or did Casey have the worst speech impediment in the world? There was no doubt, however, that Casey thought big and with such incredible complexity that no one could quite unravel what he was doing.
Casey was essentially put in charge of a conscious strategy to break the Soviet Union. There were many aspects of this, including forcing the Soviets into an arms race they couldn't afford, underwriting Lech Walesa's Solidarity movement in Poland, and supporting resistance by Russian Jews. Afghanistan was simply part of this increasingly aggressive pattern of pressure on the Soviets. Around the beginning of Reagan's second term, Casey gradually intensified support for the guerrillas in Afghanistan and created a cadre of covert operatives, dramatically increasing U.S. support flowing in through Pakistan.  
What Casey did not do, and did not want to do, was cut out the Saudi connection or discourage young Muslims from traveling to Afghanistan to carry out jihad. This was the backbone of his global strategy. Casey encouraged religiously oriented resistance wherever he could find it—Poland, Afghanistan, and inside the Soviet Union itself. Casey saw religion as a framework around which to construct resistance to the Soviet Union.
The Afghan war was long and brutal. It drained the Red Army of its strength and credibility and became an important, but not decisive, factor in the collapse of the Soviet Union. It also created thousands of hardened, experienced Islamist soldiers, many trained by American Special Forces personnel, now armed with captured Soviet weapons as well as American weapons. These men could field-strip an AK-47, conduct maintenance on a Stinger, and still not miss the call to prayer. 
These Islamic warriors had come for many reasons, receiving training in Pakistani base camps before being infiltrated into Afghanistan to work with Afghan rebels. Whether they were Saudi or Egyptian or Pakistani, they were bound together by their hatred of the Soviet Union, which was fueled by their Islamic religiosity. Their American advisors knew this and encouraged it. It was even publicly romanticized, in movies such as Rambo III, which portrayed a burned-out Vietnam veteran redeemed while fighting alongside heroic Afghan resistance fighters. Americans prefer their wars to have a moral dimension that transcends geopolitics. 
The heroism of the Afghan resistance should never be underestimated. Nothing can be understood about Al Qaeda today if we don't understand the crucible of Afghanistan. The Soviets were merciless in their attempts to suppress the guerrillas, whose supplies were, in actuality, sparse while their weapons were what you'd expect in a guerrilla war. Nevertheless, the resistance continued for a decade. Many died, but those who remained were rock hard and fanatical.
The experience in Afghanistan will be seen as a key event in the history of Islam. With the Islamic world having been occupied by the British and French, manipulated by the United States, and crushed 
by the Israelis in several wars, the Afghan war was the first time in centuries that an Islamic force had defeated a non-Islamic force. The Soviet force was not only non-Islamic but atheistic. It was not just any country but a superpower. It was not just a superpower but one that collapsed after the defeat. It was not hard for a believer to draw a divine teaching from Afghanistan: Courage and faith in the face of extraordinary odds will yield extraordinary rewards.
Most important, this was seen as an Islamic victory rather than an Afghan victory. The soldiers that defeated the Soviet Union were a multinational force of Islamist fighters, at least in part, and certainly in Islamic legend. The money that paid for the war was drawn from Islamic coffers. The United States was not seen as the savior of the war; rather, it was perceived as its beneficiary. The idea grew that the Islamic fighters had given the Americans their victory over the Soviets. There was a suspicion—well-founded, as it turned out—that the United States was not particularly grateful or gracious in victory. In fact, it appeared as though the United States had used the Islamic fighters and would now discard them. On this last point, they were correct.
The United States saw the war very differently, of course. Afghanistan was seen as only one of the reasons for the fall of the Soviet Union. The United States saw itself as the driving force in organizing the resistance. Without the U.S., the Soviets would have defeated the jihadists. From the American point of view, the Afghans—and the Islamic world—owed the United States a debt of gratitude. As for the foreign fighters that had been imported, the fact of the matter was that the U.S. didn't give them a second thought. As with other wars, the Americans were casual with former allies, assuming without basis that the Islamic fighters would maintain a bond with the U.S. This was the key disconnect. 

Desert Storm and the Birth of Al Qaeda
The United States rapidly lost interest in Afghanistan. As George Bush Sr. came into office, his focus was on Eastern Europe and managing the end of the Soviet Union. The Bush administration missed the critical event that led to September 11: the decision to deploy forces to Saudi Arabia to reverse Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait in 1990. It regarded the invasion as simply an isolated rogue state overrunning another country of some interest to the United States. The people around George Bush—Dick Cheney, Brent Scowcroft, and Jim Baker—believed that the decision to intervene would be treated by all Saudis and Muslims as an act of American solidarity, saving an Islamic state, Kuwait, from obliteration. Bush expected gratitude. He never anticipated rage.
Desert Storm was not only about Iraq. Throughout the war in Afghanistan, the United States had a parallel concern about Iran, a concern that was shared by the Saudi government. The United States was afraid of the spread of radical Islam, as defined by the Islamic Republic of Iran. The passions generated by the combination of Western revolutionary republicanism and Islamic law stunned the United States both with its anti-Americanism and with the powerful sense of national unity it engendered. Having experienced communism as a revolutionary force, the Americans certainly did not want revolutionary Islam sweeping the Middle East. 
The Saudis, being more knowledgeable than the Americans about Islam, were far less concerned about the fusion of Islam and Western revolutionary tradition than they were about the rise of Shiite power via the new Iranian state. Like most religions, Islam has its schisms. One of the defining schisms is the distinction between the Sunnis, the majority faction, and the Shiites. The Shiites are a minority in the Islamic world stretching from Morocco to Mindanao, but in the Persian Gulf region, they are a substantial force. They dominate Iran and are substantially represented in other countries in the region. 
The Saudis were not only Sunni but Wahabi, a profoundly conservative variant of Sunni Islam. As such, they have historically been antagonistic to the Shiites. Thus, the rise of Iranian power challenged Saudi religious belief. In addition, the Saudis saw Iran as a threat to their oil fields. 
American and Saudi interests ran parallel. They were not quite identical, but they were close enough to engender cooperation. Both governments wanted to contain Iran. Thus, both were focused on the same question: how to contain Iran while also fighting the Soviets in Afghanistan. In the short run, during the 1970s and '80s there was a similar answer: support Iraq. What the Americans failed to understand was that in backing Saudi resolve against Iran, they were strengthening another strand of Islam—Wahabi rather than Shiite—and this Wahabi strand could prove even more dangerous to American interests than Shiite Iran. But not anticipating that was hardly surprising and completely understandable. 
The United States crafted a solution to the threat posed by Iran to the region, using the classical method of trying to maintain the balance of power. Lacking any means of controlling Iran in the late 1970s, the United States quietly encouraged Iraq to invade Iran—or, to be more technically correct, the United States did nothing to prevent the invasion. The U.S. gave no indication to Iraq that it would be displeased, offering some quiet, unofficial assurances to the contrary. 
The United States had no use for the Iraqi regime and had supported the Shah's Iran in a war against Iraq in the 1970s, ending in a peace that had not been favorable to Iraq. With the Iranian revolution, the Americans were searching for a lever to control Iran, and the Iraqis were looking to redefine their relationship with Iran, and saw the revolution and resulting chaos as their opening. It must be understood that the basic American assumption was that Iraq could not defeat Iran. A long, drawn-out war tying down both sides was just what the United States wanted to see—and the Saudis and other Persian Gulf sheikhdoms were prepared to finance it. Thus, Iraq invaded Iran in September 1980.
Lest we moralize, it is useful to recall that during World War II, the United States sided with a genocidal maniac—Stalin—to stop another genocidal maniac—Hitler. Moreover, the United States used Soviet blood to drain the Wehrmacht and didn't invade France until after 
the Soviets had sapped the strength out of the Germans. Furthermore, the alliance with Stalin strengthened him so much that the Soviets emerged from the war a superpower. In the 1970s, Nixon forged an alliance with Mao Tse-tung to contain the Soviet Union. Strange alliances born of necessity have always been a hallmark of American foreign policy. So has solving one problem even if the solution creates another danger later. 
The Carter administration wanted to motivate Saddam to fight, but he had little to gain simply by fighting Iran. What Saddam wanted was to become the dominant power in the Persian Gulf. Absorbing Kuwait, which had been historically part of Iraq under the Ottoman Empire until the British carved it out for their own interests, was a key goal, but so was dominating the region politically. He knew that if he defeated Iran, Iraq would be the dominant power in the region. He was also quietly assured by the United States that it would have no objection to his claiming his prize—Kuwait—once he defeated Iran. The assurances were very quiet and very deniable. 
The United States then did everything it could to make sure that Iraq could never claim the prize, shifting its weight back and forth during the Iran-Iraq war, in classic balance-of-power style. The famous Iran-Contra affair engineered by Bill Casey was part of this strategy, with Americans delivering Hawk surface-to-air missiles and TOW antitank missiles to Iran in order to help stave off an Iranian defeat—while also arranging for supplies to Iraq. Under the circumstances, it was a clever move until better options emerged.
The Iran-Iraq war lasted nearly ten years and cost millions of lives. In the end, Iraq won—or, more precisely, was less exhausted than Iran. After some months of recovery, Saddam turned to collect his prize. In his famous meeting with U.S. Ambassador April Glaspie on July 25, 1990, just before the invasion, Saddam calmly explained his intention to invade Kuwait, and Glaspie, not informed by the State Department that the policy had changed, proceeded to give Saddam the reassurance of American support that had been the U.S. policy transmitted by ambassadors and back channels for a decade. As it was put in a cable to Washington, “The ambassador said that she had served in Kuwait 20 years before; then, as now, we took no position on these Arab affairs.” At another point, Glaspie reported that she told Saddam that “we have no opinion on the Arab-Arab conflicts like your border dispute with Kuwait.” Many other things were said, including mild admonitions not to use force, but after saying the U.S. had no opinion on the subject, anything else was extraneous.
Glaspie was never considered a truly skilled diplomat, and what she was doing in the extremely delicate Baghdad embassy was unclear. She was certainly pilloried for the way she dealt with Saddam, but the fact is that what she was saying to Saddam was entirely consistent with previous conversations she reported, for which she had not been chastised by the State Department. Glaspie was following the consistent U.S. policy of warning against attacking Kuwait while hinting that the United States really had no position on the subject. These winks had kept Saddam in the war against Iran, but the United States had not yet done the difficult and dangerous work of disabusing Saddam of the notions he had been allowed to develop.
What Saddam didn't know, and what Glaspie hadn't been told, was that the United States had never expected Iraq to win and certainly was not prepared to let Saddam collect his war prize. One of the problems of a covert foreign policy is that sometimes your own team doesn't understand the subtleties. Glaspie either didn't understand the game or was unwilling to act on her own without new instructions—and those weren't coming, since that would involve admitting the original plan. Her basic message to Saddam, lacking any clearer instructions from Washington, came across as “Cool. Whatever.” Washington realized that the situation was about to get out of hand. On July 28, Bush warned Saddam against an invasion but also said he wanted better relations with Iraq. Saddam read this as the old Washington line: stern warnings with a wink and a nod. Except this time, Saddam made it clear to Glaspie that, in her words, diplomacy had been tried and that he was now using “unadulterated intimidation.” 
The American decision to resist the invasion was nearly automatic. What was important was to have Saudi permission for basing troops in Saudi Arabia. The Saudis understood the political risks they faced by having U.S. troops on their soil, but they also understood the risks they faced if the U.S. didn't send troops. The Saudis decided to permit the United States to launch first Desert Shield—the defensive operation—and then Desert Storm.
To the Wahabi religious in the Kingdom, the decision was outrageous. The Arabian Peninsula was the birthplace of Islam, where Muhammad launched the campaign that created the Islamic empire. It is the home of Mecca and Medina, the holy cities of Islam. The presence of Christian troops on this soil—at the invitation of the Royal Family, no less—was a fundamental violation of the law. Moreover, regardless of Saddam's foul nature, allowing Christians to invade Muslim lands from Saudi Arabia was unacceptable.
In the past, such abominations were greeted with impotent rage. This time, Afghanistan made things different. Those Afghan veterans who could were arriving home in Saudi Arabia and elsewhere, having fought and won a difficult war. Viscerally, they did not share their elders' sense of vulnerability and dependency on the United States. They believed they could deal with this matter themselves. Like all soldiers who had seen serious combat, they viewed those who had never fought, bled, and killed with a degree of contempt. They saw the leaders of Saudi Arabia as both corrupt and weak. 
The returning fighters drew some conclusions from their experience. First, Islamic countries are not by nature weak. They are able to defend themselves and their interests if they are prepared to sacrifice. Second, the current leadership of the Islamic world was weak and corrupt and could not possibly lead this fight. Finally, the United States, as the only remaining superpower and a Christian state, had to be humiliated if the psychological dependency on the United States was to be broken—and, more important, in order to generate confidence among the Islamic masses.
These young men had come to know the Americans and how they fought. They understood American power clearly. They also felt that they had identified American weaknesses. They learned how the 
U.S. carried out covert operations, how their intelligence systems worked. The Americans had not hidden much from them, believing that the mujahideen couldn't learn anything useful. They were wrong. The young men who fought in Afghanistan were not the poor and dispossessed. Like Osama bin Laden, they came from all walks 
of life—some of them wealthy—and were educated at least in Islamic studies, but, as with bin Laden, in secular fields as well. They could see and learn. 
They also had the Saudi financial network that supported the mujahideen in Afghanistan and around the world. It had never been shut down. Nor was the recruitment network that had been created by Saudis, at the behest of the Americans, closed. It continued to operate long after the Americans lost interest in it and after the Saudi government had turned its back on it. It continued to pump money and men into the jihadist machine.
[image: image]
The mujahideen therefore understood that they needed to undertake a long-term program that would strike hard at the United States in order to provoke a response that would ultimately topple corrupt Muslim regimes. It was their intention to manipulate the United States into a full-scale assault on the Islamic world, discrediting U.S. allies in the region, sapping American strength, and ultimately paving the way to the Caliphate. They had the financial relationships, the trained personnel, and popular support. They thought they had the future in their hands.
Ten years later, on September 11, 2001, after numerous probes and feints, the plan was implemented. It was implemented by men who emerged from the last battles of the Cold War to wage the first battles of the next war. 


CHAPTER 2
Al Qaeda's Strategy and 

Operational Principles
AL QAEDA WAS BORN
 out of the end of the Afghan war. Thousands of young mujahideen, or holy warriors, had gone to Afghanistan to fight the Russians, urged to do so by their own governments, religious leaders, and the Americans. They came from everywhere in the Islamic world, among them the brightest, most idealistic, and most courageous. Many died, and all were scarred by combat against a brutal enemy whose actions were not encumbered by CNN crews filming the fighting.
In many ways, the fate of the survivors was much worse than what happened to America's Vietnam veterans. The latter came home to a country that treated their sacrifice with indifference and contempt. The mujahideen, in many cases, weren't able to go home at all. 
When the Afghan war ended, those who remained alive were a special breed. They had been hardened by the war physically and spiritually. Their contact with the relatively primitive Afghan tribesmen, whose faith was both simple and violent, intensified their own personal beliefs. These were men who prayed with an intensity that was rare in the Islamic world, and who also knew how to handle hand grenades and rocket launchers. Before the war, countries like Saudi Arabia and Egypt had been afraid of the Soviets, wanted to please the United States, and—in some cases—were frightened of the religious fervor of these young warriors. The governments thought these passionate young men would be much better off getting killed in Afghanistan than staying at home and causing trouble. After the war, the last thing that most Islamic regimes wanted was to have these men return home.
The United States, which had been instrumental in arming, training, and deploying these men, lost interest in Afghanistan once the Soviet Union withdrew its troops and began to collapse. Afghanistan was not of great strategic interest to the U.S., and the cost of maintaining its network of operatives—let alone its secret army—was high. The first Bush administration made a decision that was obvious at the time and disastrous in retrospect: to pull the plug on the Afghani operations. It shut down all operations and left its erstwhile allies dangling in the breeze. 
Many of these operatives had been functioning covertly in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Their own passports and identity papers had been replaced by Afghan and Pakistani documents. That was standard operating procedure for everyone's protection. However, as the United States shut down its operations, it did not return the original papers—which were in Washington or had been destroyed—nor did it make any provisions for returning the Islamic international brigade to their homes. This was partly due to U.S. indifference. Even more, however, it was a response to the pressure of allied Islamic governments, which didn't want these holy warriors back.
The best of them, a few thousand perhaps, were left stranded thousands of miles from their homes in a foreign country that was in shambles. There is a Western medieval term: paladin, meaning a knight who is somewhere outside of the normal social structure. Skilled at war, he is available for hire, as long as the cause is just. The paladin is also seen as a force for good, serving and protecting the faith as he travels homeless through the world. The end of the Afghan war created a band of paladins, bound together by the shared agony of Afghanistan and their betrayal by their own government and the Americans. Homeless but skilled in war, they were stranded in a strange land. But it was a land where their skills were needed by the factions fighting one another in the long civil war that followed victory over the Soviets.
In due course, some were able go home either because they were well connected or because they obtained forged papers. The rest remained scattered. They were bound together by the memory of war, the sense of victory, and the profound feeling of betrayal. The sentiment was aimed not only at the United States—the U.S. was to them just a Christian country that was using them, something that was not unexpected. The much deeper wounds of betrayal were attributed to their own governments—particularly the Islamic monarchies of the Arabian Peninsula that they labeled “hypocrites.”
This is a subtle aspect of the warriors' psyche—but crucial to understanding them. They did not regard this as simply a personal betrayal. For them, it represented the fundamental disease of the Islamic world. The outside threats to Islam (the Soviet Union and the United States) were manageable, but the real problem was the internal corruption of the Islamic world. Until that was dealt with, the Islamic world could never deal with Christians, Jews, Hindus, and Communists who were using, abusing, and oppressing the Islamic world for their own ends.
It is vital to remember that the Afghan warriors were among the best and brightest. Like the International Brigade that fought in the Spanish Civil War, many were well educated. Obviously, all had traveled a bit, and all knew the arts of warfare. They knew more than a little about the world and its history and could analyze events through their religious prism. A theory developed among them as to what was wrong and what was to be done.
The Problem
From their point of view, the problem of the Islamic world went back to the Christian Crusades and the loss of the Caliphate. Islam, which originated in the Arabian Peninsula, had swept through North Africa and the Indian Ocean basin in a series of brilliant political and military maneuvers. At various times, this vast empire covered points from the Pyrenees to the Philippines, as far south as Zanzibar and as far north as Grozny and Vienna. The range of the empire over time was far grander than the Roman Empire ever was.
At the heart of the empire was the Caliph, a ruler who combined political, military, and religious authority. His task—and that of the political and religious bureaucracy through which he governed—was to hold the Caliphate together, to protect it from foreign encroachment, and to extend its sway. In one sense, it was simply one of many human empires and behaved like it. In another sense, like the Holy Roman Empire in its earliest conception, it represented a divine presence in the world.
It was the intention of the mujahideen to resurrect the Caliphate and ultimately to raise it to the greatness it once had. This did not strike them as at all improbable. Empires come and go. They had—in their minds—brought down the Soviet Union. Israel had been resurrected after 2,000 years. The United States, a relatively unpopulated continent 200 years ago, was now a global empire. In 1600, Britain was a savage island of warring tribes, and 250 years later, it ruled the world. The Islamic world had much fewer challenges than any of these. Nothing had to be invented. The pieces simply had to be put together again.
The pieces had fallen apart for two reasons. The first was the intense military and political pressure placed on the Islamic world by Christianity, something that had dramatically intensified in the twentieth century after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, the destruction of the last multinational Islamic empire. The second was the collaboration—in various forms—of Islamic rulers with the Christians, as well as with Jews and Hindus. Even apparently devout Muslim rulers were constantly complicit with non-Muslim states.
What was needed, therefore, was a massed Islamic movement that would overthrow these regimes and replace them with genuinely Islamic regimes. The mujahideen knew that there would not be a sudden overthrow of a dozen regimes. What they needed was at least one regime that would serve as an example to the rest of the Islamic world and the core operating base around which to build a broader movement.
The country that could most readily serve as the springboard to the Caliphate was Afghanistan. If a government of the faithful could be established in Afghanistan, then it could serve as both the core and the base of operations. For “the base”—or “Al Qaeda” in Arabic—to be established, a movement of the faithful, built around pious students—or Taliban—had to be created. The religious students could run Afghanistan, and within Afghanistan, the base could be established. In other words, the Taliban would govern Afghanistan while Al Qaeda was established to wage a war in the rest of the world.
The first part of the mission, therefore, was to establish the Taliban—understood not so much as a political faction but a religious imperative—as the rulers of Afghanistan. This was not an easy task. Afghanistan was fragmented among many factions, tribes, and personalities, though they all shared a faith that was intensely and simplistically Islamic. However, their politics and military capabilities made unification difficult if not impossible. In addition, many of the factions were exotic outgrowths peculiar to Afghanistan. There were major powers nibbling around the edges of Afghanistan. Iran lay to the west. It was Shiite and supported a minority Shiite presence in Afghanistan. The Iranians had deep contempt for the backward Afghans and despised their brand of Islam. They had commercial and military interests in the country and meddled continually. To the north, there were ethnic Uzbeks and Tajik, still influenced and funded by Russia, called the Northern Alliance. To the east there was Pakistan. The border between Afghanistan and Pakistan was completely arbitrary. Tribal lines crossed international lines, and no one was ever quite sure where the lines actually were. Under these circumstances, the most probable outcome was that the Taliban would fail and Al Qaeda would be lost.
Events inside of Pakistan changed the dynamic. Pakistan had been established as a secular, democratic state housing the Muslims in the subcontinent's division after Indian independence. It had evolved into an Islamic state governed by Islamic law. The key to Pakistan was its military—and its military intelligence service, known as Inter-Service Intelligence, or ISI. As with many postcolonial countries, the only thing modern about it was the military-intelligence complex. 
The military, and especially the ISI, had become heavily influenced by radical Islamists for several reasons. The primary mission of both organizations was to protect Pakistan from India. From the beginning, Indo-Pakistani tension was framed in religious terms. The military and intelligence people came to see themselves as Muslims. Second, the rule
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