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Preface

Two sweeping changes have occurred in the past decade. Life now has a digital touch: we search new jobs online, find old friends on the Web, and plan vacations; we spot new restaurants, read the news and our favorite blogs, shop, and keep in touch with parents, children, and colleagues through mobile phones, texting, and video-chat. We send them digital images of our weddings and getaways. We collaborate, engage others, and sometimes flirt by instant messaging. Arcane communities meet online, for example, young Mormon families in Utah or amateur butchers in England. Even fraud and crime and hate are hooked up. Once in front of a screen, be it on a desktop, laptop, or increasingly a handheld device, we “log in”—not into a system, but into a community. The new media, in short, have become social.

The second revolution concerns armed conflict: only a few years back, the world’s best armies saw themselves as lethal fighting machines, networked at the joints through signals and satellites. Such forces were capable of striking down on any foe rapidly and with crippling firepower, anywhere, even piercing through sandstorms and thick clouds, thanks to the wonders of modern sensor technology. Then came a surprising kink: new irregular enemies were hiding among the people, where sensors could not find them. Here religious motivations mattered, as well as ideology, sectarian hatred, close-knit social ties, language, dialects, cultural affinities, trust, and deep-seated grievances. These were pushing fighters to join the resistance, to form cells, to commit suicide attacks, and to lay roadside bombs. The new wars, in short, have become more social.

The first trend, we argue, is affecting the second. Historically, military applications gave birth to novel media technologies, such as radio, television, and even the Web. And these innovations have widened the corridor of action for the state and its regular armed forces more than they did for irregular bands of rebels. Sophisticated information infrastructure was simply too expensive for mutineers. That asymmetry has been reversed. Now it is the new media that shape warfare, and technology has increased the options for irregulars more than it has for governments and armies. But it does so in rather counterintuitive ways. For some groups, irregular warfare in the information age is becoming less, not more, “population-centric.” Not only the benefits, but also the costs have increased immensely for the irregular side. Successful insurgency, as a result, may be more difficult to pull off today than in the past. And counterinsurgency, as presently understood, may not offer the best methods to tackle irregular political violence in the twenty-first century.

War 2.0 is written for a general audience as well as for experts. Scholars of modern armed conflict, political advisors, officers, and journalists will, we hope, benefit from its analysis and the details it provides. The book opens by adding much-needed historical depth to the “new media.” The reader is taken back to the beginnings of telecommunication at the end of the eighteenth century. Only a long historical view can keep a calm eye on current uses of media technology by both militants and militaries. The opening chapter can be read as a stand-alone essay on the much-neglected question of how guerrillas have used telecommunication over time (first as a target, then as a weapon, and now as a platform). Then we introduce two competing visions of how information technology can be used on the battlefield, by both regular and irregular forces: one is centered on technological grids, fast strikes, and military power; the other is focused on cultural links, protracted resilience, and political power. “War 1.0”—as we shall call the first ideal—guided regular armies in their relationship to the use of force and the public, as we show in three detail-rich case studies on the United States, the United Kingdom, and Israel. Numerous interviews in these countries and access to many unpublished documents were essential to write the three chapters. Yet that paradigm crashed into the dry desert of Iraq—and later in Afghanistan—when these conflicts morphed into nasty “guerrilla-type” operations. For non-state irregular fighters, and to a certain extent for regular officers, too, the competing template of battle then became what we call “War 2.0.” Hezbollah, the Taliban, and al-Qaeda approximate this template to a varying extent. The three case studies are based on government and policy reports, extensive research in French, German, Dutch, and Arabic, as well as numerous expert interviews. The conclusion offers a novel angle on new media trends and their relevance for armed conflict, an assessment of the media operations and “strategic communication” of both sides, and a set of fresh recommendations. A chronology at the end gives a combined overview of landmark events in the recent history of telecommunication as well as irregular warfare.

Without the help of a lot of dedicated people this book would not have been possible. Many individuals and several institutions provided funding, vital advice and critique, intellectual inspiration, platforms to discuss the book’s arguments, and that most crucial raw material: details we would not have found otherwise. First and foremost, we would like to thank the more than one hundred people who took the time to meet us in Paris, London, Berlin, Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, Washington, and at lesser-known places to critique our thinking and to share their experiences and ideas with us. Most interview sources are named in the text; some, however, chose to speak with us only on background for professional reasons. They are therefore not identified by name and affiliation. The authors accept full responsibility for errors of fact or interpretation.

Dominique David, Etienne de Durand, Philippe Coquet, Aline Leboeuf, Laurent Fromaget, Corentin Brustlein, and others at the Institut français des relations internationales (Ifri), led by Thierry de Montbrial, have created a truly inspirational intellectual atmosphere and an impressive strategic debate, which was essential for writing this book. The Ministère de la Défense and its social science research arm, the Centre d’Études en Sciences Sociales de la Défense (C2SD), have provided the core funding for this project. The empirical chapters of War 2.0 are based on two Ifri reports commissioned by the C2SD in 2007 and 2008. The authors would like to thank the ministry for its permission to use some of the research in these pages and specifically Frédéric Charillon, director of C2SD, for his personal support.

A number of colleagues have helped to make the text more vigorous, either by pointing out weaknesses or by providing superior arguments, in particular Christofer Burger, Christopher Chivvis, Andrew Exum, Mike Dahan, Laurent Gayer, Daniel Kimmage, Patrick Müller, Yassin Musharbash, Nadia Oweidat, Angel Rabasa, Philipp Rotmann, Benjamin Schreer, Christoph Schwegmann, and Guido Steinberg. Several persons provided platforms to discuss the book’s ideas: Wolfgang Seibel and Julian Junk at the University of Konstanz; Rafal Rohozinski at the Army War College in Carlisle; and Mike Birmingham at the U.S. Defense Information School at Fort Meade.

Thomas Rid would like to express gratitude to Volker Perthes at the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik—who initiated the TAPIR-Fellowship, a transatlantic postdoctoral program—as well as to Dan Hamilton at the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins University/SAIS and Jim Dobbins, Steve Larrabee, and Nora Bensahel at the RAND Corporation. The authors would not have met without this program. We also appreciated the stimulating environment at the Centre de Recherche Français de Jérusalem and would like to thank Pierre de Miroschedji and Lyse Baer. In addition, several individuals deserve to be mentioned for their succor: Lawrence Lessig for his encouragement at an earlier stage; Françoise Thomas for her helping hand; Meriam Daadouche for her translations; Eric Sangar, Aurélie Cerisot, Katrin Wittig, Nicolas Buchon, Louise Romet, and Elie Tenenbaum for their research assistance; Natasha, Marie-Françoise, and Brother Elio at Ratisbonne for their cordial hospitality—and Cédric Parizot, an accomplished Franco-Bedouin chef in Jerusalem, for a dazzling chameau bourguignon.

Shorter and less enlightened versions of the argument were published in Policy Review, in Die Zeit, and in Le Figaro. Readers of these publications may appreciate a fresh look at this book. We are grateful to our editor, Robert Hutchinson at Greenwood, for taking on the project at an early stage.

Washington and Paris, January 2009


Introduction

Today’s fiercest wars are fought by states against non-state actors. By the U.S. Army and Marine Corps, the world’s most powerful land forces, against insurgents in Iraq and Afghanistan. By the Israel Defense Forces, one of the most formidable and nimble armies, against Hezbollah and Hamas. By NATO, the world’s largest and longest-standing military alliance, against Taliban and al-Qaeda fighters. These are truly unequal battles. The most professional and advanced military forces have a breathtaking material superiority over any conventional enemy, let alone rough and ready bands of partisans with frail or no state support, with poor professional training and education, whose signature weapons are the bodies of desperate suicide bombers and makeshift explosive devices—a stark contrast to their adversary’s Predator drones and F16s, to highly trained and superbly equipped Special Forces, and to the full resolve of Western nation-states. That conventional supremacy was spectacularly demonstrated in October 2001 and again in March 2003, when a predominantly U.S.-British–led joint force obliterated the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and then Iraq’s regular army formations in a veritable twenty-first-century blitzkrieg.

Yet for all their conventional superiority, these forces soon discovered that they had two soft spots, one at home and one in the field. Both concern popular support. An insurgency, first, is a competition for the trust and the support of the local civilian population. During an insurgency the population falls into three groups: a small and disenfranchised fringe group initially supports the insurgency; on the other side are those who want to see the counterinsurgent and the government succeed; in the middle between the two is the largest group, which is neutral, uncommitted, and apolitical. Both the insurgent and the counterinsurgent compete for this group’s support, for their acceptance of authority, for legitimacy. The insurgent’s most valuable resource, therefore, is a political cause that can mobilize the uncommitted masses. Every suicide attack, every bomb, makes a potent argument to these neutral observers that the government and the counterinsurgent police and military forces are weak, that they cannot fulfill their promise to protect, and that they may be running out of time. If the insurgent succeeds with this strategy, the counterinsurgent loses the population’s goodwill. And if the population is lost, the counterinsurgency is lost.

The second vulnerability is domestic support. Modern1 armies have an open flank: their nation’s electorate and domestic public opinion. It is a constitutional cornerstone of democracies that flag officers follow the orders of politicians—that presidents, prime ministers, and chancellors are commanders-in-chief in times of war. It is also a constitutional cornerstone of democracies that these politicians are elected universally, be it directly or indirectly, and that governments pay attention to the public’s expression of will, in national elections, but also during the subsequent legislative period. Parliamentary systems are designed to represent the people, to articulate and amplify the public’s criticism and its discontent with the government’s policy. That also applies to the executive’s management of an ongoing war. As a consequence, when elections approach, incumbents start worrying more and more about losing their jobs than about losing a distant war while their democratic challengers may be more concerned about winning the elections: then a democracy is exposing its open flank without protective armor.

This book examines the relevance of the changes in the media environment for the conduct of armed conflict and war. How do the new media affect irregular warfare? Do the new media favor one particular side? How should states and their conventional forces react? Recent innovations in information technology, we argue, level the playing field and give a relative advantage to irregulars. But the same trends also increase costs and uncertainty for the most sophisticated armed groups. The reactions of governments and armies will therefore determine whether the present changes in the conduct of irregular warfare—amplified by the new media—will favor one side or the other.

Today’s irregular forces have spotted both vulnerabilities, at home and in the field. And they have learned to mount appropriate charges with great skill. From the insurgent’s point of view, it is important to note in this context, there is no principal differentiation between military and civilian targets. Civilian dead or hostages, in fact, may serve the irregular’s purpose more efficiently and effectively: the physical risk for the attacker is smaller, and the psychological benefit—the shock and outrage in the targeted community, whether in Afghanistan, Iraq, Europe, or the United States—is larger. Both in the “near” theater and in the “far” theater the purpose is essentially identical: to undermine popular support for the counterinsurgent’s cause. The bombings in Madrid on 11 March 2004 and newly elected Prime Minister José Luis Zapatero’s subsequent withdrawal of Spanish troops from Iraq spectacularly illustrate this vulnerability. The episode is perhaps the most dramatic one in recent years, but it is by no means an exception. The large numbers of roadside bombs and suicide attacks against local civilian and foreign military targets in Afghanistan have provoked more aggressive action by NATO. As inadvertent civilian casualties have risen, the Taliban has gained authority and legitimacy among the population.

Regular armies, as a result, are forced to refocus their attention. An enemy regime could be targeted exclusively and often secretly; the public, both at home and in theater, can, by contrast, only be “targeted” publicly. Armies consequently struggle with the “informational dimension,” as military documents often put it.2 The U.S. Army’s capstone Field Manual 3-0, “Operations,” is one of the most important military publications of the United States, updated for the first time since 9/11 and released in February 2008.3 It redefines how the Army views public information and counterinsurgency. The document’s significance can hardly be underestimated. For the first time in its history, the United States put civil support operations on the same level with offense and defense. New doctrine and new technology therefore go hand in hand in their main thrust: the public, especially the way public opinion is formed through the media, is paramount. “The impact of the information environment on operations continues to increase,” FM 3-0 says in the sober language of doctrine.

But for an occupying force it can be difficult to manage a benevolent public image while being engaged in combat operations. For the insurgent, by contrast, it is easy to appear successful on the public stage: irregular fighters may score by simply blowing up a government building; the regular force has the difficult task of building up a government. Counterinsurgents quietly drink hundreds of cups of tea with local leaders to create trust and legitimacy; insurgents blast restaurants and markets to shatter that confidence. The destruction wrought by irregular fighters has an immediate impact; the government’s reconstruction projects are slow to show effect. The insurgent may kill innocent civilians in one event, and thus undermine the authority’s pledges to guarantee security for everybody; the counterinsurgent, in excruciatingly painstaking and invisible intelligence and law-enforcement work, may merely prevent such events. The costs for the counterinsurgent to maintain order and legitimacy are disproportionately higher than the costs for the insurgent to undermine that order and legitimacy. In sum, effective counterinsurgency is a game much less attention-grabbing and much more resource-consuming than effective insurgency. It is, therefore, much easier for irregular fighters to get “good” graphic media coverage, and to exploit an increasingly competitive journalistic profession. And they do. In the years after 9/11, al-Qaeda’s leadership, often its number two, Ayman al-Zawahiri, kept appearing regularly on major Arab news channels to comment on current events and shape its radical followers’ opinion. At the height of unrest in Iraq, the insurgency published more press releases than the American forces in the Middle East.4 When the resistance in Afghanistan regained strength, the Taliban’s spokesman, Qari Yousuf Ahmadi, became ubiquitous in Western media outlets, claiming responsibility for kidnappings and accusing NATO of killing innocent civilians. And Hassan Nasrallah, Hezbollah’s point man and secretary general, is widely seen as having out-communicated the Israeli leadership during the 2006 Lebanon War.

The difference between internal and external communication is essential for understanding the impact of communication technology on warfare. The significance of this difference cannot be overstated. Modern Western armed forces have enthusiastically embraced information technology for their internal use. Improved digital technology, military planners reasoned, would enable real-time command-and-control under conditions of near-perfect situational awareness. A modern “network-centric” force would reign over the digitized battlespace through mutually interconnected units, weapon systems, and entire service branches. Proponents of “transformation” long held the futuristic vision of a forward observer on horseback, laser-pinpointing satellite-guided munitions from a B-52 bomber precisely into an al-Qaeda training camp. That vision, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld boasted in Foreign Affairs, had become reality in Afghanistan in 2001. Optimists hopefully declared a “revolution in military affairs,” which culminated in the 2003 invasion of Iraq. Thanks to “information superiority” the joint force could minimize casualties among the troops and collateral damage among civilians. Thanks to modern technology, warfare would be faster, more accurate, more precise, more lethal, and ultimately less controversial.

In external communication the opposite applied: modern armed forces have long struggled to properly deal with information in the public domain. For a long time the press and other forms of journalism were the only vehicles of public information emanating from a conflict zone. Throughout the 1990s war coverage became more graphic and more immediate. Journalists were now a ubiquitous feature of the battlefield, equipped with mobile phones, e-mail, and digital cameras that made them effectively independent of military help in getting the message out. Military decision makers saw that improved flow of public information as a set of huge problems: journalists don’t understand the business of war; they compromise operational security by unknowingly giving away secrets valuable to the enemy; and gruesome images of inadvertent mistakes and casualties undermine public resolve, making it even harder to fight and win wars. Officers observed with concern that military control, be it in the form of censorship or so-called security at the source, was being eroded by intrusive technologies. Institutional skepticism vis-à-vis the media was seemingly reinforced by historical lessons: young U.S. officers after Vietnam, for instance, were heavily biased against the press because the “scribblers” allegedly lost the war for them by breaking the support by the American people. Vietnam created a whole generation of “embittered officers” who “despised” the press, in the words of Henry Gole, an instructor at the Army War College in the 1980s. “They reserved a special venomous attitude for ‘the media,’ a term more sneered than spoken.”5 The press, and in fact all public external communication, was seen as a threat and as a problem, not as an opportunity to show the nation at home—or the enemy in the field—how well equipped and trained the army was. Even worse, it was not seen as a proper problem, but as a side problem that was not part of the more difficult operational planning tasks. Commanders regarded the press as a distraction and a nuisance, not as an integral part of military operations. Successful media operations were not seen as a precondition for military success, but rather as an ornament. To the extent that public affairs were seen as a problem, transformation erased that problem: civilian collateral damage would be minimized through the use of precision-guided munitions and any enemy would be destroyed more rapidly than the press coverage could undermine public support. In short: internally IT was embraced; externally it was shunned.

In the early twenty-first century two trends converged to shatter this mindset and reverse the order of importance between internal and external communications. First, irregular war became the center of attention, and with it the public perception of the war. Battlefields ceased to be a meeting ground of professionally trained officers and their specialized enlisted ranks. Irregular adversaries knew that they would stand no chance in a regular confrontation and chose guerrilla tactics instead: they hid among the population, recruited and trained amateur fighters from the ranks of the sympathetic locals, and fought for the allegiance of those who remained neutral or hostile. The new type of war—or rather a rejuvenated older kind of conflict—was population-centric for the insurgent. And soon counterinsurgent forces realized that this lesson also applied to them: the population was the key. External communication and public affairs vis-à-vis these key constituencies suddenly became just as important as optimized command-and-control and the digitized battlespace; external communication, in short, acquired the same operational relevance as internal communication, or perhaps an ever greater relevance, at least in doctrine—a significant recognition on the side of change-averse conventional armies.

Second, an entirely different trend in the media environment coincided with this doctrinal shift: traditional journalism began to lose its near-monopoly over the publication of news. Leading “old” media organizations such as CNN, the New York Times, and the BBC retain undisputed agenda-setting power and most likely will continue to do so. Yet the emergence of widespread Internet penetration around the world, particularly in North America, Europe, and Asia, coupled with innovative Web-based software, has opened up new venues for public interaction: blogs, image- and video-sharing sites, issue-specific discussion forums, wikis, social-networking sites, listservs, message boards, and regular Web sites. The number of nonprofessional participants in mass communication has increased significantly, and the barrier of entry to participate in that conversation has been lowered for amateur contributors. The “new media” serve as platforms in their own right, as many new sites have cultivated regular readerships that rival those of traditional media in size, and they offer inspiration and research sources for journalists. The expression “new media environment,” for the purposes of this book, refers to the generally more dynamic publishing landscape that is the result of both professional journalism and Web 2.0’s popular mass communication. In both the media and at war, therefore, a new social dimension has very quickly, in the span of several years, gained unexpected importance.

To understand the drivers of change, it is important to keep in mind the bigger picture. Two separate trends in the history of telecommunications converged in the year 2000: mass monologue and digital dialogue. More than two centuries ago, telecommunications had divorced the message from the messenger. No longer was it necessary to physically transport a message from sender to receiver; it could be transmitted. Anton Huurdeman, a historian of telecommunications, sees this development in an optimistic spirit typical of the innovators he studied: “Telecommunications eliminated a master-to-servant relationship: replacing the service of a messenger by mechanical telegraph in 1794, by copper wires in 1837, by electromagnetic waves in 1896, and by optical fiber in 1973.”6More than in other fields, innovations in communication technology can cast a seductive spell. Those who experience the magic of “instant” communication are usually seized by entrepreneurial optimism and point out the benevolent effects of this development, an observation that applies to contemporaries and later historians alike. “What a play-ball has this planet of ours become!” the writer Jack London exclaimed in a political essay written in 1900. “The telegraph annihilates space and time. Each morning every part knows what every other part is thinking, contemplating, or doing.”7 Technologically enhanced communication, one historian concluded a century later, “improves human relationships.”8 In today’s brave new world of digital intimacy, to use the title of a New York Times Magazinestory on the subject, human relationships might not be improved, but they surely are more intense.9

Radio became a mass medium after World War I and television after World War II. Soon it was not improved, but deteriorated, human relationships that moved to the top of journalism’s agenda. War used the media, but the media also used war: it sold. The Vietnam War is widely regarded as the first television war, although the moving images arrived in America’s living rooms with considerable delay, depriving the footage of much of the graphic immediacy that characterizes the coverage of today’s conflicts. One of the key moments in the history of war reportage came in 1991, when CNN’s Peter Arnett broadcast live from the roof of the al-Rashid hotel in Baghdad. The city’s bombardment and the tracers of the Iraqi air defense could indeed be witnessed in real time all over this planet of ours. In 1992, after an allegedly media-driven U.S. foreign policy intervention in Somalia, there was much talk about the so-called “CNN-effect.” The media, it was argued, would drive military interventions, inbound, and outbound again, through the compelling use of images—images respectively of starving children and dead soldiers in Mogadishu.10 During the next decade, print, radio, and TV-journalism entered into a period of rapid change: competition became tougher, deadlines became tighter, the thirst for sensations and human-interest stories became stronger. By 1994, the Internet had emerged as a popular medium.

As a consequence, the traditional “old” media came under additional pressure. Until only a few years ago, the printing press, radio, television, and even the Internet remained a public platform to receive information; sending information was a different story. Using telecommunications to send information in a dialogue was largely limited to other formats: telegraphy, telefax, telephone, and eventually e-mail and cellphones. Only in the year 2000, after the Dot-com bubble had burst and a new crop of companies had arisen from the financial market’s ashes, did the two trends converge. New Web-based companies and services boasted “interactivity” and “user-generated content.” The costs for both the private and public use of mass communication were radically lowered. The number of passive and active participants, as a consequence, radically shot up, and it continues to do so. Only in the early twenty-first century were the conditions for a permanent public dialogue created, or, more precisely, for a myriad of public dialogues of varying degrees of openness. Users were now able to contribute and publish by the push of a button, to blog, to discuss issues on Web forums, advertise and sell goods and services, find partners for work and play online, contribute to knowledge creation, engage in social movements—and take political action. The sum of all these parts was something new, something in need of a word and a name: “Web 2.0” was coined as a term to capture the Web’s interactive revolution. It promised to turn passive consumers into active citizens and to reverse a century-old specialization: not only professionals would be in a position to mass-communicate; everybody would be able to do so. Eventually technology would improve human relationships. But the coin had a flip side. Technology also improved how humans abused relationships and how they ultimately engaged in violent organized conflict. Google’s corporate motto may be “don’t be evil,” yet its users might well be inclined to do evil, and many of the new Web’s firms inadvertently and unintentionally help them to be far more efficient at it than ever before.

In the summer of 2003, the insurgency in Iraq began to grow in strength. Initially there was resistance in the Pentagon and the U.S. government to call the new phase of the war by its name. Eventually the new head of Central Command, Army General John P. Abizaid, in his first press conference pronounced the operation a “classical guerrilla-type” war.11 Conventional armies in Iraq and Afghanistan soon found themselves engaged in a long-term struggle against irregular enemies. Network-centric warfare was of little use against such subversive movements that employed classical guerrilla tactics. As a consequence, the two most important armies fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan began to revise their counterinsurgency doctrine in order to adapt to the new but rather unexpected operational realities that were demanding such a high toll in lives and treasure. The local population was recognized as the critical “center of gravity,” or as the key terrain that needed to be gained. Both the insurgent and the counterinsurgent were competing for the trust, the loyalty, and the allegiance of the neutral local population. “The ‘terrain’ we are clearing is human terrain, not physical terrain,” said David Kilcullen, one of General David Petraeus’s key advisers at the time when the new counterinsurgency doctrine was developed.12 Yet the human terrain did not remain confined by the same physical borders as the theater of operations.

For the first time in the history of armed conflict, the media environment allowed a potentially worldwide audience to witness what happened. One unexpected effect was that a local insurgency could have a globally dispersed audience—and not only a passive but also an active audience. That audience equally falls into three broad groups: neutrals and supporters of each side. The difference between the theater of operations and domestic audiences, as a consequence, became blurry. An excellent illustration is Younis Tsouli, better know as Irhabi007, a self-recruited cyber-terrorist (the word irhabi means terrorist in Arabic). The IT-skilled twenty-two-year-old son of a Moroccan tourism board official, and a resident of Shepherd’s Bush in west London, was a ubiquitous figure of al-Qaeda’s online activity.13 He administered several radical Internet sites and pioneered new tactics, techniques, and procedures in the electronic jihad. Tsouli knew well that his online activism was a far cry from actually fighting the enemy in Iraq. In one encrypted chat conversation he openly struggled with the dilemma of matching words with deeds. “Dude,” Tsouli complained to another online-jihadist, who chose the pseudonym Abuthaabit, “my heart is in Iraq.” A telling dialogue ensued:



	Abuthaabit:
	How are you going to have enough to go there?


	Irhabi007:
	I suppose someone gotta be here!


	Abuthaabit:
	This media work, I am telling you, is very important. Very, very, very, very.


	Irhabi007:
	I know, I know.


	Abuthaabit:
	Because a lot of the funds brothers are getting is because they are seeing stuff like this coming out. Imagine how many people have gone [to Iraq] after seeing the situation because of the videos. Imagine how many of them could have been shaheed [martyrs] as well.14






This brief exchange illustrates well the tie between online organization and offline action, between domestic audiences and audiences in theater. Tsouli was far away from the battlefield in London, and, like many, badly wanted to have an impact on what was happening in Iraq and Afghanistan. Yet his was a struggle to inspire other potential extremists to fight, mounted from Europe and targeting the Middle East.

The Taliban offer a reverse example: their frequent kidnapping-assaults and attacks on aid-workers, foreigners, and coalition
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