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INTRODUCTION

 The
supposedly democratic nations of the world may have declared a new
war against "terrorism," but as it may turn out; no one is sure
just what "terrorism" is or how to universally best define it. This
includes the governments of the world put together; they are unable
to declare terrorism in one word and this is confirmed by the US
State Department, which says in a world terrorism report of 2000
that no one definition of terrorism has gained universal
acceptance.

To many people world over, democratically elected
governments included, the key elements to terrorism are obvious,
which are; violence against constitutionally set institutions,
attacking noncombatant targets, deep intention of spreading fear
among the population and baffling political aims. Nevertheless,
designing a sound and commonly accepted definition has proved
difficult.

Are attacks on political leaders or on military
personnel acts of terrorism? How about when a section of citizenry
rises up and attack property because of dissatisfaction? Must
terrorism be physically violent, or is it enough to instill fear?
Can a war based on psychology be classified as terrorism? It can be
viewed that the line between what we may perceive as terrorism by a
defined/identified terrorist group and the unsavory brutal acts by
a democratically elected government against its own people is very
thin. When a president, whose term of office expires
constitutionally, refuses to vacate office and wages a war against
his citizens by using state machinery may actually amount to
terrorism!

Among the many governmental agencies of the world,
different definitions of terrorism are used. Some agencies hold
that a government cannot commit acts of terrorism thus relegating
terrorism acts to sub-national groups whose violent acts are
politically instigated, but does not include instilling or
spreading fear among the people.

Other agencies view terrorism as the use of illegal
force or violence "for the sole purposes of intimidation, coercion
or ransom," but does not require it to be politically motivated.
Other definitions propose that terrorism is the unlawful use of
force and violence against persons or property to intimidate or
coerce a government, the civilian population, or any segment
thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives. Some of
the labeled terrorist groups actually do not hurt people but are
hell bent on destruction of property.

Defining Terrorism at the end of the day hangs on
the perception of the beholder. For example, how would a Jew define
terrorism in view of the Palestinian people and how will a
Palestinian define terrorism in view of the Jew? What would have
the civilian standing on Pearl Harbor on that fateful day of the
attack by Japanese suicide airborne bombers? And what would that
woman in the streets of Hiroshima or Nagasaki thought concerning
terrorism on that day the revenge bombs fell from the sky? When we
say necessary force, then what are the bounds? Many would consider
these acts as justified depending on the pedestal that they are
standing on. For all these and more, there is no near or clear
conclusion of the matter for as far as the eye can see, it is a
quagmire for we are all unable to extricate ourselves unto perfect
societies or institutions!

The principal problem is that many people who dwell
in near perfect democracies still hold the view that there are
cases where extreme actions are justified, but at the same time
also believe that terrorism is always wrong. Thus, the whole matter
recoils on itself; we cannot adequately draw the bounds of ‘extreme
necessary force or justified force for that matter.’ For any sane
person, what would be the reaction towards the aggressor? Jesus
says that one has to love their enemies while giving them the other
cheek to strike and giving them your garment plus your coat! This
is an astounding doctrine to consider. Would it be when the
aggressor strikes and draws your blood you go ahead and give him
your bone to break?

During the II world war, the coalition forces bombed
civilian targets but no one would try to consider that act as
terrorism. However, perhaps the many wrongs committed in pursuit of
freedom have brought acceptable democracies into being within the
European continent. Thus, from your standpoint, you can always find
an exception to any abstract definition that suits your environment
with the result that governments are prone to define any opposing
aggressors as terrorists.

A case to consider is that of the government of
Kenya where Alshabaab has been a threat for nearly a decade. The
Al-shabaab operates from Somali land. Kenyan Defense Forces (KDF)
had to occupy Somali region that borders Kenya to secure security
for her people. The Alshabaab started hitting targets within Kenya
demanding that Kenya withdraws her forces from Somali Land. Most of
the Al-shabaab operatives are of Somali origin. In the act of
defending her people from external aggression, Kenya has entered
into a conflict course with Al-Qaeda, Alshabaab and ISIS. The big
question is ‘if Kenya withdraws her forces from Somalia, will the
attacks on her soil cease, can the Al-shabaab be trusted to keep
their word?’ The bottom line is that Alshabaab wants to establish
the rule of sharia law courts in Somalia. Nevertheless, if allowed,
will they stop at Somalia or seek to infiltrate the surrounding
nations to impose the same method. When we have whittled the whole
matter down, the dregs that remain will be appointer to religion,
the Kaffir, the infidel and the religious zealot!

Therefore, the liberal minded people must perceive
Alshabaab, as a threat to democratic believes that transcend
religious appendage, as a terrorist group. Then, for the religious
zealot, Alshabaab is a ‘freedom of worship fighter’ who should be
financed to fight for the ‘course.’ Therefore, would it be
satisfactory to claim that ‘we shall know terrorism when we see
it?’ On the other hand, should we simply say that terrorism is the
threat and use of both psychological and physical force in
violation of what we accept as international law by state and
sub-state agencies for strategic, political and religious goals?
Once we go that path and an international law of that nature is
established then we shall a have a key that separates legitimate
use of force from terrorism. Thus, if perceived insurgents are
fighting a ‘lawful war’ using tactics accepted by the ‘accepted’
international law, they cease to be considered as terrorists. Why
should this be so? Terrorists are neither insurgents nor
guerrillas, they are beyond all ‘civilized’ human norms, and they
do not operate under any laws that are international in nature.
Perchance, this could lead us to place a notable difference between
terrorism and other forms of violence. From that point of view, for
example, all the world nations can unanimously accept that the U.S.
invasion of Iraq and the bombings of Afghanistan are not to be
viewed as terrorist acts thus giving no credence to claims by the
Taliban and the Osama’s Al-Qaeda networks that such operation by
the US government amount to terrorist acts.

At the end of the line, we have to examine the
aggressive act and determine the target, but anyone who traffics
terrorism is a terrorist, be it psychological or physical. The
psychological aspect of any form of terrorism will be found in the
outcome. Would, for example, the government at Washington DC seat
quiet if the people of Texas take up arms and decide they want to
secede from the federal government of the US? Will it not be right
therefore to suggest that anything that could terrorize people is
terrorism whether by a legitimate state or a revolutionary
group?
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AL-QAEDA (THE
BASE)

 Al-Qaeda was established around 1988 by
Osama bin Laden who helped to finance, recruit, and transport and
train thousands of fighters from dozens of countries to be part of
an Afghan resistance to defeat the Soviet Union who had occupied
Afghanistan. To continue the holy war beyond Afghanistan,
al-Qaeda's current goal is to establish a pan-Islamic rule
throughout the world by working with allied Islamic extremist
groups to overthrow regimes it deems “infidel” and expelling
Westerners and non-Muslims from Muslim countries.

Al-Qaeda is Arabic for “the base.”

Al-Qaeda, which is also referred to as the
base, is an international hydra that even with concerted efforts
from world nations has proved hard to snuff of. Their alleged
agenda include the following:

>Preservation of the Holy Islamic
Sites

>Jihad against Jews and Christian
Crusaders

>Islamic Army for the Liberation of the
Holy Places

>Islamic Army for the Liberation of Holy
Shrines

Even after the death of its leader, Osama Bin
Laden, terrorist experts and counter-terrorism officials have said
that the organization remains a major threat across North Africa
and the Middle East. Across the globe, violent jihadists in the
name of al-Qaida, Al-Shabaab or Boko-Haram in particular are
increasing in number and in adherence, it is not shrinking at all
as more and more dissatisfied young people are joining these
groups. It is actually gaining ground and exploiting new
opportunities worldwide. Although many of Osama's top lieutenants
may now be incapacitated or killed by US Special Forces or in drone
strikes, jihadist groups in Somalia, Syria, Libya, West Africa and
Yemen have been able to mount several major operations in the past
few years, even as late as 2016 where they killed about one hundred
Kenyan soldiers in El-Adde Somalia.

Background

During 1980s, a substantial number of Muslims
moved from the Middle East countries to Afghanistan to unite with
the Afghan people in an ongoing war that began in 1979 when the
Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. Osama Bin Laden then emerged at
this time as an important player in the group "Afghan-Arabs."
Coming from a multimillion-dollar family, Osama was able to use
part of his inheritance and his connections to other wealthy
contributors to help maintain the flow of fighters into
Afghanistan.

Through Osama’s concerted efforts and
connection, he was able to provided a substantial amount of money
for the financing of an entity called the "Bureau of Services" or
Maktab al Khidmat, which was a system for recruiting individuals
for the Afghan cause from Muslim communities in the US, Middle
East, Southeast Asia, and Europe. He also created a network of
training camps and supplied weapons to Arab fighters in Afghanistan
(The questions which rises here is; did Osama do this alone or was
he supported by a Western nation which had interest in getting the
Soviet Republic out of Afghanistan? Is Osama’s case that of a
friend turned foe?) What is known today as al Qaeda or Osama formed
“The Base or Foundation” after the Soviet defeat in the late 1980s.
When the Soviet troops left Afghanistan, did Osama’s cause mutate
to a group of terrorists?

In 1989, Osama was invited to relocate to
Sudan by the regime in power, which consisted of a military faction
and the National Islamic Front. In 1990, Osama sent an advance team
to Sudan and he followed later in mid 1991. In Sudan, he built
roads and gave money to the government's war machine against
Southern separatists led by Garang in return for permission to
establish businesses and create an infrastructure to support
terrorist activities. Well, money cannot buy everything but it can
buy most of the things we desire! The Sudanese regime had full
hands with less funds, Osama was a boon to the fight against the
separatists.

Perhaps due to disenchantment and lack of
what else to do, Osama’s attention turned to attacking the United
States, which he referred to as "the head of the snake," this he
did as early as 1992. He stated that the United States not only
backed Israel but also kept Arab regimes in power that did not
follow Islamic beliefs.

Established in Sudan, Osama started expanding
the original Al Qaeda organization that he founded in Afghanistan.
A membership roster and a structure of committees were created to
conform to Islamic law to justify its actions. The hierarchical
nature of the group was used for coordinating and supporting
operations. However, this structure was not used in specific
terrorist operations. For terrorist operations, a handpicked
clandestine cell, commanded by a senior al Qaeda operative who
reported directly to Osama was used.

Osama’s dream was to build a multinational
organization with terrorist groups from Morocco, Algeria, Egypt,
Tunisia, Libya, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Iraq, Eritrea, Somalia
and Lebanon with Al Qaeda as the base.

With new coalitions of terrorist groups with
Al-Qaeda spanning the globe, Osama brought a new level of Islamic
force capable of accomplishing larger and more complex operations
in the world.

While in Sudan, Osama set up depots to supply
weapons and established training camps to support al Qaeda. Osama’s
followers used employment positions in his businesses as a front to
acquire the materials necessary to carry out terrorist attacks such
as weapons, explosives, and technical equipment. Sudanese
intelligence officers also aided Al Qaeda operatives by providing
false passports and shipping documents. At this time, the
operational role of al Qaeda was principally to provide support
through funds, training and weapons for terrorist attacks. It is
said that Al Qaeda's income was acquired through a fundraising
network contrary to popular belief that Osama used his own wealth.
In a research report of 1995, it is stated that Osama never
received an inheritance totaling $300 million. Instead, from 1970
to 1994, he received approximately $1 million per year.

Due to pressure from international arena on
Sudan administration for harboring terrorists that had attempted to
assassinate Egyptian President Mubarak in June 1995, Osama moved
back to Afghanistan in May 1996. It took the hand of UN to pressure
the Khartoum regime to let go of Osama. This move marked an initial
setback for Osama and al Qaeda because of financial difficulties
caused by the relocation and UN interest in his dealings. The
government in Saudi Arabia had also frozen his assets in 1993 and
the Sudanese government took control of his assets when he left the
country. On the other hand, in Afghanistan, Osama was able to
promote his agenda more openly due to the lack of a legal
centralized government.

Osama announced publicly his war against the
US in August of 1996. He attempted to persuade Muslims worldwide to
unite against their common intruder on the Arabian Peninsula, the
US. In September of 1996, the
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