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It is possible to think in terms of two basic explanations for how the
conspiratorial organizations that practice terrorism behave.! In turn, each’
analysis yieldsdifferent policy recommendations. These two approaches,
which are derived from established bodies of theory, will be presented
sequentially in order to set out the logical premises and the policy
implications of each. However, both views may be necessary to under-
standing terrorism and its consequences.

The first explanation is based on the assumption that the act of terrorism )
is a deliberate choice by a political actor. The organization, as a unit, acts
to achieve collective values, which involve radical changes in political and |
social conditions. Terrorism is interpreted as a response to external |
stimuli, particularly government actions. An increase in the cost or a [
decrease in the reward for violence will make it less likely. However, the |
second explanation focuses on internal organizational processes within ]
the group using terrorism Or among organizations sharing similar |
objectives. Terrorism is explained as the result of an organization’s |
struggle for survival, usually in a competitive environment. Leaders |
ensure organizational maintenance by offering varied incentives to !
followers, not all of which involve the pursuit of the group’s stated political |
purposes. Leaders seek to prevent both defection and dissent by develop-
ing intense loyalites among group members. The organization responds to |
pressure from outside by changing the incentives offered members or
through innovation. Terrorist actions do not necessarily or directly reflect
ideological values.

The Instrumental Approach

In this perspective violence is seen  as intentional, Terrorism is a means 1o a
political end. Government and adversary are analyzed as if engaged in a
typical conflict, in which each party’s actions are aimed at influencing the
‘behavior of the other. The classic works on the stragegy of conflict, such as
those by Thomas C. Schelling, suggest that terrorism is one form of violent
coercion, a bargaining process based on the power o hurt and intimidate
a5 a substitute for the use of overt military force.? As such, it is similar to
other strategies based on ‘the power to hurt’ rather than conventional
military strength. Terrorism is meant to produce a change in the govemn-

ment’s political position, not the destruction of military potential.
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The non-state organization using terrorism is assumed to act on the

basis of calculation of the benefit or value to be gained from an action, the -

costs of the attempt and of its failure, the consequences of inaction, or the
probability of siiccess. Terrorist actions may occur for several reasons: the
valiié sought is overwhelmingly important; the costs of trying are low; the
status quo is intolerable; or the probability of succeeding (even at high
cost) is high. Extremist groups may act out of anticipation of reward or out
of desperation, in response to opportunity or to threat.

This strategic 3pe:rspective is a conceptual foundation for the analysis of
surprisc_attack.” Terrorism is par excellence a strategy Of surprise,
riccessary for small groups who must thereby compensate for weakness in
numbers and destructive capability.

Explanations of why surprise occurs frequently emphasize the
defender’s lack of preparation as much as the adversary’s intentions and
capabilities. The enemy’s intent to surprise is taken for granted.
Intelligence failures may preclude warning of impending attack, or,
paradoxically, an overload of wamings, especially if they are imprecise,
may induce complacency or the ‘cry-wolf syndrome’. Specific tactical
wamnings of impending terrorist attack are rarely received. More
seriously, government leaders are likely to be insensitive to warnings they
do receive.* For example, the political costs of acting in anticipation of an
attack may outweigh the advantages to be gained by striking first. Nor may
governments wish to expose intelligence sources by revealing the receipt
of wamings.

The actions of the attacker are determined by perceptions of incentive
and opportunity.” The existence of opportunities for surprise atfack may
generate a political incentive for terrorism where none existed before. An
organization may not consider translating its ideological godls into action
until the possibility presents itself. Such an opportunity could stem from
the vulnerability and availability of symbolic targets (such as the presence
of American Marines in Beirut, Israeli forces in southern Lebanon, or
British troops in Northern Ireland) or from the offer of resources from
foreign govermnments. In tum, a prior incentive or ideological direction
may lead to a search for opportunities, which determined and risk-prone
groups may be adept at creating.

What strategic conditions promote surprise? Surprise may simply be
aggressive, aimed at winning quickly and cheaply, The short-term victory
may involve a propaganda gain that demonstrates the govemment’s
weakness. Terrorism may appear to have compelled a government to
withdraw from a position to which it was publically committed as, for
example, the American withdrawal from Beirut. In such cases, the attack
may stem from the opposing organization’s perception of its position as
dominant. Yet surprise may also be a result of strategic weakness.
Terrorism may occur in anticipation of government pressure. Extremist
groups may be most dangerous when they feel beleaguered and on the
defensive, with little to lose from a suicidal attack. As is characteristic of a
balance of power intemational system, a party may attack because the
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ratio of forces is likely to become even more unfavorable in the future
rather than because an advantage exists in the present.

“Bringing about surprise, from an operational viewpoint, is often a
matter simply of timing.®* Governments often know that a terrorist attack
is probable and what the likely targets are, but cannot predict the day or
the hour of the attack. In addition, surprise may be achieved through

technical or doctrinal innovation. Terrorism, frequently referred to as ‘a

new miode of warfare’, is in itself such an innovation. Since the beginning

.of the modem wave of terrorism around 1968, terrorists have developed

new and elaborate methods of hostage-taking, including aircraft hijack-
ings, seizure of embassies or consulates, and kidnapping of diplomats and
busi

niess executives. As these tactics became familiar to governments and

corporations, they ceased to surprise. Furthermore, defending states

..

@wsé“d"""éffec'tive protective measures. Terrorism _then _shifted to

borbings that were shocking in their massive and indiscriminate
destructiveness and in the apparent willingness of their perpetrators to die
with their Bombs. The purpose of innovation in terrorism is to maintain
the possibility of surprise because it is critical 1o _success.

An organization’s success or failure is measured in terms of its ability to
attain its stated political ends. Few organizations actually attain the long-
term ideological objectives they Claim to seek, and therefore one must
conclude that terrorism is objectively a failure. The reason it continues in
the immediate is that extremist organizations Trequently achieve thei
factical objectives, particularly publicity and recognition,.
~“Should there be obvious disunity or factionalism within an organiza-
sion, the instrumé&tal miodel would in

terpret it in terms of disagreement |

r example, is divided over the questions of how best to defeat Israel and
the character of the future state. The Irish Republican Army split in the
aftermath of the civil rights movement in Northemn Ireland, as rival
leaders disagreed on how to respond to the demands of the Catholic
population.

Since the specific intentions of any adversary, particularly a clandestine
organization, are intrinsically difficult to determine, it is tempting to focus
on the adversary’s capabilities and to assume intention from actions. If
terrorists are_instrumental and calculating, the means they use are |
Jogically Telated to their ends. The targets of terrorism, for example, are‘j

|

M@" ‘goals or strategy. The Palestine Liberation Organization,
0

symbolically related to  the. Srganization’s ideological belicfs. Pre-
dictability and interpretability of the act of terrorism — whether or not it is |
understood by the watching audience as its perpetrators mean it to be |
understood — depend on the existence of this link between victim and !
purpose. Terrorist ideology, no_matter how unrealistic, must be taken |

seriously as a guide to intentions. Coupled with analysis of capabilities, it |
provides a basis for expectations, Organizations such as the Tralian Red !
Brigades, for example, which seek to involve the masses in the political |
struggle, are unlikely to commit acts of violence which might alienate ‘

potential supporters. Ideology can thus be a factor in self-restraint, On the |
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other hand, organizations which have no desire for an earthly constituency
and possess the necessary resources, such as the followers of the Ayatollah
Khomeini, are unlikely to practice moderation.

The escalation of terrorism is a problem that requires explanation. In

terms of the strategic approach, escalation is similar to innovation in being

primarily a response to government actions. Opponents are sensitive to the

strengths as well as the weaknesses of goveérnments; terrorists engage in a
process of constant adaptation to the strategic environment. Moving o

governments find means of countering exisiting capabilities..
Moreover, if terrorism is a means to an end, then substitutes are

possible. The absence of altematives to_ tefrorist will be important;

organizations that do not rely solely on terrorism may be more likely to
abandon the strategy in the face of failure. A constant failure to achieve
stated  goals” would presumably lead to intemal strife and ultimate
collapse. Terrorism will end through consistent failure, when costs are
high and opportunities for violence closed.

In meeting a threat that is interpreted in such terms, the government has

f two basic altematives: defense and deterrence. As Glenn Snyder proposed

greater destructiveness may be a reaction to a need to refain the initiative as
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ing an enemy from attaining his jectives. Defending territory
and values may involve not only passive defensive measures — guarding
potential objects of attack or erecting barriers — but a tactically offensive
_response. An effective defense prevents attack by making it impossible.
Offensive tactics in the interest of halting an attack would engage an

énemy before he reached the target rather than at the point of atrack.

Amticipaiory actions fo remove enemy capabilities are of two  sorts.
Preemption 0cciirs when an enemy attack is believed to be imminent. It
aims at halting an adversary who is poised to strike. The use of force in the
interest of prevention, on the other hand, is intended to incapacitate an’
enemy who plans a future attack but has not yet mobilized. The exercise of
prevention is based as much on estimation of enemy intention as of
capabilities.

Both_preemption and prevention require exceptional intelligence.
Decision-makers are unlikely to get the kind of precise waming of
impending_attack they need in order to_preempt effectively. In fact, ‘an
| indication of an intent to preempt in order to avoid being surprised may
.. provoke premature attack or postponement. Preventive attack to disarm
the_terrorist at an. earlier stage of prepafaiion may be even more
| démanding of intelligence. It involves detecting preparations for
imobilization rather than mobilization itself. Because of inherent

uncertainties of information and because public disclosure would
compromise intelligence sources, it may be difficult for govemments to
justify preemption or preventive use of force to their citizens.
Intelligence is also the major problem of response to waming.
Govemments may be prevented from responding to waming by a variety
of constraints that make rational strategy impossible. Domestic public

—

in a classic formulation of the problem,” defense means forcefully prevent-

R
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opinion, for example, may restrain govermments in the preemptive use of

military force against terrorists. Intelligence warnings alone are rarely

Jecisive and concréte enough to use as public evidence. The government |

may also be insensitive to waming because of doctrines or assumptions |
that discourit the threat, In Béirut, for example, because the American |
‘military command was committed to the conception that American forces
were on a peace-keeping mission they did not believe that their presence
could be construed as hostile. The Long Commission Report noted that
perceptual difficulties regarding the nature of the American mission led
decision-makers to neglect changing political conditions in Lebanon.?
Once the United States appeared to have sided with the Christian faction,
the tacit immunity once granted American forces was withdrawn.
Warnings were then incorrectly interpreted.

In contrast to defensive measures, the purpose of which is to limit the
objective opportunities available for terrorism, there is the strategy of
deterrence. Its purpose is to influence the adversary’s perceptions. of
B“p’ﬁﬁiﬁh“ﬁft’if and incenfives for attack. Deterrence purports to prevent
conflici by “convincing_the adversary that the costs of the action he

contemplates far_outwcigh any potential benefits he may gain. The
defending government influences the opposing organization’s decisions
by threatening unacceptable damage to collective values should an act of
terrorism occur. The value-maximizing adversary will presumably react
to an effectively communicated and credible threat by desisting. For the
defender, the problem lies in communicating the threat, making it

M A M RS

credible, and devising it as a serious threat to the opponent’s values. The

most feasiblé and hence most credible threat may not always be the most
painful to the adversary. Nor is certainty of implementation always a
virtue to the defender. The threat that leaves something to chance may be
more potent.

Two forms of deterrence are open to the defender, according to Snyder.
The first is denial, a strategy resembling and indeed in implementation
basically identical fo defense. The purpose, however, in deéterrence

through denying gain to the adversary is to raise the immediate cost of
contemplated actions. The prospect of paying a high price for any gain
may act as a deterrent.

Yet denial is conventionally thought to be the weakest form of deter-
rence. It is difficult to make this sort of battlefield cost unacceptable,
especially if organizations can recruit members willing to take high
personal risks. The demonstration of willingness to die in the attempt may
compensate for failure. (And it is of course the followers and not the
leaders of the organization who pay this price.) Schelling quotes a
memorable passage from Joseph Conrad’s The Secret Agent to illustrate
this obstacle to deterrence. A paradox of deterrence is that it does not
always pay to appear rational. The character of ‘The Professor’, whose
only aim in life is to find the perfect detonator for his bombs, carries with
him at all times an explosive device wired to go off with the squeeze ofa
trigger he holds in his pocket. When questioned as to whether he would
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actually go through with self-destruction, he-explains his true intention is
not the point: ‘What is effective is the belief those peoplehave in my will to
use the means.” - '

, terrence -is its more widely. recognized form.
Punishment or retaliation involves the threat of the use of military force in
e ettt bt oo - . .
response to an - attack~affer ‘it has been committed.. ‘The- prospect of
retaliation is presumed- to deter the enemy-from attacking regardless of
the state of the government’s physical defenses. This feature makes it
attractive for combatting terrorism. Given the terrorist proclivity for
civilian targets, for the outrageous, and for the unexpected, defense may
require the protection of too many weak links.

Retaliatory threats may be either symmetrical or asymmetrical, That is,
the defender can threaten T0 Te§pond in a manner tailored to the offense,
for example, by attacking the base from which a terrorist attack was
launched. Given the uncertainties and the unverifiability -of intelligence,

it is more likely that the defender will issue (and carry out, if deferrence

fails) the more credible asymmetrical threats to- retaliate against any
object of value to. the TEFOHSES and to teserve the right to escalate. The

government in effect states that punishment may not be'ini Kind or on the
same level of damage. Something may be left to chance. Such threats may
be effective because-they-are-credible; however, the punishment inflicted
on the terrorists may be less:severe than symmetrical retaliation against a
nerve-center or against leaders. Asymmetrical retaliation may also be.less
justifiable in the eyes of the public. o
If deterrence is a recommended policy against non-states, it should be
doubly applicable to the states: that sponsor the terrorism of others or
engage in it directly, States have a wider range of identifiable values. For
states, supporting foreign terrorists is not likely to be an interest of
sufficient value to justify limitless sacrifices, whereas for. a non-state
resistance movement there may be no cost too.great to justify abandoning
the struggle. Theoretically it should be easier to alter a state’s cost-benefit
calculations. The US raid against Libya in April 1985 was explicitly
-described interms of deterrence of future terrorism, as well as an effort to
encourage the overthrow of the Quaddafi regime. .
Policy responses consistent with the instrumental explanation :of
t@y@ﬁrgfgqpﬁm;gmmﬂd@gngg;gppgmmnes for terrorism: (mainly a
matter of defense) and on affecting incentives to use it.. The problem for
intelligence is as much to discover the values of a shadowy adversary as to
learn locations and plans. Reducing opportunities may also minimize
incentives for terrorism. Calculating extremists are ‘presumed to be
repsonsive both to raising the cost of attacking and to threatening
subsequent punishment. '
This approach to combatting terrorism is not without drawbacks. The

difficulties of a timely response to prevent surprise attack havé been™

- éstablished. Wamings are insufficiently precise and susceptible to

.misinterpretation. The use of force in anticipation of or in response to
terrorism is potentially a contentious domestic issue. Prior conceptions,
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public opinion, the personalities of leaders, and the emotional frustration
terrorism_provokes all interfere with control of the défender’s response.
Deterrence is never simple, and deterring adversaries whose values and
risk-taking propensities are - imperfectly understood  is problematic.
Furthermore, the lessons of experience in using coercive diplomacy show
that it is ineffective against adversaries with superior mofivation. ~ in
addition, the use of Torce may provoke escalation and broadening of
conflict. Actions that are intended as defensive may be perceived by
others as aggressive.

%,

Or.ga\nigational Process Theory

This expfénationfocuses on the intemal politics of the organization. In

oz |
Stggesting that terrorism.can become self-sustaining regardless of its |

political consequences, it assumes that the fundamental purpose of any

political-organization 1s 10 mam@g_;_t«gg_:ﬁljf__ﬁljerronst l:_)ehqvior represents.
the outcome of the internal dynamics of the organization rather than
strategic action: The minimal goal of any orgamzqﬁoq is survival, but the
goals of the people occupying roles in an organization transcend mere
survival. Leaders, in particular, wish to enhance and promote the

organization. Their personal ambitions are tied to ‘the organization’s_

~The mcentives the organization provides for its members are critical to

J

its survival. However, the relationship between actual rewards Ior
“fembership and the organization’s stated o_bjectives is not straight-
forward, since recruits often join an organization for Teasons other than
ideological commitment. Leaders maintain their position by_supplying
various tangible and intangible incentives 10 1 mﬁgp,b_ﬁe;r‘s,_mvgax:ds_mat_mgy
enhance or dimifish the pursuit of the organization’s public ends. _
The incentives for joing a terrorist organization, espe:cwny one ﬂ}at is
already established and of known character, include a variety of individual
needs: to belong to a group, to acquire social status and reputation, to find
comradeship or excitement, or to gain material benefits. The popular
image of the terrorist as an individual motivated exclusively by deep and

intransigent . political commitment obscures a more complex reality.

Under certain conditions, membership in an underground organization is
a valued social relationship, winning the militant the respect and
admiration of peers and family: Joining an organ@zauon in order to
enhance one’s appearance in the eyes of others is characteristic of
nationalist and separatist groups, where a popular constituency exists that
may deplore the method but applaud the goals of the organization. The
practitioners of terrorisin in liberal democracies may be acting in terms of
a non-indigenous reference group with whom they 1deqt1fy. The (adlcgl
may genuinely see his or her actions as the continuation of a historic
struggle led by distant heroes in the Third World, winning the respect of
other revolutionaries. Many West European groups compared
themselves sentimentally to the Tupamaros of Uruguay. Since many
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terrorists are adolescents, joining may be a sign of personal daring or
§oc1a1_rebellion more than political belief. Other incentives are those
intangible benefits of association in a group: a feeling of belonging,
acceptance, and solidarity.

Most organizations offer a mixture of incentives. The issues or causes
which the group supports may shift with the organization’s need to offer
new incentives to members. The Rand Corporation, for instance, notes
that in France the group Action Directe, ‘in chameleon fashion, rapidly
refocuses on the most attractive antigovernment issues’.’? Since 1979 the
organization has opposed nuclear energy, imperialism, Israel, the
Catholic Church, and French intervention in Chad. Organizational goals

are not necessarily consistent. The operational interpretation of ideology

will vary according to the need to ensure organizational survival. The
chance for action, no matter what 1t accomplishes, may be a dominant
incentive. Circumstances may alter incentive structures. If an organiza-
| tion. i{pﬁge{fﬁt‘é’ inactivity, substitute incentives must be found. Some
groups might shift o “dealifig i drugs, Tfor example.

However, purposive incentives remain strong for a number of reasons.
Collective goals appeal to the individual's sense of satisfaction at
contributing to a wrthy political cause. Many members sincerely identify
with the organization’s purpose; others will be afraid to admit that they do
not. In organizations devoted to violence, a premium is placed on group

solidarity and cohesion. Relationships within the organization are highly
authoritarian.

James Q. Wilson also suggests that there are different _categories _

of political purpose, which affect the stability_of the organization."
The first purposive incentive offers the pursuit of a single specific
objective. The Rand Corporation describes such marrowly-focused
groups as ‘issue-oriented’ and notes that they are common but short-

Tived.!* O the other hand, what Wilson terms ideological incentives are
based on beliefs that constitute a systematic, comprehensive rejection of
the present political world and the promise of a future replacement. These
incentives might be distinguished as protest versus revolution. The third
incentive 1§V,mp_emp\tigﬂl¢;he appeal of organizations whose efforts con-
centrate primarily on changing the lives of their members. As violent
examples of these moralistic groups, Wilson cites the nineteenth-century
anarchists and the Weathermen of the 1960s. These groups are likely to
focus on self-sacrifice, on living by stringent moral codes, or on con-

version. Wilson suggests that since such groups can never succeed, their .

ctiveness and willingness to take

despair often resulis in extreme dest
risks. T
“Such_redemptive groups may_resemble religious cults as much as
_ideological_organizations, Religious or sacred terrorism falls in this
category. Violence has a personal meaning for the individual. Itis a path to
individual salvation, regardless of the political outcome for the col-
lectivity in the real world, The motivation for terrorism may be to
transcend reality as much as to transform it.
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Wilson concludes that conspiratorial organizations tend over time to

subsiitute~ group _solidarity for _political PUIDOSE:
tevolution, or redémption) as the d

ment seems likely to be. character

undergroand organizations. Progressive isolation from

‘(whether _protest,

1

ominant_incentive.”* This develop-

istic of tightly compartmentalized '

“the environment *

adiices the amount and quality of the information members receive about

axternal &vents. They become less concerned with the achievement of
political goals and more concemed with maintaining the group. Single-
issue groups, whose members are usually part-time rather than profes-

sional members of the underground, ma
ng issue

new incentives through switc i

igsue is simpler than changit ‘cotitpretiensive belief sy

apparent flexibility, it seems paradoxical that single-issue groups tend 10 |

y find it easier o adapt by Creating
s. Changing position on a single

stems, Given this

be shorter-lived. Perhaps they are more likely to achieve their goals. On

substitute incentives such as status or solidarity.

Organizational analysis expl
regardies§ of polifical T

ains not only why te

“the other hand, when they do not succeed, they cannot recover by offering

rrorism continues

“why Tt starts._ Ti iniplies that structural

e

éxplanations of civil violence are of Timited use. The objective conditions;

m_giw:gr ife grievances_and hence incite ‘Violence are permanent, /;/L(
whereas violence is not_continuous or un‘ive?s“aI?‘”THe formation Of;, <

COmINUOUS Oy YT AR a
organizations, not hvironmental conditions, is ihe cfitical variable. | s

Entrepreneurship is an essential ingredient; The Teaders who establish an AR

organization must skillfully create and manipulate incentives to atiract

members. The founders must have an exc
%goup’s purposes and an exaggerated sense O

- b

1 a potentially violent organiz

ation, this sense of effi

eptional commitment to the
f the group’s likely efficacy.

cacy might come

from assessing the government’s weakness, observing the apparent

success of other, similar groups,
tence of a demand for the organi

governments. The exis
actual or potential cons

support, is another determinant

third essential condition is that the presence. Q
-demand for action coinci

leaders and some broade

or acquiring the support of foreign

zation from some

tituency is also helpful. The extent ‘of mobilizable

rgsources, in tum possibly dependent on foreign assistance or on public’

of the establishment of organizations. A

f skilled and .determined_
de with ‘the salience of

purposive incentives'.” The prominence of ideas that legitimize violence
as well as examples set by predecessors contribute to making the /

organization’s purpose salient. If po
of concern to them are being affected by a
canbe altered — a belief that is likely to emerge

appears to pose a serious threat
which they identify — they are li

to their values or those

kely to organt

in the course of subsequent-operations. The older the

more its behavior is explained by organizational

tential terrorists believe that matters
govemment whose behavior
when a highly visible enemy

of the group with

ze and to act. Organizations

are much more responsive _;Q_,the.environmept‘du;jipg their inception tharr| -

organization, the

imperatives.

Emphasizing organizational maintenance explains why terrorism may

persist_in the face of evident

failure to achieve poli

tical purposes. If
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pu.rposive incex;tives are overshadowed by others such as social relation-
ships or financial reward, terrorism becomes self-sustaining, In fact, the

organization’s leaders may be reluctant to see purpose accomplished and

_the organization’s utility ended. They are likely to seck incremental gains
sufficient to sustaiii group morale but not to end members’ dependence on
the organization.

_Aﬁsgfcgpgwgggg”rgl_u theory of organizationl behavior focuses on the
gggzgmggn_ f decline in firms.”™ Although the comparison between

usiness firms and radical undergrounds may at first seem bizarre, the
rgsemblance has also been noted by the Rand Corporation: ‘Organiza-
tions are dedicated to survival. They do not voluntarily go out of business.
Right now, the immediate objective of many of the world’s hard-pressed

. terrorist groups is the same as the immediate objective of many of the
- world’s hard-pressed corporations — that is, to continue operations.”"
.~ Albert O. Hirschman’s economic theory of organizational imperatives
. supports Wilson’s idea_that organizations are more sensitive to their
. members than o govemmient policy. Yet the implication of his theory is

| that organizations are fragile; they struggle and often fail to prevent

|

| compgutme«.tl}antln&p_g,r;:mmpmmxe,ﬂnﬂmnmmﬁhln general, most
l terrorist organizations appear to confront rivals who have similar political
{ :_the Irish Republican Army competes with the Irish National’

\Liberation Army; the ltalian Red Brigades compete with Prima Linea;

Fatah competes with the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine and
a host of other factions.

Hirschman proposes that dissatisfied members of an organization have
two options: ‘exit’ or ‘voice’. Each is exercised under different circum-
stances. ‘Exit’, as it applies to the special circumstances of clandestine

, extremist organizations, refers to the possibilities of (1) joining. another,
| rival'organization that appears more satisfactory, or (2) splintering off and

| ¢reating a iew group. Exit often occurs after a failed attempt to exercise

' ‘voice’, or the articulation of complaints in order to persuade the group to
| follow anothér direction. Although extremist organizations consistently
- attempt to define exit as betrayal, factionalism is not uncommon. The
 possibility of exiting to a rival group of course depends on the existence of
. afatiractive aliernative, Where there are no competitors, the dissatisfied
‘must create a new group. The exercise. of this_option apparently occurs
 when the most extremist members chafe under the restrictions imposed by
. the relatively moderate and_demand aii “escajation of 'violence. The
; ?rovxs_xonal IRA, for example, developed from the refusal of the parent or
. Qﬂ_icxa}' IRA to adopt a strategy of terrorism against Protestants and the
,‘ British in the wake of the civil rights movement. To prevent the departure
of a sub-group, especially if it endangers the survival of the organization,
. former moderates may consent to collective radicalization. The Official
| IRA subsequently followed the Provos into terrorism — both against

| the British and against each other. Only if there is no possibility of exit can
| I'Wnon’s leaders resist the demands of Tembers for change.

i

decline. A furdamental precept is that organizations behave differently in
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Exit can thus hasten orgqgizati_gr_lal»_dgcline..,YeLthaexerQiﬁQ_QiL‘!Pice’

can also be destructive. Most underground organizations strongly (even

e

Torcibly) discourage the expression of discontent. Cohesion and solidarity
are important values, both to the organization (for which security is a
paramount concern) and to the psychological well-being of members for
whom belonging is a dominant incentive. m(;p_ngpiggggr‘i‘a_l_hogg@izgigps',
may therefore be more sensitive 0 internal disagreement than to defec- |
Tion. The most ¢centralized, secretive, and compartmentalized organiza-

tions are likely 1o be the least tolerant of dissent. For ideological or

rédemptive organizations, dissent may equal heresy.
The leaders of an organization can avoid the disastrous extremes of exit

and Voice by soliciting the Toyalty of members. In’

e

doing $0, leaders stress

commitment to collective goals and solidarity. If the possibility of exit
exists but members choose nevertheless 10 stay, then group loyalty can be
assumed to be strong. Extremist organizations often deliberately build

loyalty through ideological indoctii

nation. However, outlawing both exit

ahd voice heightens the gravity of either offense when it occurs. The

consequences of either departure or dissent are

then potentially more

damaging for the organization. The existence of strong loyalty in itself
may create problems if it makes it more difficult for leaders to “alter
purposive incentives When conditions change. The effort to maintain the

organization makes it inflexible.

Another method by which organizations inhibit defection is to establish
what Hirschman terms ‘severe initiation costs . If members have invested
“a ot in joiming an organization, they will be réluctant to leave. Terrorist

organizations often require the commission of an
this purpose, to eliminate the individual’s opti
underground. The imposition of this cost, howev
the member will not be attracted to a close comp
Yet the terrorist has developed a certain stake in

illegal act for precisely
on of abandoning the
er, does not mean that
etitor should one exist.
self-deception. Even if

members perceive the organization’s failure to achieve collective ends
they will ‘fight hard to prove they were right after all in paying that high

entrance fee’ rather than admit error.” 4%

Considering the constraints on exit imposed by high initiation costs,
discontent serious enough to surface in a clandestine organization is likely
to be explosive. However, extreme discontent may rovoke not dissolu-

tion of the organization but increased activit
achievement of group goals. The decline

reased activity direcied toward e
of the organization may produce

a psychological dynamic in which complacency is succeeded by frenetic |

activism_which_goes_beyond critic

ism of the leadership to desperate '

attempts to salvage the organization. Initiates into a group that uses |

terrorism have paid a high price to enter the organization and often face an |

&ven harsher penaliy of €xit. T fiey may react not by denying reality but by | —

trying harder to change it. The response to dec

escalation of violence.” "

line, then, may be the/

Experimental psychological studies have in fact indicated that thJ

person who has experienced a severe initiation w

ill find even a low cost
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exit (for example, to a similarly motivated group also pursuing an active
strategy) unsatisfactory. If no alternative to exit exists when voice is

prohibited or ineffective, then the disenchanted teIrorist will try 1o reduce

the strain of exit by persuading others to join the rebellion against the
organization's leadership. Once i
éxtremely hostile to the parent organization. The bitterness of the rivalry
amonyg Palestinian factions fsexplicable in theseé terms.

These findings also tentatively support the ‘fight harder’ hypothesis.
The dissatisfied terrorist may prefer changing the organization’s political
direction 1o departing in tustration, This effort may lead 0 ‘Creafive
innovation’ under pressure. The combination of high barriers 10 exit and

terrorist group Tack the possibility of exit and are intensely loyal, failure to
achieve the organization’s stated purpose may only make them strive
harder.”!
This_analysis suggests that in competitive conditions, where exit is
ossible, there may be less internal dissent. Yet O iz )
&vote their efforts to distinguishing fhemselves from other groups, in

order to prevent defection to successful rivals. Competition may_inspire
i each group tries to outdo the other in violence in order not

\d_issatisfaction may thus encourage fore viclence. When members of a

1€
only to retain existing members but to attract recruits. Where exit is

‘
i

possible but no competitors exist, a proliferation of organizations may be
the result of decline and dissatisfaction. The end result, therefore, may be
competition by escalating extremism.

Differences between groups with high and low entrance fees may affect
the organization’s viability. Groups such as the West German Red Amy
Faction, for example, which requires the total commitment of members
who become professional terrorists with no other life, may find it harder to
recover from decline than less structured groups like the Revolutionary
Cells. Hirschman feels that all terrorist organizations are in this doomed

category. No organization_can_make itself completely immune 1o the
ssibilitie d voice. Where both outlets for dissatisfaction are_
blocked the organization will not survive over the long run.” Innovative

res‘gggés arc the exception.
sum, the organizational process approach to interpreting terrorist

behavior assumes a complexity of motivation that goes beyond
communicating a political message. Leaders of terrorist organizations
struggle to maintain the viability of the organization as much as to
challenge governments. The incentives they offer members may require
violent actions against the government regardless of cost, if that cost is
short of complete destruction of the organization. Ideological purpose,
however, is only one incentive among many. Organizational activity will
vary according to internal pressures and external competitiveness.

The task of the govemnment is t0_encourage disintegration without
provoking the escalation of violence. Denying reward is difficult. What
the outside world perceives as ‘failuré” may not appear $o to such an
adversary. The organization’s structure of incentives must be altered in

ese chtics will be
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order to reduce the possibilities of violence. Offering new, non-violent |
incentives, increasing _opportunities _for exit to non-violent “political

fethods, or_promoting the expression of infernal dissent arc policy
options that fit this theoretical interpretation. The use of military force is

niot recommended in the terms of this appnrpagﬁ;f_s;ggcAretaixati()h“iﬁ‘éygnly

strengthen Ioyalty within the group. At the least, the results of thé use of :
force wi highly unpredictable. Counter-intelligence initiatives

combined with judicial and political measures are more suitable.

The Italian experience has been instructive in this regard. The apparent
‘repentance’ of significant numbers of terrorists in response to offers of
leniency from the Italian state has enabled the police to act effectively
against the Red Brigades. The offer of reduced prison sentences in
exchange for information leading to the apprehension of other Red
Brigades members seems to have coincided, perhaps fortuitously, with a
period of disarray within the terrorist organization, when numecrous
members were questioning the group’s purposes, especially after the
murder of Aldo Moro.2® The attractiveness of the option of ‘repentance’
was also increased by a growing perception of the failure of a terrorist
strategy. The_successful timing of such an inducement suggests that
offering the possibility of exit, not to a rival organization but to_the
iboveground world, at a time of imerse discontent can draw (errorists

from the underground.

Similarly, with regard to creating opportunities for exit, governments
would be advised to consider the wisdom of severe legal penaltics for
membership in certain underground organizations. Increasing the costs of

joining a terrorist organization may restrain somé prospective entrants,
ut estaB_‘tlisl_}_ipg’_b_igh | entrance fees also inhibits exit. Offers of amnesty can

prinhutiabuiani

further motivate exit as well as create suspicion and distrust within the
organization.

Where incentives for many terrorists arc non-purposive, the govern-
ment_may be able to Offér Subsfitites. Financial tewards may be

influential, for example, where incentives are “material, Monetary

rewards for information leading to the apprehension of terrorists are
appropriate. Policy models developed for dealing with criminal organiza-
tions or youth gangs may be applicable in some circumstances. However,
where _incentives are purposive (ideological _or. redemptive), . the

government may find it difficult to find satisfactory substitutes unless non-
violent organizations with identical purpose exist. Furthermore, if a
e S EEL S ] . N v e e e st e e
primary incentive is direct action for its own sake, then the slower, less
exciting methods of normal politics may not suffice. ,
Q_rgam;miond,analysiswalsg suggests that there may be counter
intelligence opportunities for creating dissatisfaction and dissent within
térrorist organizations. Schlomo Gazit and Michael Handel, for example, |
Yecommend atiempts to disrupt terrorist organizations by making it hard
for them to recruit new members or to keep the loyalty of existing
members.% Exactly how this is to be done, however, is left unexplained. It
requires the identification of the pool or constituency from which new

1L7.0—C
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members are drawn, specification of the incentives offered members, and
reduction of the attractiveness of these rewards.

It would probably be easier to itm membering that not

ations are equally dependent on steady supplies of new

members) and _support functions _by__influencing _the attitudes of

athizers than by directly undermining the loyalty of indoctrinated

1vi = Thcentive structures for sympathizers are probably weaker

than those for active members. Barriers to both entry and exit are Jower,

yet there is also little occasion to exercise voice. Sympathizers have little

direct control over the organization’s decisions. If their frustration should

increase, the organization’s support basis might erode. The problem is to

identify the incentives for sympathizers. Since their participation in the
group and its actions is limited, their satisfaction must be vicarious.

Gazit and Handel further recommend that governments try to create
conflicts within terrorist organizations or between groups and their rivals.
However, accomplishing this objective without infiltrating the activist
core of the organization is difficult. Penetrating a hard-core terrorist
organization requires the commission of acts of violence that are illegal.
Such a policy also runs the risk of creating agents provocateur who are
dangerous to the government in the long run. On the other hand, groups of
sympathizers pose less of a problem.

Gazit and Handel also suggest measures such as misinformation, for
example, announcing that a captured terrorist has actually gone overto a
rival group. Such propaganda campaigns, however, can backfire in terms
of domestic politics if they also mislead the public.

Conclusions

Three questions can be posed about these two theoretical approaches and
their policy implications:

(1) What has more theoretical value, in terms of logical coherence
and scope?

(2) Which better explains the problems of the reality of terrorism?

(3) Which is used most by policy-makers?

Definitive answers must await further research, but some tentative

suggestions are presented here.
The assumptions behind each approach are compared in Table 1. The

instrumental theory_i's__giﬁr;n_x_)lg,_,,__!.HmdHFre_iqmpirc_:ggnsn_m ble. Because the
intentions of actors are inferred from their behavior according to logical
rules, it is both intellectually satisfying and relatively undemanding in
terms of iAfOfManion requirements. Since data on the small groups that
émploy clandestine violence are hard to obtain, this relaxation of stan-

dards of evidence is a practical advantage. This theory is also  familiar to
stiadents of conilict. Ifs premises : afe deduced from a well-developed body
of thought. its range is thus extremely broad, as it applies to all manner of

conflict regardless of the identity of the actors.
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TABLE 1

THE PROCESS OF TERRORISM

The Organizational Perspective

1. The act of terrorism is the outcome of internal group

The Instrumental Perspective

1. The act of terrorism represents a strategic choice.

dynamics.
2. Individual members of an organization disagree over ends

and means.
3. The resort to terrorism reflects the incen

of collective values.

2. The organization using terrorism acts as a unit, on the basis
3. The means of terrorism are logically related to ends and

tives leaders

provide for followers and competition with rivals.

resources; surprise compensates for weakness.

4. The motivations for participation in terrorism include
personal needs as much as ideological goals.

4. The purpose of terrorism is to bring about change in an
actor’s environment.

. 5. The pattern of terrorism follows an action—reaction procéss;

\

5. Terrorist actions often appear inconsistent, erratic, and
unprediciable.

terrorism responds to what the government does.

6. External pressure may strengthen group cohesion; rewards
may create incentives to leave the group.

ard makes it more likely.

7. Terrorism fails when its practioners do not obtain their

6. Increasing the cost of terrorism makes it less likely;
decreasing cost or increasing rew

7. Terrorism fails when the organization disintegrates;
achieving long-term goals may not be desirable

stated political objectives.

27
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However, a theory of strategic choice cannot_explain how the pre-
E@W(Wor does it permit us to distinguish
among groups except in terms of their stated ideological objectives. All
adversaries arc alike in their most important respects.__Qrganizatiogg
theory permits us to disaggregate the complexity of the opponent’s values

and to diffcrentiate among different types of organizations according not
only to purpose but 0 incentive structures and_competitiveness. This
theory is, however, less Coherent and_more _complex. Tt may be less
satisfying intellectually because the act of terrorism appears to be the
random result of unpredictable interactions. This interpretation makes
violence less politically meaningful to the observer because its intentions
are obscured.
The question of applicability to reality is hard to answer without aiso
considering the views of students of the problem. The t i .
inst each other. James DeNardo examined the decision-
making of the German Marxists before the Bolshevik Revolution in order
to show that their debates over the use of terrorism were founded on
explicitly instrumental calculations.?’ He argues that faithfulness to the
political reasoning that underlies radical thought requires a strategic
theory. Alex Schmid and Janny de Graaf also argue that terrorism is a
logical choice for dissidents who lack means of communication other than
violence and that such radical oppositions fully calculate the opportunities
afforded by a free press.
Leaders of resistance ‘organizations frequently explain themselves in

stratcgic terms. Menachem Begin ennttles a chapter of his memoirs ‘The
Logic of Revolt’. He argues that although emotion gave the Trgun
heroism, logic and commonsense provided the strategy that ensured
victory.”

Organizational _theory also has an empirical foundation. Much
Palestinian violence appears to be directed against Arafat’s authority over
the movement as much as against the United States or Israel. The Achille
Lauro affair, for example, is considered to be an action by the Palestinian
Liberation Front to discourage Arafat’s peace initiatives and discredit his
leadership. The wealth accrued by organization such as the PLO, the
IRA, and Colombian organizations such as M-19 leads one to suspect a
financial motive. Analysts of terrorism, however, rarcly use organiza-

e

e

tional theory explicilly, Nevertheless, .most. case studies present full

| details of the intérnal politics of underground organizations, showing that
factionalism fid struggles for jcadership are common.”

‘" "The public statements of policy-makers in the Reagan Administration
have leaned toward the strategic interpretation. The popularity of the
‘state sponsorship’ theory may represent a desire 10 make terrorism seem
rational. Terrorism is conveniently fitted into a familiar spectrum of
international conflict and national security threats. Official gronounce-
ments tend to focus on the response rather than the problem.” When the
threat is examined, it is seen in terms of destructive capabilities rather than
the motivations which might guide such a potential. The intent of terrorism
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is perceived uniquely as a challenge to the United States. The perpetrators
of terrorism are thought to design it exclusively to undermine American
values, shatter American self-confidence, and blunt the responsc. The
complexities of the issue and diversities in motivation are neglected.
Many policy-makers seem to believe strongly that hardline policies will
prevent terrorism because terrorists want to avoid high costs. The pre-

scriptions of the strategic approach are attractive because they are con-

ventional, compatible with existing political docirine, easy to implement, -
dnd produce immediate, visible, and direct resulis, The policy recom-
mendations of the organizational approach are difficult, slow to mature,
and have few results that can be displayed to the public. Its prescriptions
place a premium on secrecy and deception, modes of dealing with the
world that the American public may find unacceptable.

Can these two approaches be reconciled in the abstract? Perhaps the
organizational theory is onc way of completing strategic theory by
determining what the values of opponents are, how preferences arc
determined, and how intensely they are held. Another possibility is that
these two approaches describe types of organizations, categories into
which real groups can be fitted. Some closely approximate the strategic
choice model, while the decisions of others are decisively influenced by
organizational politics.

Can they be linked in practice? lﬂgy,rmakgﬁ.ﬁhouldbe.sensmgmﬂm
idea that different analyses of the reasons behind terrorist actions can

yield incompatible_recommendations on how to cope with the problem.

Both types of policies are followed in practice, but failure to understand
e Togical relationship between ‘explanations_of terrorism_and _sub-

sequent prescriptions may impose political costs. Confusion results when
hetorical policy is cast in the terms of strategic theory, sometimes
elevated to the status of a moral imperative, but actions are conceived with
a view to exploiting the internal politics of underground groups or the
states who possess influence over them. The policy debate within the
Reagan Administration over how best t0 deal with terrorism, specifically
over the use of military force and over securing the release of hostages held
in Lebanon, may be attributable to different interpretations of the
political processes that lead to terrorism as well as to bureaucratic and
personal rivatries within the government. The result is an inconsistent
policy that alternates between contradictory extremes. The political
{iabilities of confused decisions include charges of hypocrisy and betrayal
from Congress and from allies subject to criticism of their weakness in
confronting terrorism.

NOTES

An earlier version of this article was presented to the Defense Nuclear Agency’s 10th
Annual Symposium on the Role of the Behavioral Sciences in Physical Security, April 1985.
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1966), especially ‘The Diplomacy of Violence’, pp.1-34.
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12:
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. As an example of a case study that exhibits a sensitivity to organizational politics, see J.
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