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PRESENTACIÓN Y DISCUSIÓN DE DOS TRABAJOS SOBRE TERRORISMO

1. The relevance of psychoanalysis to an understanding of terrorism

Stuart W. Twemlow
Psychoanalysis has much to offer an understanding of terrorism, in two primary domains: first, the social context and group dynamics of terrorism, and, second, the understanding of the individual psychopathology of the terrorist. My argument is anchored in several givens (Akhtar, 1999; Twemlow and Sacco, 2002): 
1. The terrorist label is always assigned to the other person; it is never a self-assigned role.
2. The term is applicable to individuals. For example, the FBI has classified the school shooters as domestic or anarchic terrorists.[1]
3. Terrorists usually consider themselves the victims of humiliation by the enemy with incompatible political, religious or personal ideologies.
4. The definition of terrorism is influenced by the political and social mores of the time. Yesterday’s terrorist may be tomorrow’s hero, as in the case of members of the French Revolution like Robespierre, and other revolutionary leaders. 
These givens are empirically observable, with the unique potential contribution of psychoanalysis being to understand the dynamics of the processes as they play themselves out in the social context much as an individual plays out his conflicts in interpersonal relationships. These contributions can be grouped into the following four main areas.
Terrorism as a transference re-enactment of past trauma 
Analysts often experience being terrorized, especially those who have a significant number of borderline patients in their practices, or who work with violent and paranoid patients. Akhtar (1999) has pointed out that such patients demonstrate a form of intrapsychic terrorist organization with an over-representation of trauma in their backgrounds. He feels this is also part of the terrorist’s personal experience, who may share, with the patients, a similar propensity for omnipotent denial, concrete thinking, psychotic transference enactments and an endless resentment about their impossible needs, which of course cannot be accommodated by the objects of their love or hate. 
In good psychoanalytic therapy, such complex transference enactments of infantile omnipotence are contained within the therapeutic relationship, where every opportunity to reinforce reality testing, synthetic ego functioning and the development of new subliminatory channels is encouraged by the analyst. Akhtar (2002) suggests a psychologically sophisticated form of forgiveness that could be useful in political negotiation. Forgiveness as a negotiation strategy could increase the potential for political reconciliation between opponents, resulting in the dissolution of grudges and the creation of compromises. He proposes that renouncing omnipotent claims and settling for the less than ideal reality may lead to lessened anxiety, greater mutual trust and peaceful resolution of conflict. Psychoanalysis also has a great deal to offer regarding an understanding of reparation, compromise formation and compulsively repeated patterns, all processes in evidence in political terrorism.
Understanding shame and humiliation in the making of a terrorist 
‘Injustice collecting’ is a term that is frequently used by both the lay public and professionals to describe a feigned experience of shame and humiliation as a justification for some pathological action. The term was commonly used for the ‘school shooters’ in the United States. These ‘domestic terrorists’ were an unusual group of mainly adolescent boys from intact middle-class homes, with no prior history of violence or even disciplinary problems, above average, often exceptional, academic achievement, without substance-abuse problems or prior history of significant psychiatric treatment (Twemlow and Sacco, 2002), not dissimilar to the background of many terrorists (Post, 1990). These children usually had experienced severe sado-masochistic bullying by individuals and peer social cliques, which seemed to promote premature identity foreclosure in Erikson’s sense, and the adoption of an avenging victim posture (Twemlow and Sacco, 2002). These children came from home environments that seemed dismissive of intimate relationships and many of the boys seemed to lose faith in the value of these relationships to solve problems, often experiencing a feeling of disconnection from the social values of their peer and community groups. The data available about these children’s fantasies suggest a narcissistic rage of epic proportions, with a subsequent process not dissimilar to Wertham’s (1941) catathymic crisis. What seemed to happen in these adolescents was a narrowing of social perspective accompanied by an intolerable mental pressure, coupled with despair that their experience of humiliation would never change, leaving a future consisting only of unendurable psychological pain without social acceptance. The act of murder, then, is against the peer group and serves as a form of vindication for these children. 
Self-psychology views shame as an emotional reaction to the thwarting of selfobject needs which can also evoke feelings of castration (powerlessness) and inferiority (humiliated), feelings with damage to the omnipotent need for moral and self-perfection. The loss of the object’s love is also a primary source of narcissistic injury experienced as shame and being unlovable (Wurmser, 1981; Chasseguet-Smirgel, 1985). The omnipotent idea of ultimate merger and reunion is rendered hopeless, and is acted out in a ‘nothing to lose’ way by the terrorist, with the ultimate ‘back-up’, salve and validation taking the form of martyrdom for an earthbound cause or in the afterlife. Morrison (1989) has suggested that shame is generated from overwhelming grandiosity as a result of early repetitive selfobject failure, particularly with regard to idealization, that is, the self’s passivity is experienced as shameful. Kilborne (2002) points out that the ambivalent rage of narcissism can be kept at bay by the mirroring of others, but, paradoxically, dependence on mirrors is an unwelcome reminder of an underlying fear of not being able to exist independent of that mirror. 
Psychoanalytic study of bullying (Twemlow, 2000) reveals a sado-masochistic ritual that can lead to primitive autistic defenses with dehumanization of the victimobject, exacerbated by a voyeuristic audience of bystanders that is present in the fantasy or the reality of the victimizer. The manic and triumphant terroristic bullying especially intensifies the humiliation of the victim if there is a bystanding audience, rather than a single person, by increasing the indignity of the humiliation. Coerciveness, even without words and actions that are clearly humiliating and disrespectful, can lead to a chronic victimized response with debilitating autonomic sequelae. 
The shame literature offers suggestions about how humiliation may cause severe narcissistic injury, releasing unmediated rage with chaotic consequences. On a deeper level, envy may be fundamental.
Groups, cults and terrorism 
The vast psychoanalytic literature on groups—including Bion’s (1959) basic assumption groups, Miller’s (1998) later creative elaboration of those assumptions as innate biogenetic urges and Jaques’s (1996) fundamental discovery that organizations are the repository of leaders’ and members’ disavowed and projected part objects, often reflected in disturbances of organizational functioning—gives a solid foundation for the understanding of group dynamics of terrorism. Later research into large groups from the Tavistock Clinic group-relations approach includes Main (1985) and Turquet (1975) who emphasize defining authority including self-authorization, role, task and boundary, in another more cognitive perspective on group functioning. The assumptions the leader makes about role and task and the assumptions or fantasies the group has about what he will do for them, particularly in actualizing their omnipotent fantasies, has an important effect on the way organizations and even countries may function. Investigations into projective identification and counterprojective identification in large groups is particularly important for the understanding of the behavior of large unstructured groups such as nations. Volkan (1999a), who has studied countries and nations, offers a unique perspective utilizing the concept of large-group identity. According to Volkan, largegroup functioning is based on a complex synthesis of personal identity and the gradual adoption of family, region, clan, profession, country and national identities, where a variety of issues can define that identity, like socio-economic status (USA) and religion (Muslim countries). Large-group identity emerges partly through ‘chosen’ traumas and glories that are ritualized and even used politically to manipulate the populace. Collective pride and collective shame can become a prominent part of such traumas and glories. Group anniversary reactions are prominent among ‘victimized’ groups (Volkan, 1999b), especially groups that have experienced drastic losses, helplessness and humiliation at the hands of another large group that cannot be effectively mourned or reconciled. Volkan also points out that rallying around the leader is an important reaction of the large group to the celebration, mourning of traumas and glories that have been ritualized within the large group. Under this projective pressure, the leaders may come to adopt the group goals as their own with little difference, namely, adopt a large-group identity. Thus, the leader of a nation needs a great degree of psychological sophistication; otherwise, these massive projective processes will titivate their grandiosity and omnipotence. Such rituals can involve the creation of enemies to strengthen group cohesion and to define oneself by defining the other as not self, ‘aided’ by the narcissism of minor differences. Erik Erikson (1964, pp. 241–3), noted that healthy rituals—e.g. respectful war as agreed upon by both sides—allows mutual containment of ambivalence and aggression with peace possible through the resolution of differences, instead of the splitting and dissension of terrorism. Lifton’s (1989, 1999) theory of terrorism emphasizes the group apocalyptic fantasy and demand for a purified society, necessitating destruction of the impure to make way for the new world order. His eloquent arguments derive from studies of Nazism, the Aum Shinrikyo Japanese nerve-gas cult, the Jim Jones Guyana cult and the Heavens Gate cult in San Diego. 
Groups with highly unfamiliar ideologies and behaviors, like Osama Bin Laden and his followers, are easy to disavow as not self, and thus not amenable to reason and negotiation. In contrast, we have consulted in a number of business and clinical settings where a leader with a variety of problems is chosen to actualize an unrealistic group fantasy. The fantasy usually is of the group’s specialness and, if the leader does not acknowledge and understand the fantasy, he may become psychotic, a ‘bizarre object’ (Bion, 1967), or instead passively attempt to act out the group fantasy, often with unproductive results. The group may choose a leader who, although clever and charismatic, is often in a stage of transition: divorce, professional disillusionment or a variety of other factors that make them a natural choice for the group since they are also looking for someone to heal them and make them feel special. Such a leader becomes a ‘victim’ of the group fantasy. As this process emerges, we have seen that such a leader defensively sees even justifiable criticism as projection, and feels like a victim-martyr in response. In an extreme form, this feeling can be enacted within powerful nations and ideologies, where the group leader becomes so deeply affected by the group fantasies he can only function as an unthinking instrument of the group itself.
Terrorism in the social context 
Relational psychoanalysis, self-psychology, the intersubjective schools and analytically informed philosophers like Foucault highlight how social forces can objectify and dehumanize individuals and thus entrain them into actions that reduce their individual identity. A contextual understanding of terrorism suggests a developmental continuum, from committed social activist to fanatic (intensely held ideas which have not yet led to aggressive action) to martyr, where aggression is turned against the self, or terrorist when turned against others (Haynal et al., 1983; Twemlow and Sacco, 2002). The key factor in that progression is whether the fanatical ideas are accommodated in the culture in a respectful, non-coercive way, even if rejected in substance by the majority of its members. 
Fonagy et al. (1997) have suggested that securely attached families may form a model for healthy social attachment patterns in communities. For example, they have hypothesized that there may be a chronic failure of mentalization in violent environments. From this viewpoint, for the bystander—that is, all of us—the libidinal pleasure of sadism is split from the disavowed aggression which is projected into the victim or victimizer. This enables the bystander to experience himself as more coherent and complete without envious, contemptuous aggression, which now belongs to the victim or victimizer. Thus, we avoid experiencing the suffering in ourselves, and guiltily retain only the excitement. 
Some rather obvious directions emerge for understanding terrorism on both a social and political level. For example, a war conducted by two parties who feel humiliated by the other would achieve nothing if shame and contempt continued unabated. Introducing respect, for example, rather than contempt for the enemy into this equation may have valuable results; one Palestinian psychiatrist, (Sarraj, 2002), indicated that much of the Palestinian reaction to the Israelis may be grounded in shame/humiliation. 
Conclusion 
In this brief paper, I have outlined some of the ways psychoanalysis may be relevant to understanding terrorism. Obviously, this survey is not comprehensive, but I wonder why this topic is even considered controversial. It seems instead to be a natural application of psychoanalytic scholarship deeply embedded in the history of our forefathers, beginning with Freud, who saw such work as one desirable end product of psychoanalytic scholarship. 
Acknowledgements: Ben Kilborne, Frank Sacco, Nadia Ramzy and Robert Welker were very helpful in clarifying these ideas.
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2. Rejoinder to Stuart W. Twemlow

Lawrence Friedman
Twemlow wonders how the psychoanalytic study of terrorism could be controversial. The answer will be found in his own essay, beginning with his first sentence. If there is anything more controversial than a scientist who discovers not just psychodynamics but also psychopathology in other people’s political acts, it is a scientist who takes the mental illness of a political movement as the subject of an enquiry, rather than its conclusion. 
How is that objection handled here? By changing the topic. In Twemlow’s four-point prospectus, the target is no longer a political act. It is no longer any particular kind of act—it is, indeed, no longer anything at all: Twemlow tells us that terrorism is whatever a group or epoch chooses to call terrorism. Doubters will say that Twemlow has set up the perfect study for psychoanalytic social enquiry— a pathological diagnosis with no particular patient to contradict it. Evidence can be whatever the investigator knows something about, and whatever argues for the desired attitudinal ‘treatment’. 
Obviously, Twemlow has a more particular subject in the back of his mind, since he considers terrorism a pejorative, used only against one’s enemies. He is thinking of the usage of the moment, where the term ‘terrorism’ makes and breaks military alliances. But this specific meaning (which is what provides topical relevance) does not actually anchor Twemlow’s enquiry, since he also refers to situations where terrorism is not despised, such as the French Revolution, and thus presumably also other proud terrorisms, such as that of Lenin, Himmler, Genghis Khan and Attila. Judging by Twemlow’s examples, terrorism can be exemplified by—or at least confidently analogized to—acts of an isolated individual, a group, a revolution or a state, indeed, anything that causes terror. Such an application of psychoanalysis would presuppose that the roots of terrorism are similar whether it shows up as pique, deep political commitment or an analysand’s transference, and whether it is a ‘rational’ technique (in Max Weber’s sense), or a mystical ritual. Twemlow seems to believe there is a common motivation to all of these, and maybe it is true, but it should not surprise him that it is controversial. And in any case, if we take Twemlow’s ‘givens’ seriously, there isn’t anything for there to be a motivation of, since his defi ned subject is political rhetoric, not a type of action, let alone a subject for psychoanalysis. 
The apparent usefulness of psychoanalysis here rests on forced generalizations from areas of analytic expertise to whatever else we are interested in. There is a reference to borderline patients who terrify their analysts. There is an extended discussion of a few middle-class, American youths who go on homicidal sprees. Such images lead expectably to a general discussion of shame and humiliation, and an even more abstract discussion of group and family dynamics that does scant justice to Irish, Basque and Palestinian families. 
How apt are these groups as models for terrorism as we think of it today, to wit, the random murder of civilians by unidentifi able persons intending to demoralize a given population for the purpose of overcoming its political will? Presumably, Twemlow writes his essay for people who are worried about that specific phenomenon. He assumes that no evidence need be offered of an underlying similarity of this to, for instance, borderline transference. The psychoanalyst knows something about the treatment of diffi cult patients, and he wants that to be useful in public matters. Thus, in this essay, the mere titling of a section, ‘Terrorism as a transference re-enactment of past trauma’, serves at once, and without further elaboration, as hypothesis, evidence and conclusion. Terrorists will show signs of ‘reparation, compromise formation and compulsively repeated patterns’ (who doesn’t?). 
But that is not the only reason for public doubt. The public suspects that analysts, posing as objective scientists, are unaware of their non-scholarly agenda. They will, it is thought, be tempted to ‘scientifically’ discover a situation that mandates responses congruent with their own professional treatment posture, and perhaps the mentality of their social group. Twemlow points to schoolchildren who run amok after being taunted and humiliated. He reflects on violent prisoners who have reacted to intolerable humiliation and helplessness. Using that as his reference class, he feels entitled, without further argument, to recommend that we adopt the same attitude toward terrorism in general that a school adviser or prison psychiatrist would adopt in counseling troubled schoolchildren and prisoners. Thus, Twemlow suggests we teach terrorists how one can become less anxious and more trusting, and (most intriguingly), how to become peaceful by ‘renouncing omnipotent claims’. How many people will take us seriously about anything if our expert suggestion is to treat terrorism by ‘forgiveness as a negotiation strategy [to increase] … reconciliation between opponents, resulting in the dissolution of grudges’? 
How do Twemlow’s observations about humiliated prisoners and bullied schoolboys apply to a privileged Peruvian professor who envisions a better, Maoist society? How was Andreas Baader humiliated by the existence of copiously stocked department stores where he liked to buy his shirts? What status deprivation drove the son of an Italian Minister of Health to political mayhem? What indignities tormented the privileged heiress whose terrorist bomb accidentally blew up her expensive Greenwich Village town house? What contumely oppressed the élite Japanese Physics PhDs who compounded sarin gas for the Tokyo subway attack? Unfortunately, Twemlow’s examples do not range that far. Although he has defined terrorism as anything and everything, his examples are all too specific. They are, in fact, a tiny, atypical sampling chosen to orient a ‘therapeutic’ response. 
If we look at human feelings coldly and unsentimentally (as befits Freud’s heirs), we see that humiliation is simply the other side of pride. Wherever we take our pride, there we can be humiliated. Society can inculcate pride—and therefore shame—in almost anything. The Germans were ashamed of the Jews in their country. White American southerners were humiliated at having to share a toilet with their black neighbors. In most pre-industrialized societies men are humiliated by women’s independence. An army is humiliated by being outnumbered in tanks. A religious fanatic is humiliated when nobody converts to his faith. The call of honor sounds the same no matter where it comes from. We speak of humiliation when we want to be sympathetic. We speak of values when we judge what is at stake. And we think of specific cases and contexts when we want to act. Unless the psychoanalyst can go beyond reminding us that we are all human, he should not claim a professional pulpit. 
Selecting troubled analysands and demeaned prisoners as his reference class, Twemlow can tell himself that war between parties that feel humiliated will achieve nothing. That is a familiar and self-validating feeling for someone whose daily professional work mandates self-effacement. But it is a peculiar image, considering that both parties are unlikely to feel equally humiliated at any one time, and certainly not after a military victory. In so far as Twemlow is not simply saying that two enemies who never give up fighting never give up fighting, he must be saying that force never stopped humiliated people from being humiliated. His proposition is not borne out by history. Germany and the Soviet Union were both humiliated after the First World War. The problem was solved by a more total humiliation of Germany, followed a little later by the final humiliation of the Soviet Union. The much humiliated Serbs were induced by a more thorough humiliation to end their humiliation of Muslim Kosovars. Force stopped a humiliated Ottoman Empire from humiliating the Greeks, who were then stopped by force from humiliating the Turks. Post-Reconstruction, American Ku Klux Klan terrorists and African-Americans felt humiliated by each other, and force has been instrumental in untying that knot. Yes, some terrorist disputes may have been settled peacefully (we are hoping for this in Sri Lanka and Ireland, though the results are not in yet). But psychoanalytic explanations are bound to be problematic if they imply, as Twemlow’s account does, that tolerating fanatical ideas in a respectful way, and integrating terrorists into polite society deters terrorism. When the public worries about terrorism, it is not Quakers they have in mind. Surely Twemlow is aware that his very tolerance, spread around the world, is itself a source of humiliation for some, who feel they must rid themselves of its alien ecumenism by terror. 
Twemlow does not totally ignore those ‘hard cases’. But he makes a very particular selection from them, and for what seems to me a very particular purpose. He refers to the tiny group of what Lifton calls apocalyptic terrorists. Good examples are the Japanese Aum Shinrikyo, or Charles Manson’s ‘family’, which hoped to incite world revolution by starting turmoil. Some questionable other examples are Jim Jones (who mainly preyed on his own adherents) and Nazi Germany (which had a worldly, realizable territorial and pseudo-biological project in view). What does it exclude? Just the IRA, Palestinian activists, Peruvian Sendera Luminosa, Colombian terrorists and drug peddlers, Tamil Tigers, Basque terrorists, Chechen secessionists, Kashmiri separatists, and how many others, all of whom have practical and limited territorial aims. Why, then, draw on the odd example of apocalyptic terrorism? I think the answer lies in the very looseness of the concept. The few dramatic examples allow such distinctions to be overlooked as the timing of the expected apocalypse, the degree of impatience, the instruments required (preaching, exemplary living, fire and sword), how transcendent the final goal etc. Does one work for it incrementally, or momentarily? Is violence ever involved—defensively—offensively? Does violence preferentially target uninvolved lives? Ignoring those details, one might consider any ideal as apocalyptic, whether it be the City of God, the conversion of the Jews, the oneness of mankind (Alle Menschen werden Brüder), the right to selfdetermination, socialism, general egalitarianism, a world of liberal democracy, a world free from tyranny, a world of ‘four freedoms’, the eternal life of one’s nation, a world free of nuclear weapons. 
This generalizing serves two purposes: the first has been mentioned; by blurring distinctions the analyst can use psychopathological data derived from small, highly deviant groups to explain common terrorism (though so broad a notion of apocalypse also ‘explains’ almost every mass movement in history, and especially every mobilization by the modern nation state). But, beyond the questionable claim of expertise, this aggregation serves another purpose. By superimposing the image of other-worldly fanaticism on all mass sentiment, the analyst can—as his profession inclines him—discourage what he considers intemperate (‘apocalyptic’) responses by threatened societies, and can pathologize whole-hearted devotion to any group cause that he personally rejects.
In his one, oblique acknowledgement of terrorism as an instrument of ordinary, political policy, Twemlow proposes a continuum from activism, through fanaticism, and martyrdom to terrorism. This looks like a developmental line from healthy, socially useful activity to a nihilistic sickness that we might nip in the bud by prophylactic measure. The public will ask where they should place the soldier who throws himself on a grenade to shield his comrades, where the kamikaze pilot who seeks to prevent the feared desecration and enslavement of his country, where the doomed White Rose cell in Nazi Germany? Where are the literal martyrs—the Saints of old, the Christians in the Colosseum? (They might like to hear from Loewald, who said there is no way to distinguish between a sublimation and a symptom without a category of cultural value.) These are some of the reasons people find the psychoanalysis of public events problematic. Problems can be overcome, of course. There is no reason in principle why psychoanalysis might not shed light on large-scale events. Individual analyses and group analyses of particular persons and movements cannot fail to be germane. But the larger the field of enquiry and explanation, the more daunting the task, and the more humble and self-critical the analyst must be, as he draws on disciplines that study the social, political and historical reality (and even such things as military science) that form the world that individuals act in. 
When it comes to social and political problems, we are all of us—psychoanalyst and layman alike—inclined to select whatever explanation seems to call for just the very remedy we have always wanted to apply. Psychoanalysts are, if anything, more prone to that bias, since their clinical work positively requires them to ‘know’ mainly what feels good to know, namely, the sort of thing they can work with. Analysts are supposed to examine their patient not for every sort of problem, economic, educational etc., but for those elements (such as conflict) that facilitate a psychoanalytic treatment. The analyst is doing nothing circular or tendentious when he frames a patient’s problem always in the terms that allow him to respond with the analytic attitude. On a larger scale, however, the defining terms, and even the existence, of a social ‘problem’ cannot be assumed, nor, therefore, the proper attitude toward it. What is framed as a problem depends on one’s values and one’s view of social reality. From the psychological standpoint, there is nothing problematic about dying or killing for one’s cause if one’s cause is worth dying or killing for. On the level of societies, it is the values we must first account for. The explanation of social values lies in many domains with many different bases of knowledge. Those disciplines are most respected when they strive for the scientific ideal of accepting even unappealing truths. Competing scholars know their reputation is at stake in conversation with their expert peers. Not so constrained is the psychoanalytic expert glimpsed here. In the realm of politics, the statesman—indeed, even the petty politician—comes closer to being a sort of scientist, since responsibility and self-interest, combined with the experience of disastrous wishful thinking, make him somewhat more inclined to heed distasteful truths, at least privately. 
The most unwelcome truth of all is that there is no limit to the social realities, objects, categories, generalizations, causal theories, images etc. manufactured by human societies and pasted before people’s eyes as their deepest vision. It is both the glory and shame of human beings that they see things other animals do not, whether it be quarks in an atom or God’s enemies next door—it is all equally normal if respected authorities say so. We believe anything that it is normal to believe within our mini-societies. Nothing is too bizarre to be a simple fact: the sky is the limit. It takes no particular psychopathology to believe that our neighbor ‘is’ a bed-bug, and should be disposed of as such. With the ‘proper’ education, anything can be anything. (George Orwell was on to this.) With such latitude in the scope of normal, social belief, analysts must watch out that their understanding of the ‘psychopathology’ of societies is not a sympathetic imagination of what would cause such phenomena in their own social world. Readers will agree that Twemlow’s heart is in the right place, but the public will judge the profession harshly if it catches heart masquerading as head. The public thinks it has just as much heart, and head as well (and with as much or as little justification).
3. Rejoinder to Lawrence Friedman

Stuart W. Twemlow
Click here to download this article in PDF format.
I have given much thought about how to respond to Larry Friedman in a way that might tease out some debatable substance. The lack of references, pervasive idiosyncratic overstatement and ad hominem argument without being personally offensive has made it difficult to do so. For example, surely Friedman does not mean that analysts should ‘coldly and unsentimentally (as befits Freud’s heirs)’ consider humiliation to be simply the ‘other side of pride’. I certainly would not want to be considered one of those heirs, although this oversimplification and others in his commentary might be merely provocative invitations to debate. I am not going to rise to the bait on this one because I know Friedman is aware of the comprehensive literature on the complex relationship between shame, pride and narcissistic rage, which speaks clearly for itself. Thus, I am simply going to state what I think Friedman means and then respond to that formulation: 
1. Friedman criticizes my definition of terrorism as whatever a group or epoch chooses to call terrorism. However, this use of the term is widely accepted in the literature, including the idea that terrorists, depending on social influences and the machinations of history, can become heroes. I am not saying that terrorism is a pejorative term, only to be employed in reference to one’s enemies. Perhaps what would have made my position less confusing and would also have added a potentially important contribution of psychoanalysis to an understanding of the terrorist mind is to have made clear that terror, whether real or in fantasy, often creates a victim/ victimizer mindset that alters cognition, traumatizes the individual and can lead to a variety of forms of misjudgment. I have reviewed the literature on this widely researched topic elsewhere (Twemlow 1995a, 1995b) and provided many vignettes. Under the influence of hormones as well as psychology, the terrorized individual— whether embedded in a psychotic transference/countertransference enactment with a dangerous borderline, or perhaps even in open war with a political enemy—tends to unconsciously adopt a mindset fashioned by fear. That fear creates a narrow, obsessive, perseverative, uncreative mindset and can lead one to stereotyping and overgeneralizing the victimizer. Similarly, the victimizer can get locked in a more grandiose, but no less distorted, dance with the victim. For example, frightened therapists can react defensively to patients with an overcritical attitude, or with the imposition of unnecessary structure as a result of intense countertransference. Psychoanalytically naïve therapists can dominate, abuse and even comply with pathological wishes of the victimized patient if unaware of their re-enactment of terrifying and exciting early object relationships. Both reactions can lead to a disastrous treatment outcome. In the wider political arena and around the negotiation table, similar unconscious acting could be and is disastrous to conflict resolution. Examples of the negative impact of terrorizing mindsets in the political arena abound (Twemlow and Sacco, 2003). In a case involving a serious fire-department dispute, the fire chief was so afraid for his life that he had built a bulletproof wall around his office. In another case of a city-government dispute, in closed executive sessions female members of the city council requested security guards for fear of violence from council members. 
2. A weakness of my essay might be that it seems as if I am soft-pedaling terrorism, suggesting that terrorists should be treated as poor lost souls who only require treatment and rehabilitation. I am not intending any such thing. Although I do advocate a respectful attitude towards terrorists, I should distinguish between the motivations of terrorists and the act of terrorism, which must be thoroughly and unequivocally despised. My point is that an angry, aggressive response to the psychologically naïve and obsessed terrorist without a respectful awareness of the terrorist’s motivations, however foreign or bizarre, rarely serves to resolve the conflict in the long run, may even aggravate it and does not seem to have been successful in any current theater in bringing individuals to the negotiation table. I am suggesting that, although the talion principle, with its roots in our animal nature, may have an important role in individual and group survival in the short term, negotiating the complex interwoven political, psychological and military themes necessary for a lasting peace after serious conflict requires a mindset in negotiator, victor and vanquished that embodies respectful awareness of large group dynamics and rehumanization of the former enemies, who are now together in the task of rebuilding the land and the people. Psychoanalysis may have an important contribution to understanding the power dynamics of the relationship between enemies, and how such dynamics destroy the basic need to mentalize, an aspect of which is the capacity to understand accurately and to respond constructively to one’s own mental states and the mental states of others. Some, including Fonagy (2003), have suggested that the terrorist’s main effect, if not intent, is to destroy the victim’s mentalizing ability , thus inducing traumatized and reactive responses, often justifying further attack. Wolf comments wisely that the result is that ‘one is left with the seemingly paradoxical suggestion that real peace not the peace of surrender but the peace of mutual empathic understanding comes from strengthening not weakening the enemies’ self’ (1988, pp. 82–4). 
3. Friedman suggests that conceiving of forgiveness as an element of a useful negotiation strategy is outrageous and possibly damaging to the analyst’s reputation as an ‘objective scientist’. I believe this view is outdated and erroneous. Montville’s Track Two diplomacy (1991a, 1991b) acknowledges the importance of subtle and unconscious factors involved in the successful negotiation process, including reconciliation, reparation and other elements of forgiveness combined with unambiguous statements of the consequences of non-collaboration. Friedman instead suggests the worn-out strategy of force/counterforce, which has not worked to produce lasting peace in the some 5,000 wars across recorded history. Forgiveness is already part of political history: the German reparation and apology to victims and families of Holocaust survivors, Bishop Desmond Tutu’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission in South Africa, and the US government’s apology for slavery and offer of recompense for interring Japanese-Americans in camps during the Second World War serve as cogent examples. The individual and social acts of forgiveness involve coming to terms with a rage in oneself, which allows and invites a change in attitude to and from the victimizer. The act forgiven can then become a decathected memory, from which potentially much could be learned in social and cultural terms. Akhtar, referenced in my essay, suggests that part of that process involves healthy revenge in reality or fantasy, which restores the ego of the victim to a more active mode, and allows a taste of sadism, so the victim joins the victimizer in having caused hurt, thus reducing hatred. Reparation in the form of restorative actions and apology acknowledges the reality of the victim’s perception, and promotes and allows forward progression to mourning and personal growth. These two processes stimulate a reconciliation with the past, a letting go of traumatic memories and perhaps also, I feel, a relief of some of the guilt at the masochistic surrender to the victimizer. Akhtar further outlines pathological states where genuine forgiveness is complicated by the individual and social inability to forgive, or seek or accept forgiveness, by premature forgiveness, by excessive forgiveness, by relentless seeking of forgiveness and by insincere forgiveness (where resentment and bitterness remain). All of these factors can be enhanced by the fertile creative imagination and sophistication of an analyst working in the public negotiation arena. At the sociopolitical level it has been remarkably difficult for human beings to demonstrate forgiveness of the enemy, although possible with apparent ease for our primate ancestors. De Waal (1989) reports how chimpanzees, realizing when a fight is going to be harmful to the survival of the group, kiss, pat, and groom in remarkable rituals that allow each party to save face. On the surface, a social act of forgiveness has a price if viewed from an ‘us against them’ perspective; the forgiver appears weak or soft, with a traditional fear being that such perceived weakness might incite further attack. However, with a mutually acknowledged reconciliation task, maturity and growth will more likely result, as Montville has suggested. 
4. Friedman correctly chides me for oversimplification in cases like repressive political systems such as Maoism, and in the case of the educated leader of the Aum Shinrikyo cult, where there is a form of terrorism designed to achieve specific ends. These examples involve conscious political, selfish, trivial and even psychopathic motives. In other words, they are without the fervent and genuine commitment of religious or other zealots. In our research, we have termed this ‘chameleon bystanding’ (bystanding in the sense of standing by and taking advantage of circumstances), and using the role of victimizer or victim (when actually neither victimizer nor victim) to achieve other ends in a conscious manipulation of people. This maneuver can be seen and hopefully dealt with by the psychoanalytically sophisticated negotiator. Examples include those advancing a particular political position, for example, the current use of suicide bombers in several theaters of war; in Kamikaze pilots, who were trained during the Second World War to see themselves as noble samurais advancing the cause of peace (Taylor and Ryan, 1988); and in quasi-religious cults, as in the Jonestown massacre (Twemlow and Hough, in press). 
5. I am not saying that war between parties that feel humiliated achieves nothing. What I am saying is that humiliated individuals negotiate from a mindset not optimal to conflict resolution. Friedman implies war achieves something like a permanent solution to problems. His examples—Germany, the Soviet Union, the Serbs and our homegrown Ku Klux Klan—also illustrate how wars, although often quite effective in eliminating immediate threat, if not linked with rebuilding and respectful reconciliation, often perpetuate a rage perhaps fueled by memories of humiliating defeat, which leads to further conflict enhanced by mythological elaboration of the trauma with the potential for political exploitation (see Volkan, 1999a, 1999b) even generations later. And it is true that the modern Ku Klux Klan, far from having any lasting post-Reconstruction knots untied with African-Americans, now seems to be broadening its racist focus with a monstrous morphing into the extremist Christian Identity movement which some fear might in the end be more of a threat. I may be missing Friedman’s point, but he does not give sufficient depth and his examples are not fleshed out enough to be further discussable. 
6. I am proposing that, similar to a developmental line, there is a potential continuum from social activism to terrorism in concert with Freud’s postulate that we all are capable of murderous hatred and fanatical love, and that facing the ‘potential terrorist’ in each of us enables a potential negotiating link to the enemy. Denying it makes the enemy so foreign as to be beyond negotiation. At this point, Friedman seems to acknowledge that psychoanalysis may shed some light on large-scale social phenomena. Volkan’s works referenced in my essay may be helpful to Friedman in understanding large-group psychology and to see how using psychoanalytic ideas to gain an understanding of social phenomena is based on empirical and experiential evidence as much as any clinical analytic data. 
A theme throughout Friedman’s rebuttal is that somehow there is a clear inarguable objectivity to psychoanalytic knowledge, and that we need to jealously guard our reputation with the general public. I do not believe the public views analysts as objective scientists, and likely never has, but if anything instead values our ‘nonobjective’ involved humanity. My sense is that modern analysts view themselves in more relational and much less positivist terms than Friedman suggests. His characterization of the analyst as needing to be objective and unsentimental proves outdated in theory and in practice. I thank Larry Friedman for acknowledging that my heart may be in the right place; I know that his is, as well as his head, but I am not so sure of his awareness of the impact of external reality on both of those organs!
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>From Kaylene Emery (received 03/08/05 0436h GMT)

Bravo Matts! You inspire me with your courageous response to the new papers.

I found your language accessible, your graphic descriptions of the reality of war confronting! Of particular interest you link our need to make war, to our individual and collective desire for "a new beginning". That desire located in each one of us to avoid the grief of acceptance, the work of thinking and the effort of containing powerful emotions rather than go with the instant gratification of murderous self destructive reactions.

Bion, who wrote of his own war experience with such clear and vulnerable words, is to my mind.........smiling at you from the ocean to which we all return.

Your final question is a most important one and I look forward with both excitement and trepidation to following this discussion.

--------------------------------

>From Len Klein (received 06/08/05 0419h GMT)

The basics of understanding terrorism

Psychoanalysis, in its narrow construction, has little explanation to offer in the examination of the broad topic of orthodox and political terrorism.

About criminal terrorism and especially about pathological terrorism it does have something to contribute, but wouldn’t you know it, what we are most interested in today is the orthodox and political variety and that can happen to ordinary people who are mostly normal. This, of course, is what Lawrence Friedman referred to as “the most unwelcome truth of all…”

“The most unwelcome truth of all is that there is no limit to the social realities, objects, categories, generalizations, and causal theories, images etc. manufactured by human societies and pasted before people’s eyes as their deepest vision.”

“It takes no particular psychopathology to believe that our neighbor ‘is’ a bed-bug, and should be disposed of as such. With the ‘proper’ education, anything can be anything.”

The terrorist groups on all of our minds are those of Islamic extremists who are violently anti-Western, anti-establishment, and hold fast to dreams of world domination under the governance of an orthodox Caliphate founded on the extremes of Sharia law. The world has seen many versions of the lust for its conquest and this is only the most recent.

On the topic of terrorism, there are many differing views; some that have considerable thoughtfulness and substance, while other views are offered that are mostly emotional and intellectual nonsense. To grasp what is happening, the first thing we have to understand is that the context for the raw material of orthodox terrorism is religious indoctrination, which while not limited to Islam, is certainly more hateful and violent there than it is in other contemporary religions. Of course, fundamentalism in every religion readily falls back on the most outdated and violent of their inscribed precepts, those which many modern religionists are usually quite ashamed of.

But Islam has found, as have others in the past, that shame can be turn to blame - in the cultivation of hatred of the outsider and destruction of the unbeliever. The Mullahs seem to have no difficulty doing this with their students especially when the children are dependent upon them for food and shelter. Where children have a home life it is usually the parents, especially the mother that infects them with the teachings of hatred from early on.

The indoctrination of children into hatred first sanctioned by their respected elders and then passed over into the belief system that hatred and violence are sanctioned by Allah. This is the first step in the creation of an orthodox terrorist. But, it is straightforwardly true that of all those so indoctrinated, almost all of them do not become active terrorists. They do become rhetorically hateful of the West – even if they grow up in the West – but they will not usually sacrifice themselves for that hatred. In those ordinary Muslims the healthy instincts for survival, the ego drives supporting reality testing and good judgment are strong enough to prevent them from falling prey to the extreme religious notions of murder for spiritual good, murder for God, murder for Allah. Why is this so? Probably because many Muslim families are not as rabidly hateful as their public utterances would lead onlookers to believe.

The second step in the creation of a terrorist is a very practical one; they require training. Just like any military or quasi-military group, they must be trained to do what they are expected to do, and right along with the practical training the political and religious indoctrination continues, relentlessly. The hated enemy, who must be destroyed, as openly taught by the extremist Mullahs, is expanded to include other Muslims because it is deemed necessary for the eventual establishment of Allah’s rule on earth to destroy even them. God’s work now includes killing co-religionists and even neighbors and their children. There must be at least a few ‘trainees’ who have difficulty with the direct killing of Muslims, not as collateral destruction, but as focused, intentional murder. But for them it is already too late; they are trapped in the group’s violent hatred of the dissenter.

Not much of this requires psychoanalytic understanding although we are familiar with the subordination of the personality to the will of the group and the effect of early religious training on the establishment of belief systems that remain throughout life and function as needs or drives. Our need to find and attach ourselves to idealized figures, whether of the self-object variety fulfilling unaccomplished needs for narcissistic nurturance, or of the esteemed teacher type to guide our thinking in the process of learning about the world, is something that operates in all of us, and in the terrorist as well. Orthodox terrorists are people – fairly ordinary people – under extreme conditions of indoctrination and training. I don’t mean to say that the terrorist groups do not contain criminal and pathological people. All such movements have them and use them, but it is the ordinary participant that is of interest here.

How can ordinary people do such things like murder and destruction of other human being including children not really all that much different from themselves? The problem with comprehension, as I see it, is our lack of willingness to come to terms with the depth of human aggression. It disturbs us greatly to reach the understanding that our animal nature is very close by at all times and, as Freud said, civilization is like a veneer on furniture – a thin layer of good looking surface the base of which may be only a scratch away, too close for comfort. Ordinary people have the capacity to do serious harm to others, even people that they claim to love, and they certainly can hate and destroy the outsider. Our thinking about violence prefers the notions of frustration that leads to aggression and humiliation that leads to rage. If violence arises only as a defense against inflicted fears, humiliation, and terror and not as a part of the core of human mentality then we can control it. It gives us hope that better upbringing can change the world into a more peaceful place for all. We can indeed find evidence for that kind of reactive aggression in human life, but to understand the suicide murderer, the killer of kinsmen, the destroyer of children, requires an appreciation for the base, instinctual force of aggression that resides in all of us. All humans are potential murderers.

But the development of socialized living that we call civilization – as thin as it is - supplies us with counter-murder inhibitions which we learn and internalize from our families, our friends, and our society. Face-to-face suffering tends to elicit an empathic reaction in many people including terrorists. Humans tend to strongly identify with the suffering of others, but this can be set aside by indoctrination and especially by the use of the tactic of destroying others by suicide. The suicide murderer avoids the experience of immediate suffering, of having to face directly what he has done to others. He lives only in the fantasy of reward for doing the work of Allah.

Thin, very thin this civilized inhibition is, hence the necessity of the stone commandment not to kill. Even so, it is clear that we are far from perfect in this regard. Orthodox terrorism cannot be understood without reference to the indoctrination and training by mother and Mullah; its effect on the unconscious source of innate aggression in all of us is to activate it in its most primitive form, allowing little room for sublimation. I know that some of us will readily come up with citations of violent criminals, who were without obvious indoctrination, and call them terrorists, and others will decide to call terrorist all the politicians and military personnel they disagree with. This unfortunate way of thinking only serves to diminish whatever real understanding we might come up with.

--------------------------------

To review the discussion and read Stuart Twemlow's and Lawrence Friedman's articles on the topic, go to www.ijpa.org/discussion.htm.  To submit a contribution of your own, send an email to discussion@ijpa.org. To stop receiving these bulletins, email discussion@ijpa.org with 'unsubscribe'

in the subject line.
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6 October 2005

One contribution

--------------------------------

>From Richard Koenigsberg (received 03/10/05 1828h GMT)

“Terrorism” emanates from an ideology that defines a particular group or class of people as constituting the “evil infidel.” Violence proceeds on the basis of the fantasy that it is necessary to destroy the source of evil that is acting to destroy the “good object” (one’s God, e. g., Allah).

However, ideologies of terror are only one dimension of the “ideological condition” that is the source of acts of collective or group violence. At the core of political ideology is the propensity to identify another group as the “enemy” that is perpetrating evil upon one’s own group. Violence is undertaken as a rescue fantasy-- that requires destroying the bad object in order to save the (goodness of the) good object.

The identification of another group or class of people as “evil” lies at the heart of the psychology of political ideological. Ideologies possess a fundamental structure: a particular group or class of people is imagined to be evil: acting to destroy one’s own group. If one is to save one’s group (e. g., our nation or religion), we must locate and destroy those human beings who embody evil-- wherever they may be found.

Hitler believed that "Jews" were the source of the world’s evil. Lenin believed that "capitalists" were destroying the world. Americans in the Fifties believed that Communists were taking over the world. This same dynamic is operative in today's political struggles. Acts of war and terror are generated as a response to the perception of an "evil other" whose continued existence on the face of the planet cannot be tolerated. Anxiety generated by this class of people generates rage, leading to the desire to “kill off” that class of people perceived to be the source of the destruction of the world’s goodness.

Each group that identifies another group as the source of evil "knows" that the other group or class of people REALLY IS evil, and that the continued presence of this class of people is working to destroy the world. The group believes that it possesses some secret or "insider information" that others do not. Groups coalesce around the SHARED FANTASY OF WHO THE EVIL OTHER IS.

Political behaviors such as terrorism and acts of war build upon this paranoid structure.

It is necessary to "get outside" ideology in order to analyze ideology: to practice “free floating attention” with regard to one’s own beliefs and the beliefs of others. Each of us has our own feelings about who the evil class of people is. This tendency to locate evil at a place other than within the self is human-all-too-human. I do not suggest that we do not honor our own feeling that there is evil in the world acting to destroy goodness.

However, rather than responding to this feeling in order to generate a “war against evil” (within ourselves and against a group in the “external”

world), I suggest we observe or examine this feeling within us about the reality of evil.

What is the nature and source of this fantasy (shared by members of a given

culture) compelling us to feel that it is necessary to destroy some “other”

in order to rescue a beloved object?

The other side of the coin of the "evil other" is the "beloved object" or sacred object or sublime object or omnipotent object. It is in the name of the beloved object that self-righteous violence is perpetrated. We have a "triadic" psychological structure here (Ruth Stein) that is the source of societal violence. In order for collective violence to be generated, you

need: (1) A subject (2) who identifies with a sacred or beloved object and believes that (3) there are evil others in the world that need to be destroyed if the sacred or beloved object is to be rescued.

Everyone speaks of “violence” and “aggression” when studying societal and group violence (such as terrorism). What often is left out is the “beloved object,” the omnipotent object in the name of which destruction becomes “good.” Collective violence is undertaken in the name of preserving this “goodness” that is perceived to be contained within the sacred object. Mass destruction and attachment to a beloved object are two sides of the same coin.

When "our" group or nation designates another group or nation as the enemy (requiring that these people be killed), it is easy to forget that the OTHER GROUP or nation also is engaging in acts of violence based on the belief that they are acting to rescue a beloved object.

Based on my research of thirty-five years, I have found that these attachments contained within political and religious ideologies--devotion to the sacred object--are really real. It is not that political leaders "use"

the idea of the ideology in order to commit acts of violence for other reasons. Rather, the ideology and the violence it generates GROW OUT OF THIS EXPERIENCE OF A THREAT TO THE BELOVED OBJECT. Violent acts are imagined to be "necessary." A person seeks to become a “leader”--enters the political arena in order to put himself in a better position to engage in acts of "rescue."

The enemy or evil oppressor is "hated" because it is imagined to be acting to DESTROY THE BELOVED OBJECT WITH WHICH THE SELF OF THE BELIEVER HAS BECOME IDENTIFIED. The object that needs to be eliminated contains or is projectively identified with SPLIT OFF DESTRUCTIVENESS DIRECTED TOWARD THE SACRED OBJECT.

The group rises up in the name of defending the object that constitutes the basis for their identity—the symbolic object with which group members are identified. The group is held together--one might even say COMES INTO BEING—on the basis of its capacity to identify some “evil other” that needs to be destroyed if the good object is to be preserved.

One NEEDS to identify an evil other in order to maintain the fantasy that a group actually exists. The group comes into being to the extent that it can wage a war against evil. The fantasy that creates the group (the idea that many people are united to create one body) requires the fantasy of evil (destructive bodies that are working to cause the good body to decompose).

--------------------------------

To review the discussion and read Stuart Twemlow's and Lawrence Friedman's articles on the topic, go to www.ijpa.org/discussion.htm.  To submit a contribution of your own, send an email to discussion@ijpa.org. To stop receiving these bulletins, email discussion@ijpa.org with 'unsubscribe'
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>From Armond Aserinsky (received 14/09/05 2107h GMT)

Herb Coleman (13/09/05) disagrees with earlier writer who contends that suicide bombers are NOT mentally ill:

"Suicide, in any form, and for any reason, is a turning-in of the aggressive impulse against the self. This is a basic psychoanalytic notion, and psychoanalytic treatment for this self-destructive behavior is, to either neutralize the aggressive impulse, or, to appropriately direct it outward."

I must disagree with his disagreement and the reasoning behind it. People who commit suicide may or may not be mentally ill. There is indeed behavior which is all by itself "diagnostic", but being a suicide-bomber does not qualify. When we read in the newspaper than a person has been arrested on suspicion of chopping up some hapless souls, stuffing their pieces into his home freezer, and thawing out select cuts for dinner, I think we've got evidence of mental illness packed right into the behavior.

It is not, however, the naked acts which make the diagnosis. Rather it is our experience, our cumulative observations made over a number of years, that enable us to say "I've never seen or heard of such a case in which the additional details about the culprit did not all support a diagnosis of one of the extreme forms of mental illness such as Schizophrenia or an Organic Psychosis.

However, the experienced observer, by which I mean someone with proper training from books AND learned practitioners, is certainly alert to the possibility that ANY form of conduct can be INDUCED in otherwise "normal"

people. I am personally unaware of any cases like the example given above (which is similar to the accounts of Gary Heidnik-- 1986, Philadelphia-- & Jeffrey Dahmer--1991, Milwaukee) in which the "perp" is not what Randall McMurphy called "a bull goose loony". But people involved in certain kinds of groups may exhibit very, very strange behavior without showing any signs of psychosis or organic disease.

It is in fact hard to think of any practice that is universally forbidden.

As the world grows more homogeneous, which is happening very rapidly (and that rate is accelerating), the range of behavior that is deemed acceptable is admittedly decreasing. Already the most exotic activities which were considered quite all right by some ethnic group in some geographical nook or cranny have vanished. It's getting damned hard to find a good cannibal nowadays, of the type who cook missionaries in a large cast iron pot that is. So as soon as I see that someone in Brooklyn was arrested for roasting a couple of chess nuts on an open fire I feel it's safe to assume that no cultural rituals will be brought up by the defense. (Please don't ask me how this particular maniac managed to get two chess enthusiasts to come home with him!)

But even in this tidier world, which may soon reach the point of unanimity of opinion regarding some activities, the value of killing people (including

oneself) is entrenched in just about every culture, and will probably be one of the very last to be regarded by everyone as unacceptable under any circumstance.

Neither murder nor suicide is diagnostic of anything. That's the sad fact of how Humanity has progressed (or NOT progressed) since that first generation of us when we stopped dragging our knuckles as we walked. We are the only animal that fights within its own species and has no automatic "fixed action patterns" that make us break off combat with a defeated rival. (Read Konrad Lorenz's "On Aggression" for a thorough discussion of the one truly unique feature of Homo Sapiens--it's not one that the Holy Rollers want to talk

about.)

Turning finally to the subject of Suicide Bombers per se, I think that calling them crazy is just plain incorrect. Some of them may be, but the behavior does not stem from their illness. We must face the sorry truth, which is that ALL of us can kill somebody, including ourselves. Furthermore, if and when that moment comes my way or yours, we will know that what we are doing is IMPORTANT, RIGHT, and APPROVED OF by whatever Slouching Beast we adore.

--------------------------------

To review the discussion and read Stuart Twemlow's and Lawrence Friedman's articles on the topic, go to www.ijpa.org/discussion.htm.  To submit a contribution of your own, send an email to discussion@ijpa.org. To stop receiving these bulletins, email discussion@ijpa.org with 'unsubscribe'
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IJPA DISCUSSION GROUP BULLETIN NO. 702

14 September 2005

Notice, erratum and one contribution

--------------------------------

Notice

The discussion of terrorism is not yet closed but no further contributions will be circulated until September 28th due to staff absence.  Please feel free to continue to submit contributions in the meantime; they will be circulated at the end of the month when normal functioning will resume.

--------------------------------

Erratum

Bulletin 701 was circulated without author attribution; the contribution was by Ruth Stein.  Apologies for this oversight.

--------------------------------

>From Herb Coleman (received 13/09/05 2225h GMT)

The most recent contributor said that suicide bombers are not mentally ill.

I disagree. Suicide, in any form, and for any reason, is a turning-in of the aggressive impulse against the self. This is a basic psychoanalytic notion, and psychoanalytic treatment for this self-destructive behavior is, to either neutralize the aggressive impulse, or, to appropriately direct it outward.

--------------------------------
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One contribution

--------------------------------

I greatly appreciated Alexander Stein’s sensitive ear for the perverse elements in the terrorist relation to ‘us’= the West, Judeo-Christianity, affluent, promiscuous, or smug societies (images we can cull from the announcements of Bin Laden, the sermons in the mosques, or the writings of Sayyid Qutb, the philosophical father of extreme Islamism).

Take for example Alexander Stein’s use of Bollas’ ‘loving hate’ as an anchor for a more malignant variation of it in fundamentalist terrorism. Dr. Stein uses ‘loving hate’ as a notion germane to the emotional complexity of the suicide terrorist mind. I am convinced (a conviction that is strengthened by witnessing fundamentalist minds at close quarters in several different

environments) that what we see is not simple retaliatory hate (there is an extensive literature by now refuting claims of oppression, poverty, simple

(=secular) political agendas, and the like). This is not about oil/occupation/local politics! There is by now a substantial number of serious scholars who refute such “commonsense” claims (such as those made, for instance, by sociologist Robert Pape). Scholars such as Olivier Roi, Walter Laqueur, Paul Berman, and others, who eschew facile – and as to what concerns us – non-psychoanalytic explanations, help us to further describe religious suicidal terrorism for what it is: a quintessentially religious, transcendent, male/homoerotic movement.

Accepting the well-argued, well-documented points made by these non-psychoanalysts assists us in looking into the psychic – although not individually psychopathological (we are not dealing with mentally ill

individuals) reasons for what is happening. Loving hate as the preservation of a relationship by “sustaining a passionate negative cathexis of the  other” seems to be what is happening. The Islamist terrorists’ obsessive preoccupation with God and with us, His enemies (did we ever give thought why God’s adherents have the task of killing His Enemies? Did we ever reflect on what a concept such as “God’s Enemies” denotes – psychoanalytically?). Are we not faced with spectacular merger fantasies (of a homoerotic nature: how can we ignore the almost exclusively male constituency of this kind of terrorism?) played out on a grand scale? And is the enactment of these fantasies not a sublime aesthetic moment? (on the Sublime, see Kant, Lyotard, Walter Davis in his book “Deracination”).

Delving deeper into what ‘aesthetic’ means psychoanalytically would be too lengthy (but think Meltzer). Perhaps Dr. A. Stein can do that. We are talking about transcendence – whether we want or not: transformative moments the psyche longs for in extreme situations. What we have here is not political negotiation, but utopian-messianic transformation that is coveted by Bin Laden and his Primal Horde. I know my language sounds archaic, metaphorical, hyperbolic. I used to mistrust all those old-fashioned speculations about culture and religion. I know believe we cannot avoid them. Our secular, instrumental, functional language won’t do: it breaks down in the face of the enormity of the religious terrorists’ agenda.

In this sense, I think psychoanalysis has a lot to offer to the understanding of suicide terrorism, albeit matters so complicated as to need plenty of introduction, explication and translation, of very complex motivations and states of mind. This is a real problem, that I think plays itself out also in our discussion: homoeroticism becomes homosexuality, large-scale totalitarian movements become translated into small group therapeutic milieus, cultures of death into individual trauma, and so on.

A special case of such conflation seems to me Dr. Roth’s contention that nobody takes Freud’s “Group Psychology and Analysis of the Ego” (1921) seriously anymore. Many psychoanalytic theories have become obsolete, but not this one (among the works inspired by Freud’s 1921 what comes immediately to mind is Adorno, Charles Lindholm’s work on the Charismatic Leader, or Juergensmeyer, 2000). There are indeed new developments in the “group” literature since 1921, but what gets confused is (1) analytically inspired group therapy, and (2) cultural-anthropological theories of groups and collectives.

This is a crucially pertinent distinction regarding our concern here. The groups we’re discussing here are of the order of peoples, nations, states, kingdoms (secular or theocratic), mass movements, parties. These groups are established around an IDEOLOGY, inscribing and prescribing a mythical beginning that explains their uniqueness and privilege. They have a history and an eschatology, or a mythicized past a characteristically transitory present, and a heavenly, redemptive future, where all evil will be purified away, usually by horribly violent, bloody, spectacular (aesthetic!) moments.

There is going to be a (forgive me, Michael Balint), a New Beginning, which is life after death of the human waste. Regarding such religious and secularly-religious (that is, totalitarian) mass movements, we have a lot to learn from people such as Max Weber, Otto Rank, Karl Marx, Rene Girard, Ernest Becker, Eugenio Fornari, Mircea Eliade, Carl Schmitt, or, if you wish, Fyodor Dostoyevsky, Albert Camus, or Elias Canetti. I make this list not to drop names, but to clarify the difference between our psychoanalytic group thinking and the thinking that is being done regarding the individual and the group/state/kingdom/movement (there are contemporaries here with whose names I won’t burden you). The “group literature” here is altogether different, but, not surprisingly, more in line with Freud’s anthropological speculations.

Perhaps we should study some of these thinkers, absorb them and interweave our psychoanalytic knowledge with theirs and try to offer something to society in terms of a psychoanalytic understanding terrorism that is not indifferent to knowledge that has already been gathered in adjacent field, and that is keenly aware of deep (and perverse) human desires and fears that get rationalized by secondary revisions into horrifically realized daydreams.

We have to think religious, and we have to think psychoanalytic, and within the psychoanalytic, the perverse. The perversion of religion, where God becomes a murderous father figure, the perversion of hate into love (Stein), or loving hate (Bollas).

--------------------------------
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>From Richard Koenigsberg (received 07/09/05 2249h GMT)

I would like to simplify somewhat Ruth Stein's recent (important) contribution, and amplify it a bit.

Dr. Stein is theorizing a masochistic attachment to an omnipotently conceived father (figure) as the basis of terrorism. Framed from a cultural rather than a psychoanalytic perspective, we are speaking about martyrdom or SACRIFICE. This is essentially what occurred on September 11: The suicide bombers martyred or sacrificed themselves in the name of Allah (an omnipotently conceived father figure).

What we SEE is violence, but the unconscious phantasy that generated the act was one of masochistic submission to a beloved, idealized object.

Descriptively, one may say, "the terrorists killed the people in the airplanes and at the World Trade Center;" however, PSYCHODYNAMICALLY what occurred was that the terrorists COMPELLED THE VICTIMS TO SACRIFICE THEIR LIVES FOR ALLAH (as they sacrificed their own lives).

Americans in the minds of the 9/11 terrorists were people who REFUSED to adopt a posture of submission toward the God that they worshipped; Americans were non-believers or "infidels." Thus, the act of violence was a way of demonstrating the omnipotence of Allah.

The dynamic of attachment to the father that Dr. Stein discusses revolves around the quest for omnipotence. Thus, there is not that wide a gap between "identification" and submission. By identifying with the power of the father, one partakes of his (imagined) omnipotence. By submitting or sacrificing oneself to/for the father, one continues to partake of the fantasy of omnipotence--even as one disappears into the flames.

Hitler said, "You are nothing, your nation is everything." Self-negation or abjection is accompanied by "elevating" the object; making it omnipotent.

The object BECOMES OMNIPOTENT to the extent that one negates the self.

Self-negation is not separate from the fantasy of omnipotence. One identifies with the object in order to partake of its omnipotence. One achieves (the fantasy of) omnipotence precisely at the moment of ultimate submission (martyrdom or sacrifice). The fact that one would perform such a radical act testifies to the greatness or omnipotence of the object.

--------------------------------

>From Mats Winther (received 08/09/05 1215h GMT)

Twemlow in his latest message perfunctorily dismisses the killing of people as a goal in itself, like such things never took place in history. It will be superfluous to explain to psychoanalysts that conscious rationalisations (such as political talk) often only serve as disguise for archaic unconscious motives.

Isn't it remarkable that the term 'death drive' is never spoken out loud in a Freudian discourse on terrorism? This notion is central in much of Freud's writings. In 'Why War?' (1933), and 'Thoughts for the Times on War and Death' (1915), and elsewhere, Freud explicates his(?) idea that 'the organism preserves its own life by destroying an extraneous one.' The portion of the death drive that isn't turned outwards will work destructively inwards. The dynamic is, as usual, moulded by processes of diversion and sublimation.

Freud's old-school operationalism attributes this gruesome aspect of human nature to a biological drive. However, a dialectical approach would alternatively suggest that unconscious autonomous motives make up a psychic economy of 'sin transference.' The portion of 'sin' that is not transferred to the environment will work destructively on ego wholeness and vitality.

Identification with the collective is forever coupled with this archaic form of psychic economy. So it seems necessary to postulate that transfer of sin takes place also out of the spirit of the collective, as apart from the personal ego. We can employ terms from comparative religion and speak of the salvation of the god, as it were.

St Paul says that "by the law is the knowledge of sin [and] the wages of sin is death" (Romans). Following this, Freud reasons that the internalised superego is not only the source of ethics, it is also the source of death:

the persecution and destruction of myself and/or others. Although St Paul argues that, individually, we can pass on to a superior psychic economy, Freud holds a more pessimistic view. I suppose this is partly due to restrictions imposed by his own drive economy.

The 'Big Dead Spirit' is the harbinger of death. Freud reasons that the opaque darkness of human nature, and the ambivalence of life, must be acknowledged. We mustn't live psychologically beyond our means, but must learn to tolerate finitude and uncertainty. This implies ridding ourselves of the idealistic fantasy of a perfectly regulated blissful existence, where all moral problems are resolved in a stroke, as in the collectivist theocratic Kingdom.
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>From Ruth Stein (received 06/09/05 1938h GMT)

I appreciate Mats Winther’s questions and criticisms regarding my articles (where I link the question of the father with suicide terrorism as a form of merging with a longed-for cruel archaic father, which I find key in psychoanalytically understanding this phenomenon). I wish to respond first to the charge regarding my contradicting Freud’s view of father identification as identification with the ego ideal, and hence with an instance that offers autonomy from, and overcoming of, oedipal submission to/defeat by the father. As we know, identification can be ‘progressive’ or ‘regressive’. Some would explain the difference as lying in the distinction between a symbolic identification which allows representation and sublimation, and primal identification (or as it is sometimes called, hysterical, or narcissistic identification. In 1923, Freud makes the point that “At the very beginning, in the individual’s primitive oral phase, object-cathexis and identification are no doubt indistinguishable from each other”). The latter is primitive, non-symbolic, that is, unmediated and fusional. Symbolic identification is a different matter, being a developmental achievement.

My notions in analyzing the terrorist mind are taken not from Freud of 1923 (Das Ich und das Es, or The Ego and the Id), but from Freud of 1921 (Massenpsychologie und Ich-Analyse, or Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego). 1923-Freud talks about the differentiation of the ego through its developing of ‘father identification’ (but also of ‘mother identification’

which he does not fail to mention). In contrast to 1923-structure building Freud, 1921-Freud talks about mass phenomena (which Merle Molofsky queries so eloquently) witnessing the abdication of the ego ideal by the group

(members) and its total projection on to the group leader, who now embodies a concrete, grandiose, and eventually persecutory ego ideal (by the way, Kohut describes the persecutory ego ideal with uncanny penetration in the first pages of his Analysis of the Self).

But let’s stay another moment with 1923-Freud. In this theoretical paper (the crucible of ego psychology), Freud sounds brisk and optimistic most of the time. After noting that the “broad general outcome of the sexual phase dominated by the Oedipus complex may be taken to be” the identification with the parents, and with the parents united, he mentions the special position of this modification in the ego in which the ego “confronts [its] … other contents … as an ego ideal or superego.”

Freud then hastens to add, true to the optimistic spirit prevalent in most of this work, that the superego is not simply a residue of the earliest object choices of the id – it also represents “an energetic reaction formation against those choices. The ego ideal is the heir of the Oedipus complex. It is easy to show that the ego ideal answers to everything that is expected of the higher nature of man.”

However, we remember all the time that in this his last theoretical work, where he postulates the structural theory – Freud recognized the subversive power of unconscious guilt that subtends the ego: it became patently visible that the ego is not the transparent and all-conscious, selfsame, and integrative structure it was taken to be, a psychic kernel progressing linearly through paternal identification into symbolic internalization and autnomous identification with the Law made to be one’s own. The ego has parts that make its deeply (unconsciously) guilty, and perhaps abject (9 years earlier, in 1914, Freud realized how desperately the ego needs to take itself as a love object; this idea is repeated in 1923, p. 30). No wonder that the paper Freud wrote just a year later, in 1924, deals with the problem of masochism.

This brings me to your next point and to 1921-Freud, namely, the homoerotic feelings between the terrorists (their maleness is most significant. Sudies and interviews of female suicide terrorists in Palestine, for instance, reveal a background of having been marginalized, ostracized (for adultery, illegitimate children, and ambition, i.e., they gain self-esteem and belonging in mysogynist Muslim society). But before moving on, bear with me for a last quotation from 1923-Freud, which bears on my subject-matter:

“This transformation of an erotic object-choice into an alteration of the ego is a method by which the ego can obtain control over the id …” (p. 30) – applies to suicide terrorists. The erotic object choice has been altered (it has given up woman), it is different (it has chosen a longed-for God instead), and it alters the ego into a suicidal ego that triumphs over the id.

This recurrent theme, I found it in religious liturgy (ex. the Passion of Matthew, the Psalms), and I found it also in Atta’s letter, and in a poem written by bin Laden (published in the NYT), where he supplicates God, expresses his intimacy with Him and asks Him for support against His/his enemies. I also quote one of many declarations made by Islamic leaders who explain to ignorant Westerners that the reward of the martyrs are not so much the Virgins in Heaven, as the coming close to God.

Of course, as Winter remarks, he doesn’t really think that I would question the the positive role of father identification. There is no doubt that father identification is a most vital and empowering process, that is needed for the boy to acquire identity and self-validation and to separate from mother and from infantile dependency. But I think it may be difficult for Winter – as it is for many others – to think through and articulate themes such as a homoerotic attachment to a father, which is all the more painful and masochistic (and pathological) the more the father is distant, or hostile, or belittling, or phallic-narcissistic, or all of the above. There may be a ‘masculine protest’ in coming to face one surprising corollary of this line of thinking: namely, that much of male aggression is profoundly masochistic.

[* By the way: I personally don’t believe that homosexuality is a psychogenic disturbance, a fortiori that it is not a perversion, and the literature you quote, Mats, is old and dated – and embarassing to psychoanalysts, flying in the face of new research and knowledge. There is a vast contemporary literature demonstrating that (1) our etiological theories about homosexuality are mostly invalid; that (2) in terms of quality of object relationships, object constancy, ability to love, etc. the differences between homosexuals and heterosexuals are either negligible statisticlally or pending on sociocultural constraints that procure shame and rejection to homosexual people. But all this is another matter*].

I think that psychoanalysis has (phobically) avoided thinking about love for the father, particularly unreciprocated love for him. Recent trends in our literature fill the gap between the stern, law-giving, oedipal father, and the ‘earlier’ nurturant, playful, caring father. This has been a very important and necessary development. However, it has not developed notions of a phallic or primal father, or what happens to the son when he lacks a good and strong father. Such a constellation has been INVARIABLY displaced into explanations that put the onus on a seductive/ engulfing/ invasive/uncaring/phallic/narcissistic/etc. mother; never on the father himself. Thinking about father-fusion, or merger with the archaic father, may arouse too much dread to contemplate. Proof of this state of affairs is the equation of any regressive phenomenon, in fact the equation of regression tout court with maternal – but never paternal – regression. There is not even a vocabulary for this constellation. Freud remained unresponded to in his singular obsession with a primal, archaic father. The theme hasn’t been adequately picked up by later thinkers.

I’m giving up on talking about 1921-Freud, where he shares with us very deep thoughts about the father as a group leader. Read it for yourselves, folks.

--------------------------------

>From Merle Molofsky (received 06/09/05 2038h GMT)

I'm disappointed that a discussion of terrorism now includes a discussion of homosexuality and homoerotism that seems to imply that homosexual men cannot bond with male peers. Homosexual men are perfectly capable of participating in cultural "initiation rites," including competitive sports, and activities conducted away from the company of women, such as camping trips, hunting, fishing, whatever. They bond with heterosexual and homosexual men, in traditional notions of male gender activities as well as not so traditional ones. Also, the etiology of homosexuality is an outdated notion in psychoanalysis. Etiology of any sexual orientation is less to the point than the vicissitudes of the experience of desire. The homoerotic underpinnings of male peer groups, whether the men are homosexual, heterosexual, or bisexual, is less likely to be a factor in terrorist activities than the transformation of such desire into self hatred, coupled with other factors that are actually the predominant ones.
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>From Merle Molofsky (received 05/09/05 1840h GMT)

Thank you, Elisa Floridia, for reminding us of Erich Fromm's words. Now we ask the question, when people are overwhelmed with anger and the desire for revenge, what moves them from feeling to action? Certainly those of us who have been touched by terrorism, either directly or by those six degrees of separation, have felt anger and the desire for revenge seething within us.

We have all felt intense emotion, have all had not-so-unconscious revenge fantasies that are sadistic, and, ultimately, unconscionable. What value systems, what ego ideals, what superego strengths or weaknesses, what superego flexibilities or rigidities, what superego contents (following Doris Bernstein), what unconscious fantasies and resentments projected onto a conscious stratum of political resentments, lead to terrorist undertakings, terrorist acts? While so many people throughout the world were horrified by 9/11 destruction, many many others celebrated. We need to consider mass mind phenomena as we continue this discussion, particularly in relation to superego function and grandiosity.

An additional thought: does psychoanalysis have something to contribute to an understanding of terrorism? The answer should be obvious: yes, we contribute a psychoanalytic perspective, which may not be central to preventing or predicting terrorist activity. We can only speculate, because we will not have a clinical data base. Speculation: the willingness to join a terrorist organization and commit terrorist acts depends on a concordance of psychological states. Those states are a grandiose self-image (which implies a fragile self); a need to belong and be included; a desire to out-do the father while craving his approval; a susceptibility to suggestion and group-think, which is related to grandiosity and centered on a father-figure's blessing; a seething life-long resentment that can be attached to a political ideology that fosters resentment; a superego that is rigid and that demonizes or trivializes an Other who is not part of an idealized group; massive projection. We can define terrorism as activities of cults or political enclaves (not nation-states or tribes or bordered political entities) with the goal of destroying, terrorizing and destabilizing the designated Other by attacking defenseless civilian populations. This definition eliminates murderous and sadistic dictators and invading armies, and is not meant to create a hierarchy of horror or to define the right or wrong of a cause. When we consider the psyche of a terrorist, we are considering an individual mind, someone who has his or her unique history and unconscious fantasy world, but who may have elements in common with other terrorists, and who is susceptible to the demands of a group mind. If this speculation or other speculations are correct, what meaning would these ideas have? How would we use this knowledge?

--------------------------------

>From Mats Winther (received 06/09/05 1454h GMT)

The argument, central to Ruth Stein's (et al.) view of terrorists, namely of their Father identification as a regressive and neurotic flight from

(feminine) reality, seems to contradict Freud's view (1923). He views the identification with the ego ideal, in the form of the Father, as an overcoming of the Oedipus, in that the relation to the Law becomes a personal task instead of an act of submission. I am not going to champion Freud's view; I'm only arguing that's it's necessary to explain why papa is wrong in assuming the inverse viewpoint, namely of Father identification as progressive.

Stein argues that a homoerotic drive is manifest in the identification with the Father. But it can scarcely have been articulate erotic feelings towards the heavenly Father among terrorists such as Muhammed Atta. Instead, this unconventional adaptation of homoeroticism could mean that Father identification is the outcome of *sublimated* homosexuality. But this seems to stand the traditional psychoanalytic view on its head. Father identification among boys is a natural phenomenon in that it removes the boy from infantile identification with the archaic feminine. It's not always the personal father who will serve as role model; it could be the older and self-assured boy at school, or the strong and admirable local fireman.

According to psychoanalytic literature, the inability to establish father identification is the foremost causative factor of homosexuality (Cf.

Aardweg, 1986; Bieber, 1962; Kronemeyer, 1985; West, 1959; Westwood, 1960).

Anthony Storr (1964) says that the well-known peer group of male youths furthers a confirmation of the masculine role, not unlike the male initiation rites in primitive societies, where women are prohibited. On this view, as the homosexual man hasn't been able to take this step, he is stuck in a phase where he shuns women and retains the emotional attitude of a boy who looks up to men, but cannot feel that he is one among them.

The peer group of men, and the phenomenon of father identification, is traditionally viewed as a necessary progressive step in the formulation of masculine identity, whereas in Stein's view, while it implies a devaluation of the feminine, it becomes a regressive notion, and is also implicative of homoeroticism. However, on a former view, this was the outcome of *not* having been capable of the progressive step of leaving the feminine sphere.

Although it's quite likely that the process of male bonding and father identification brings out its own pathologies and exaggerations, its explanatory value in the case of terrorism can be questioned. After all, the male initiation has gone on since times immemorial.

Stein draws on Juergensmeyer, a sociologist, when she speaks about the "homoerotic grouping" of men. Juergensmeyer argues that these men have failed in their sexual role, and the terrorist act is an act of symbolic enpowerment, a proof of virility, as it were. (Cf. Stein, 2001, Loc.cit.).

However, psychoanalysts (Cf. Storr, 1964) have argued, inversely, that male bonding and identification are always the means whereby men acquire strength to deal with women. Actually, many terrorists are family fathers, and, what complicates the issue, there have been female Palestinian suicide bombers, too. I don't really think that Stein questions the positive role of father identification, but my impression is that the matter has become muddled by thoughtways deriving from feminist and sociologist thinking.
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>From Kaylene Emery (received 03/09/05 1136h GMT)

I agree with Karl Figlio when he speaks to the experience of, too much to digest and complicated by the explanations. How can we reach a more collaborative approach? Sorry I have no answer but its a great question and I have no doubt that someone out there will have more to offer with such a constructive question.

Stuart, I am not quite sure why you feel you need to remind me that the aim of terrorism is to terrify and that killing is simply the means to achieve this end. Just as I am not sure how one would negotiate without evaluating.

I must agree that I do over react to the effect of terrorism, perhaps because I have been on the receiving end of it. As for exaggerating your influence..........perhaps?

--------------------------------

>From Mats Winther (received 03/09/05 1507h GMT)

The preachiness can be construed as a projection that derives from the defining quality of the obtuse books written by the psychoanalytic authors themselves. I can well understand Friedman's feeling of frustration. I am not a Dutch religious thinker and I decline with thanks the unfit judgement on my intellectual talent. Notions of 'sin transference' derive from branches of knowledge that are much older than psychoanalysis. In psychoanalysis the natural forces of the psyche are habitually underestimated. The obvious example is the underestimation of sexuality by the Freudian. The repression of the spiritual aspect of sexuality, a 'mysterium tremendum' (see, for instance, Ryley Scott: Phallic Worship, 1966), accounts for the obsession with trite and monotonic phallic interpretations. Notions of sacred violence, deriving from comparative religion, do belong in psychology because the selfsame archaisms manifest in the unconscious psyche.

--------------------------------

>From Elisa Floridia (received 04/09/05 1113h GMT)

I would just like to remember some words written by Erick Fromm as I think that they can help explain terrorism phenomena and the fear that people, like me, living in the "first world", are experiencing. Fromm thought that '....there is no dominion of a social class, a sex, a nation on another that does not generate anger and revenge desire in those who are oppressed and fear and insecurity in those who oppress.'

--------------------------------

To review the discussion and read Stuart Twemlow's and Lawrence Friedman's articles on the topic, go to www.ijpa.org/discussion.htm.  To submit a contribution of your own, send an email to discussion@ijpa.org. To stop receiving these bulletins, email discussion@ijpa.org with 'unsubscribe'

in the subject line.

--------------------------------

IJPA DISCUSSION GROUP BULLETIN NO. 694

2 September 2005

Four contributions

--------------------------------

>From Karl Figlio (received 31/08/05 1811h GMT)

I have not contributed to this forum previously, and I can only make a couple of comments now. I have been working on a paper on fundamentalism for some time, and hope to submit it for publication shortly. This discussion is helpful to me, but also, in the nature of it, is very fast-moving, with new angles appearing swiftly: too much to digest.

I wonder if there could be some way to focus methodologically, not necessarily in this discussion, which will end shortly, but in the longer term. What could we do to transform the wealth of ideas into a more systematic, collaborative approach?

One thought comes to mind. I have found there to be broad agreement in overall characterization of fundamentalism. Ruth Stein's characterization, that of a psychoanalyst, is near to Steven Bruce's, in his book, Fundamentalism; and Bruce is a sociologist; and they are close to Robert Paxton's characterization of fascism, in The Anatomy of Fascism. But then come the explanations, and we go different directions.

A. Would it be possible to: 1) discern what is particular (eg to retain the conviction that Nazi genocide of the Jews was particular, and make it plain how it was; so was Rwanda particular; so is Islamic terrorism particular; etc. And also, 2) that there is something that is general. People seem to divide on these points. To stick to both would require that we find differentiating aspects, not just between fundamentalisms but between fundamentalism and something else. Paxton, for example, argues that Nazism was tyrannical, but was not just a tyranny, and lists what he takes to be differentiating phenomena. I won't list them here. I have also found Bartov's paper on the victim/victimizer pair, in History and Memory (special issue on the holocaust, in vol. 9) helpful, because it singled out the way that Nazis could use their own sense of victimization (by Jews, by Soviets) as a particular feature of fascist genocide.

B. Would it be possible to find a way to use clinical material as some sort of analogue? Richard Koenigsberg was suggesting something of that sort.

Reading Ruth Stein's paper, I found myself broadly agreeing with the general characterization, but wanting to dig into the clinical case, raise questions about it, not in itself, but as an analogue to the characterization. Perhaps we could focus, as in A, on some defining feature, and present material that speaks to it, both positively and negatively. My own orientation is Kleinian, but if, say, I think (as I do) that purity is a defining characteristic, then I will need to show it, both in argument and in clinical material, my own or others (we ought to be able to use each other's material).

--------------------------------

>From Ruth Stein (received 31/08/05 1931h GMT)

I wish to respond to Mats Winther’s posting, since it arouses a gamut of feelings in me: from my strong initial reservation and wariness of your somewhat preacherly stance (I went to your website and it was that of a very intelligent, thoughtful religious thinker and you seem to have many readers in your native Dutch), to more complicated feelings, regarding your last posting. Since I believe feelings are (not only hedonic but also) epistemological, I’ll try to articulate them.

Until recently, I used to take mythology quite lightly (particularly in the wake of what I take to be its Jungian therapeutic abuse). Frazer (although serving as serious referent to Wittgenstein) and others were for me at entertaining, the most. However, I’ve come to think, Mats, that the language you implement must be taken utterly seriously, and we, whether religious believers, agnostics and atheists, must pay very serious attention to the ubiquitous religious dimension of human sensibility, whether we take it literally/ontologically, or symbolically, as an expression of human desires and fears. For religion is upon us again (I say this as an ex-religious atheist). Even when speaking in the most sophisticated informed language of contemporary psychoanalysis, philosophy, or criticial theory, we must realize that secularism is a very small part of the world and of human feelings. I must say that I recently arrived at this conclusion almost against my will, but had to face it through trying to be intellectually honest (to dispel any misunderstanding: my discomfort does not derive from the possible truth of any religion, but from having to realize how powerful it is). Since I personally take my last oath (last supper) with psychoanalysis, I think we have to pay attention to the ubiquitous secular equivalents to religious function. You’ll surprised how prevalent and everpresent they are, and examples abound. This is a large subject in itself, which I won’t go into now.

In any case, having been enriched by your contribution, and being reminded of Rene Girard’s thesis of scapegoating as a universal, (I call it quasi-) homeopathic mechanism to deflect and project violence from the community outside – a mechanism that functioned bloodily until the arrival of Christ(ianity), which has revealed these “things hidden from the beginning of the world” (as Girard calls one of his books), namely, that humans need scapegoats to be brothers. According to this great and controversial thinker the willing assumption of Christ of the role of scapegoat and sacrificial lamb has made this mechanism transparent at the same time as it has rendered it superflous, since “Jesus appears and takes this yoke upon himself,” as you say. The Christian believer is now made whole, as was the woman who hallucinated Christ complementing her, since the disavowed, projected violence was reappropriated by the scapegoat’s accepting it (if I’m forgiven the comparison, Jesus metabolized her bad parts and helped her reintegrate and become whole).

Following my call for our attention, as analysts, to religious mechanisms, and my insisting on the necessity of such attention in coming to understand Islamic terrorism – although it may ostensibly seem as if we’re distancing oursleves from acute political events and social issues! – I ask you, Mats, to translate/transcribe/articulate your religious language into secular verbalization, if that is at all possible. In this request I have in mind ONLY THE LAST PASSAGE in your posting, where you offer the ‘answer’ to the issues and mechanisms you describes in the preceding parts of your posting.

--------------------------------

>From Mats Winther (received 31/08/05 2040h GMT)

Karla, from a modern moral perspective the soldiers in the war are hardly guiltier than civilians, but an archaic view implies an ontological, substantive, view of sin. Sin is what destroys wholeness (holiness) and causes devitalisation. The soldiers are suffering in the trenches, and they have blood on their hands. They are as far away from original paradise you can get. Hence, they are imbued with "sin."

To the archaic mind (and our unconscious mind) it's much more attractive to torture and kill civilians, especially if they, like Heda Kungayeva, lead a virtuous life. She is happy tending her little garden. This means that she has retained wholeness (holiness) and is truly vital in the kernel of her being. Thus she is perfectly suitable for sacrifice. The Russian soldiers are losing their vitality. They are fed up, and are approaching psychological death. That's why they make accusations against Heda Kungayeva, thus transferring their sin, and then they kill her.

A remarkable example of this is the allied bombing of the monastery Monte Cassino in 1944. Contrary to what history-falsifiers say, there were no Germans there, so it had no strategic importance. It housed only monks and war refuges, of whom many were killed in the bombings. The abbot said that he had devoted his life to this monastery, making it into a little paradise, and now it was to be destroyed. He could not understand why. But we can; it was exactly because he had succeeded in making it a little paradise, housing people who lead virtuous simple lives. Never in history have so many bombs been directed against such a small area, and the monastery and its art treasures were pulverized. An eyewitness said that he had never heard soldiers cheer so loudly and joyfully, witnessing the destruction of the flower of human culture.

President Truman enthusiastically said, after the atom bomb was felled, "This is the greatest thing in history" (Anders/Etherly, 1989, Burning Conscience, p. 82). An important lesson from our bloody history is that we shall avoid thinking about ourselves as the "good guys." It's important to remember this, so that we can avoid behaving like terrorists ourselves, because this is exactly what the terrorist wishes, that we shall begin to victimise the innocent, too. Then it goes like in Italy 1944, the German army was allowed to escape, because the allied were busy bombing monks, and capturing Rome.

--------------------------------

>From Stuart Twemlow (received 01/09/05 0053h GMT)

I think that both Karla Trdlicova and Kaylene Emery have focussed on terrorism's effects, and have overeacted to these effects. I do not think most authorities would accept that the aim of terrorism is to kill people.

It is to frighten them. Emery exaggerates my influence. I have little interest in evaluating terrorists, but instead negotiating with them.

--------------------------------
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>From Richard Koenigsberg (received 27/08/05 0526h GMT)

Mats Winther is on the right track, I believe, when he poses the question, "Why do these two go together, i.e., (1) the murder of innocents and (2) the upholding of collective ideals?

Collective forms of violence carried out in the name of social groups resolves around the sacred ideals of civilizations. What precisely is the psychological connection between societal ideals and mass murder in the form of terrorism, genocide, war, etc.

Hitler said, "We may be inhumane, but if we rescue Germany, we have performed the greatest deed in the world."

Bin Laden explains to his fellow-Moslems that God said in his holy book, "Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye dislike it. But it is possible that ye dislike a thing, which is good for you, and that ye love a thing which is bad for you. But God knoweth and you know not." Hostility toward America, Bin Laden declares, is a “religious duty.” It thus would appear that fighting and killing are not necessarily activities that Bin Laden enjoys.

Rather, fighting and killing in the name of combating infidels constitutes a duty. One must fight even if one dislikes doing so, because this form of behavior is “prescribed by God.”

Acts of terror thus are driven by the super-ego, i. e., the attachment to a sacred, beloved object conceived as omnipotent. Violence is carried out in the name of the omnipotent object--the God (or nation) with which the terrorist identifies. The internalized object works within and through the body of the terrorist, compelling him to perform murderous acts.

The fundamental psychic posture of the terrorist, I theorize, derives from a passive, masochistic to an object conceived to be omnipotent. The psychological stance of the terrorist is one SUBMISSION. Dr. Ruth Stein conceives of this posture of submission in terms of a passive, homo-erotic tie to the father. The suicide bomber in his act of martyrdom, then, performs an act of submission in the name of the father. When the airplane plunged into the ground in Pennsylvania, the last words of the terrorists were, "God is great." The greatness of God is manifest through acts of destruction performed in his name. Acts of violence are performed in the name of the sacred ideal.

Acts of terroristic violence enact the desire to PUNISH THE INFIDEL, that is, to force the non-believer to submit to one's God. The terrorist himself engages in an act of sacrificial submission, and compels others to do so as well. Thus "murder," manifestly an act of aggression, has the latent meaning of submission to the object, inability to resist the omnipotent object that works within and through the body of the terrorist, compelling him to kill in the name of the sacred object with which he identifies.

One might seek to do a clinical analysis of particular terrorists in order to gather data. However, perhaps a more fruitful methodology is to seek to identify the SHARED FANTASIES that generate collective action on the stage of society in the form of terrorism, war, genocide, etc.

Western people forget (repress) their history. The soldiers of the First World War behaved in a manner not unlike the suicide bombers. They got out of trenches and moved toward the opposing trench where they were blown up as they were trying to blow up others. Twenty-five thousand men were killed on one day at the battle of the Somme on July 1, 1916. Nine-million soldiers were killed in the war. Leaders were willing to sacrifice the lives of young men in the name of entities or bodies politic given names such as "France,"

"Great Britain" and Germany.

What is the nature of the fantasy that invests "nations" with such power that people are willing to die and kill in their name? How can psychoanalysis extend its methodology toward analyzing the shared fantasies that generate destructive forms of societal and historical action?

--------------------------------

>From Mats Winther (received 28/08/05 1415h GMT)

One cannot simply argue that the conscious purposes and actions of terrorist groups are too diversified to be graspable. Apart from their conscious arguments terrorist are driven by *unconscious motives*. This is what psychoanalysts are supposed to be experts at.

One main psychological motif among terrorists is the 'transfer of sin' and the unreserved blaming of others. In Germany, in the 20s, the Jews were blamed for absolutely everything, for the bad national economy and for the German defeat in the war, etc. The general pattern is that after sin thus has been transferred, destruction or expulsion must follow. This notion is well known in religious history. By example, the Mayan practised a ritual where they selected an old woman, whispered their personal sins to stones, whereupon they threw them at the woman until she died. In this way the woman took away people's sins.

A modern example: "Cynthia Palmer, 29, and her live-in boyfriend, John Lane, 36, pleaded innocent to burning to death Mrs. Palmer's 4-year-old daughter in an oven. The two, who told neighbors shortly before their arrest that they were "cooking Lucifer," were arraigned Tuesday in Androscoggin County [Maine] Superior court. They were arrested Oct. 27 at their Auburn tenement apartment. Angela Palmer was found stuffed in the electric oven. The door was jammed shut with a chair" (UPI, Nov 14, 1984).

Among the Pawnees this perception of "cooking Lucifer" was a custom. A virgin girl was taken out to be sacrificed. She was attended by warriors who each carried two billets of wood, which had been received from the girl's hands on a previous day. Her body having been painted half red and half black, she was attached to a sort of gibbet and roasted for some time over a slow fire, then shot to death with arrows. The chief sacrificer next tore out her heart and devoured it. While her flesh was still warm it was cut in small pieces from the bones. According to one source, the flesh was then reduced to a kind of paste that was sprinkled on the field (Cf. James

Frazer: The Golden Bough, Ch. XLVII.2). I assume that the warriors had prepared the firewood by whispering their sins to it.

Yet another example is the case of 18-year-old girl Heda Kungayeva who lived in a little Tchetchenian village. She was a quite shy virginal girl who preferred to stay at home helping her mother and do gardening work. She was abducted by Russian military in winter 2000 and was repeatedly raped and tortured, after which she was strangled to death. Her genital region had been tattered before she was killed (Cf. Dagens Nyheter, Dec 13, 2001).

If a transfer of sin is going to be successful the victim must preferably be innocent; otherwise the therapeutic effect is lessened. Of course, this is the same mythologem as the 'Lamb of God,' who, hanging on the cross, takes upon himself the sins of the world. Obviously, the central psychological motif among terrorists is to hold other people totally responsible, followed by the destruction of innocents (i.e. not simply "life-taking").

In Hindu mythology the transfer of sin is quite important. When evil is transferred not from man to man (the scapegoat theme) or from sacrificer to a priest, then it is transferred from a god to a man. Evil afflicts man because it is *not* present in God. He must make us evil in order that he may remain good; thus our evil is proof that God is good, not a contradiction of this hypothesis (Cf. Doniger O'Flaherty: The Origins of Evil in Hindu Mythology, p.141ff).

This seems to stand the Western approach to theodicy on its head. We might experience difficulty in approaching this gruesome issue just because the leitmotives appear so alien to Christian consciousness and modern rationality. But if these are the motives that affect people unconsciously, then we are forced to take them seriously, even if it seems "downright wacko." In fact, we need not bother much about the motives' ontological nature, or their rationality. If such motives underlie the dropping of nuclear bombs then the nuclear bomb is "ontological" enough.

In Hindu tradition people willingly accept Indra's sins in order to keep him alive and well. Also in the Vedic sacrifice the gods wish men to remain pure in order that the gods may remain powerful and nourished by the sacrifice.

Salvation is thus reversed: men try to save the gods. Both Indra and Shiva must come down to earth to expiate their sin and thus regain lifeblood.

Hindu mythology dwells at some length on the manner in which the gods removed the impurity of death from themselves, and gave it to the men. In village Buddhism, too, the worshipper is involved in salvation of the deity by transferring merit (Ibid.).

Viewed in this light the terrorist is like the archaic priest who performs the sacrifice for the deprived god. This god is in unison with the collectivist theocratic Kingdom, like Marx and the Soviet Union, like Allah and the Islamic theocracy. While the fundamentalist 'Big Dead Spirit'

creates clarity and collectivistic order, the problems of life are solved in a stroke, as it were. However, the spirit of the collective is lacking in vitality and must be supplied with lifeblood by the incessant transfer of sin. In Ruth Stein's articles on terrorism, present on the net, there are many tangential points: the process of projecting the bad parts of the self to the infidels ('transfer of sin' is more general); the obsession with purity; the act of killing as generative of life-power; war experienced as sacrificial ritual, etc.

In the individual, the archaic nature of such motives collides with Christian values and modern rationality, a circumstance that, in itself, is generative of neurosis. Comparatively, certain Islamic (sub)cultures are not generally discordant with the psychological makeup of the radical Islamist, and therefore he could remain unneurotic. Hence we cannot expect that psychoanalytic terminology, focussed as it is on the one-on-one therapeutic setting, is always appropriate for these big questions. It's necessary to discuss the normal personality and question how cases such as Jim Keegstra

(above) are possible. The likely hypothesis is that, vaguely or unconsciously, Keegstra's pupils and colleagues were already familiar with notions such as the transfer of sin, etc. Evil remained in a potential state, expressing itself amorphously, like occasionally freezing people out, etc.

Charismatic teachers can animate such patterns so that they take on religious proportions, and the pupils thus become ardent believers. In their compositions the pupils developed the idea of the cleanly Reich, which is invigorated by transfer of sin to the innocent, followed by sacrifice. Once these thoughtways have been established they are not easy to depotentiate.

This, in archaic religious language, implies that their god has again been vitalised by the successful transfer of sin, not unlike how Shiva repeatedly was made whole again. Thus we can begin to understand, for instance, how normal youths can follow out such horrific deeds as the recent London bombings.

Is there an antidote to this? Can people be vaccinated against the evil teacher, be it a Communist, Nazi, or Christian/Muslim theocrat? Jesus of Nazareth taught that "[t]he kingdom of God cometh not with observation:

Neither shall they say, Lo here! or, lo there! for, behold, the kingdom of God is within you" (Luke 17:20-1). Of course, a 'kingdom within' is an effective antidote for the notion of an *external* Kingdom of God, be it a theocratic rule, a People's Republic, or a Third Reich. The 'kingdom within'

implies that the personification of this kingdom, the Christ, resides within us. This generates a completely different psychological dynamic, and the transfer of sin to the environment is closed out.

One can discuss this phenomenon drawing on the following dream, recounted by a smallholder's wife who lived a strenuous life. In the dream, she was on her way to her usual burdensome work in the field when she suddenly became aware that Jesus walked by her side in ankle-length garment. She was not able to turn her head and look at Him, but Jesus worked with her all day in the field, and she felt quite happy and at peace. The woman recounted that this dream had helped her many times during all days of hard toil under the hot sun (Cf. Hillerdal: I drömmen om natten. 1983, p. 74).

The strenuous life of this small farmer was taking its toll and she began to have feelings of discontent. This is the sin that is poisoning the wholeness of her life, and gradually causes psychological death ("The sting of death is sin"). Had it been a typical modern marriage she would have transferred this sin to her spouse, ultimately leading to the "expulsion" of her husband. Of course, if her training, or her cultural context, had sustained some form of institutionalised scapegoating principle, she could have transferred sin to 'the Jews,' or 'the Patriarchate,' or whatever.

But here appears a different unconscious motif, which cancels out the traditional 'transfer of sin' motif. Jesus appears and takes the yoke upon himself. Paradoxically, although this seems like a second mode of personality, the result is contrary to splitting. Wholeness is regained and vitality comes back. Regained wholeness here implies that the split between inner and outer is compensated, and the purity and wholeness of *the ego* is not so much in focus, anymore. Therefore we can speak of another form of wholeness. The burdened woman continues to nourish the feeling that the Kingdom is here and now, where she is digging up potatoes in the field: "The Kingdom of God is at hand."

Jesus says, "Split a piece of wood, and I am there. Lift up the stone, and you will find me there" (Gospel of Thomas, logion 77). This speaks of the 'small-scale spirit', which heals the world in my *personal life*, and which is the antipode of the 'Big Dead Spirit,' which is bound to always transfer sin. The Nazarene's notion is the singularly most powerful therapeutic mythologem that has ever been formulated. Psychoanalysts ought to devote much greater attention to this.

--------------------------------
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>From Karla Trdlicova (received 29/08/05 0952h GMT)

To understand such a non-understandable phenomenon as terrorism, I had to approach separately the terrorist minds and the terrorist acts, and to distinguish between the development of minds and the realization of acts.

The proper sphere where psychoanalysis is relevant in no doubt the sphere of understanding terrorist minds. Relevant knowledge was discussed here already. As psychoanalysts, we can understand the pathology of minds, but we cannot aspire to understand the logic of acts. Realizing a terrorist act as a social phenomenon requires much more than the existence of a terrorist mind.

Mats Winther states that the simplest definition of terrorism is "an urge to kill innocent people" and reminds us of the bombings of Dresden and of the nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki where civilians were killed. His statement turned my attention to the following questions:

How GUILTY were soldiers killed by each other at the battlefields of the Second World War? How GUILTY were they when looked at as at individual young men? What is the difference between being killed as a civilian and as a soldier?

>From the point of view of an individual under the circumstances of 

>facing

the terror of a high probability of losing one´s life, of being killed, there is not a real difference. The only difference is the PROTOCOL. The declaration of war and the state of war.

In the state of war, the young terrorist (from the documentary film referred by Michael Sinason) would not be interviewed but considered a deserter and shot to serve an example that desertation is not allowed when killing is demanded. Whose demand is it?

Anywhere, there are not only indoctrinated minds but also INDOCTRINATING minds, there is politics as the expression of interests. Lawrence Friedman is explicit on that: "The most unwelcome truth of all is that there is no limit to the social realities (...) manufactured by human societies and PASTED BEFORE PEOPLE´S EYES AS THEIR DEEPEST VISION (capitals K.T.)." To follow this vision is demanded then, and if necessary, also by indoctrination.

What war and terrorism have in common is - if we agree on von Clausewitz'

definition of "War as a continuation of politics by other means" ("That is, by means of violence", as Lenin added) - that terrorism can also be considered a continuation of politics by violent means, but where no diplomatic protocols are applied. "The patience, planning, creative thinking and perspective", Stuart Twemlow mentiones in his 24/08 contribution as characteristics involved in the strategy of terrorism, are common attributes of political minds.

When politics cannot take advantage of its usual diplomatic means, then the further development is critically based on DISPOSABLE "TECHNOLOGY OF WAR":

there is "war as a computer game" lead from the keybord, watched on screen, there are planes without pilots, there are self-navigating missiles that can reach moving targets, and then there is "war as a fight of men", there are weapons personally held in hand, there are individuals who put their lives at stake. When war technologies differ enormously, when one of the political enemies disposes evidently superior force, then the violent act of the stronger party inclines to be military aggression, while the violent act of the weaker party tends to take the form of terrorist attacks. In either case, civilians are suffering.

It was not so long ago in the history of our culture, when men of European nations were fighting face to face, killing each other in wars they personally did not desire nor provoke. Any historical weapon, any pre-historical tool in whatever museum speaks about the braveness of our ancestors who faced the life and death with their primitive means. Today´s weapons are developed as machines to kill people safely from a cowardly distance. Our cause is worth killing (others who are "pasted before our eyes" as our enemies), but not worth dying.

There is another culture in the contemporary world who considers its cause worth killing (us who are "pasted before their eyes" as their enemies) and worth dying. Psychologists may come to know the indoctrinated minds in general, psychoanalysts may come to know the terrorist minds in detail, but does this knowledge solve the problem of terrorist acts?

There is a hopeful possibility that terrorism as a continuation of politics may be abandoned when its cause is brought back to politics again. And that military aggression may be abandoned when its cause is brought back to politics again. Whose responsibility is to bring it there?

--------------------------------

>From Stuart Twemlow (received 30/08/05 0111h GMT)

Frank Marotta's comments are illuminating & wise. I agree that the term terrorist tends to polarise discussion., and should be avoided. I do not however agree that we are locked into a medical model re the mental illness of a political movement. I think one problem in American Psychoanalysis is that it has become damagingly dominated by physicians who have a probably erroneouslly oversimplified model for mental illness, based on a surgical taxonomy, and was why Freud cautioned against physicain domination of psychoanalysis. ( See his paper On the Question of Lay analysis), Analysts bring knowledge of the unconscious to the table. No other discipline does that. Our strength can be utilized usefully, I feel.

I think Bennett Roth has raised a crucial point of distinction betwween fantasies of homicide & homicide. As I have said before, I do not think that killing is as horrendous an act as we feel it is in many cultures and that we exagerate its peculiarity for cultural reasons. I have treated a fair number of physically violent individuals & find perpetrators of violence quite interesting. While killing is abhorrent to me it is still within the purview of manageability. Roth might be interested in the history of the Kamakaze pilots who were not trained to feel shame, but instead in a peversion of the Samurai tradition were sent to an honorable death. The Japanese experienced several hundered years of war & killing that forced a psychological adjustment to the violent realities of everyday life . The Bushido code of conduct originally derived for adult soldiers, was modified for children, since by the end of the wars only children were left as soldiers!

--------------------------------

>From Kaylene Emery (received 31/08/05 1034h GMT)

Firstly I would like to respond to Ruth Stein's submission of 22/8, you say that "your work has led you to develop a theory" and to my mind it has tremendous value as a THEORY, something which invites thought and discussion and this forum could well help develop it....or show its limitations, perhaps both.

Secondly, I believe that when Stuart Twemlow, a man of considerable prestige, power and influence states " I agree with Ruth Stein when she explains her theory......deep down what lies at the heart of patriarchal monotheistic aggression, is masochistic submission. In sociocultural terms:

it is the love for the ideal is what allows mass murders to occur: the posture of love, or care, that is assumed by a leader and by his emissaries is necessary for sanctioning violence on a large scale, a violence that is usually unacceptable on an individual scale." When you Stuart, because of your position of power and influence say you agree, you endorse and what may follow is that the theory can transform into a fact. You add insult to injury when you say "that she is correct in her point that mass ongoing terrorist acts whether religious or otherwise, are acts of love based on masochistic surrender," again you may transform the theory into the fact, not by magic but by reputation. I had hoped that Len Klein would ignore your invitation to "lock horns with you" but was pleasantly surprised by his response to you and further disappointed by your somewhat cavalier treatment of his response. You seem to be all head and no heart and use to your intellect as a weapon. You say that "not all cultures value human life". But a culture is composed of a people and those PEOPLE who live in war torn countries may have become desensitised to death and suffering but this is a very different thing to what you are saying. In conclusion, I have become suspicious of your use of this forum, since September 11th there has been a world wide campaign to focus on those terrorists out there and a direct linking of it to religion and those from culture/people so different from us in the west. Isn't it possible that this is really more about politics than religion? You appear to be really pushing for a diagnostic tool for those of a terrorist mind set, what about the fundamentals of psychoanalysis....look within? Ongoing oppression creates madness or as you say and in this I agree , "ongoing hatred destroys thinking".

--------------------------------
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>From Michael Sinason (received 17/08/05 1705h GMT)

In reading the discussion of Stuart Twemlow's paper, I found that each contribution helped me to recognise the inevitable 'constructionism' of each discourse, which needs others to reveal how the construction was built and facilitate its deconstruction. Jacques Derrida has shown this to be the most useful aspect of dialogic discourse.

Len Klein says that most children indoctrinated into the virtues of being a suicide bomber do not become active terrorists. They do become rhetorically hateful but they don't sacrifice themselves for that hatred. A documentary film directed by Tom Roberts called 'Inside the Mind of the Suicide Bomber'

was first broadcast by Channel 4 in the UK on November 2003. It was re-broadcast on 8th August 2005 after the London Underground train bombs were detonated. In this film Roberts interviews a 17 year old suicide bomber who had entered Israel with a bag full of explosives but suffered doubts and returned home. He was later arrested and he was one of three such bombers who 'changed their minds' in time, who were interviewed in the film. He describes how his handlers had groomed him for his mission of death. He says that he already had hatred and they added to it. There were nails and screws packed around the explosives. He was taken to Nablus in a car and left there to complete his mission but while he was in the town it occurred to him that there were people there who did not deserve to die. He said: "I was going to kill and didn't know if any of those people might be around. I didn't know.

I got confused, I couldn't think clearly. I hid the bag and went for a walk.

I walked around trying to clear my mind. I went into a cafe, smoked and had some dinner. In my heart I didn't want to carry out the operation. I didn't want innocent people and young children to get killed. God led me to continue with my life. He wanted me to stay alive. It was not written for me to die yet. I can't kill myself. It is God who does everything. He inspired me to go home. He said, go home, go home. If I had not got all confused I would have been a martyr now".

The recovery of the proto-bomber's capacity for concern for his own life and that of other 'innocents' who didn't deserve to die illustrates that the critical issue in the outcome was not determined as much by the cultural and social influences as by the state of clarity or confusion in regard to the construction of his identity. The young man oscillates about who is the inner voice persuading him to go home. Sometimes he talks of it as being the voice of his own capacity for concern. At other times he speaks of it as instead being the voice of God, someone who always knows better than him, who was telling him that he had got it wrong .

The usual framework for analysis of discourse is that between sovereign egos who can send messages to each other through a kind of uncluttered space that is envisioned by most ‘receiver-sender’ models of communication. However, post-structuralist thinking offers new metaphors for conceptualising discursive space. Instead of conceiving of spoken utterances as emerging from a sovereign ego as a closed entity they can be viewed as relational events occurring in a discourse between two different forces each of which addresses a different aspect of reality. Mikhail Bakhtin (1981), Russian philosopher and philologist (1895 – 1975), is a principal source for such re-thinking. Bakhtin contends that linguistics has erred in taking the sentence as the model for all speech-acts thereby depicting the listener as a passive recipient of a message that would be the same even if the listener was absent. This gives a distorted, over-simplified picture of communication since speech utterances always presuppose an active listener. Bakhtin replaces the monologic subject with the idea of selfhood as dialogue. A person has no internal sovereign territory - he is always on the boundary and looking inside himself, he always looks into the eyes of an ‘other’. In Bakhtin’s concept of dialogic consciousness, there is an irreducible heterogeneity in which two consciousnesses will engage in a discourse to convey their separate intentions.

There are major differences between these two consciousnesses. One has an orientation that tries to make things cohere. It sets definite boundaries for limiting the potential chaos of variety and can thus promote a maximal mutual understanding with the active listener. It will therefore speak with a voice that will promote crystallisation of an ‘identity’ with a recognisable form. Like an established literary canon such as the epic, tragedy or comedy, such an identity can operate as an authentic historical force - although at some risk of having a hardened and no longer flexible structure. The other consciousness has an orientation that will resist the recognition of any features observed by others. It has an ‘identity’ that changes according to the circumstances of the moment in a way that is dominated by the anxiety about losing its 'being' if characterised in any way. Because of the ‘live’ nature of speech, these two contending tendencies are not of equal force. The consciousness that hates being identified by others can become a successful spokesperson by modifying utterances ‘on the fly’ refracting, adding to or subtracting from the meaning that is thought to be necessary to get its own way and avoid discovery. In contrast, communications from a consciousness that seeks dialogue with an active listener have a complex ontological status and can be easily disrupted if called into question by sarcasm or parody.

James Grotstein (1998), thinks that psychoanalysts have underestimated the influence of an 'internal other' that can enter consciousness as an autonomous agency. He says that “although Freud formulated the existence of the unconscious and housed it in a structural home as the id, and gave agency to each component of the psychic apparatus, the concept of the Subject of the unconscious eluded him”. Grotstein draws attention to Lacan

(1966) as the first psychoanalyst to call attention to the presence of the Subject in and of the unconscious that comes into consciousness through linguistic intercourse with the Other. In 1993 I wrote a paper called ‘Who is the mad voice inside’ in which I argued that a powerfully convincing inner ‘voice’ can make what is insane sound sane through argument. The success of such inner persuasion means that it is sanity that is often in the relegated and subjugated position rather than insanity. In this paper I introduced the clinical concept of ‘Internal Cohabitation’. The aim was to highlight how a socially able person is always bound within the confines of a single body with an ‘unidentifiable identity’ who idealises self-sufficiency. The internal cohabitation of two such different beings poses immense challenge to both. The task of understanding this internal situation falls on the socially able mind and requires toleration of the inevitable disruptions and interferences the internal cohabitation brings about. Because the ‘unidentifiable identity’ views its own approach to life as superior it will be scornful and contemptuous of the socially able mind as being useless and inauthentic. Nevertheless the understanding of the internal situation requires the socially able mind to see the value of the perpetual challenges that the double-voiced discourse supplies. If this is achieved endless fighting for supremacy, internally and externally, can be replaced by the recognition that 'two humans being' in one body offers an opportunity for mapping of diversity that neither mind is capable of alone.

When dealing internally with a consciousness that will intrude into any ‘identity’ with convincing advocacy that can turn reality upside down - our experience as subjects is put at stake. However, we need to recognise that constructing a false ‘composite identity’ can be as problematic to the success of interpersonal communication as a loss of identity. We need new paradigms for analysis, new models that will allow both unity and heterogeneity to co-exist in parallel in the inner world. There may be times when the two voices will speak as one because there are shared aims. At other times one voice may ‘but-in’ to whatever the other is saying with diversions that can help the listener to lose the point. These considerations led me to be very pleased to read the second contribution to the discussion by Mats Winther (received at the IJPA 14/08/05) in which he contrasts the antagonism between the 'living spirit' and the 'Big Dead Spirit'. If the inner world is governed by the latter it can build loyalty to dead words and practices and innocent people are then happily sacrificed to infuse the 'Big Dead Spirit' with life-force. This articulation of the need to recognise the 'other' within, instead of allowing it to inflate the ego, resonates with my own concerns and these have been further elaborated in the context of the Israel/Palestine conflict in a recent paper by Tower (2005).
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>From Len Klein (received 17/08/05 2216h GMT)

In the course of human history we have gathered from experience that attacks upon oneself, one’s group, one’s nation, must frequently be answered by retaliation, or the attacks will escalate. Standing up for oneself may not undo the hatred of the opponent, but it does inculcate fear and respect.

Does this sound archaic? It is. And I truly wish it wasn’t so. But to substitute wishful talk and plentiful terminology for action only works in an otherwise stable, civilized environmental setting. Without a common structure to work within, with religious and cultural hatred driving the violence of one group, the preference for talk leads to defeat and death by the aggressor. Good guys don’t always win.

Within the family and the culture of most social systems the empathy and inhibitions which are responsible for the control of the basic instinctual forces in all of us, are nurtured, taught and encouraged to allow for socialized and civilized living. But, when there is a systematic cultivation of hatred for the outsider, combined with the idealization of God as sanctioning the destruction of the unbeliever, or even one’s believing neighbor, ordinary human beings can be released to murder. Just in case the conclusion might be drawn that these thoughts pertain only to Islam, maybe our own history, religion, and holy writ, should be more closely examined.

All the major religions were at one time viciously violent against believer and unbeliever alike, but gradually most of them became increasingly humane or at least spoke more humanely. This was not an easy transition but rather one which was forced upon them in large part by the ruling class who were subordinating religion to political governance. Eventually the relative separation of church and state was achieved in the West. However, Islam has been a laggard in this respect, more so in some places than in others, and it tends to exert a regressive influence over its population of believers.

Does it injure the ego to believe in mythological events and figures? Well, it very much depends upon the state of the ego and its reciprocal relations with reality. If the ego functions are strong, having been supportively nourished, then the mythological beliefs can usually be managed without too much sacrifice of reality testing. But, if the mythological becomes increasingly invested with disowned human wishes and desires, with unconscious hatreds and conflicts, and with the terribly uncomfortable anxieties of human dysfunction, the losses in the ego of the capacity to be in touch with reality become much greater.

I would like to comment on the recent submissions of Stuart Twemlow and Mats Winther, but I find that I have only dismissive and angry things to say and it seems unfair and not a discussion – more like butting heads. Apparently we live in alternate realities and the problem I have is that the murdering Islamic Jihadists live in mine.

Trying to understand some facets of the use of suiciding bombers by the orthodox terrorists, I made some notes and then found a published statement by Ayman al-Zawahiri which I hadn’t thought of.

The benefits of suiciding murder by bomb explosion:

1. The terrorist suiciding bomber need not be exposed to the contortions of the human suffering he has caused; 2. The murdering act can be carried out in a state of bliss in the expectation of Allah’s rewards for doing God’s holy work; 3. The murderer need not return to face his family, friends, and neighbors, especially the children; 4. The suicide terrorist need not sleep on what he has done, for in that sleep what dreams would come.

5. Suiciding murder had been recommended by Ayman al-Zawahiri in 2001 (Knights Under the Prophet’s Banner) as the method of martyrdom operations, which he claims is the most successful way of inflicting damage and, get this, he says it is the least costly.

Violence is an important part of human nature and not simply a toxic left over from the no longer existent, more primitive animal days. In fact, it would be quite helpful if we would encourage ourselves to maintain an insightful awareness that we are, and always have been, human animals, greatly evolved animals to be sure, but animals nevertheless. Are there non-animal species on earth? Yes, plants, fungi, protista, and monera – not humans. Humans are animals. Just because some of us under the influence of socialization and civilization have been able to inhibit much of the natural human violence inherent in us, doesn’t mean that it therefore has disappeared from our innate being. Aggression is not evil. It is there because it is useful. It belongs to the biology and psychology of survival.

Aggression, and its controlled derivative, assertiveness, have allowed human beings to participate in creation beyond reproduction and are responsible for some of the most magnificent things that we have done. But it is also responsible for much evil in the world, some of it occurring while attempting to do good. Under the influence of malevolent indoctrination and training of children and young adults, our innate aggression becomes responsible for many horrors of life - within the family and against the outsider - with hardly any beneficial aspects. We understandably fear our natural aggression, but instead of teaching the understanding and guidance of it we stress the application of love and understanding and attempt to convince children and adults that by divine design it is all humanity contains, or should contain. Unfortunately, this path leads to the depletion of the ego’s capacity to understand aggression and violence in ourselves and in others.
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>From Mats Winther (received 14/08/05 1217h GMT)

I am now going to argue that the keynote is the antagonism between the 'living spirit' and the 'Big Dead Spirit', as I provisionally designate it.

The human instinctual side is not inclined to mass murder. Mass murder comes with civilisation and the diverse means of superego indoctrination, to make people thwart their natural instincts. All religious, civilisational, and idealistic visions sooner or later suffer routinization. The original revelation no longer dwells in people's heart, but is dried up and is reduced to adherence to doctrines and rituals. Zealotry in all forms builds on blind loyalty to dead words and practices. In order to infuse the 'Big Dead Spirit' with life-force, innocent people must be sacrificed.

In Aztec theology it was necessary to provide the gods with lifeblood by sacrificing people. The blood of the victims gave nourishment to the gods.

In Russia, the revolutionary spirit became petrified. Bureaucracy and Marxist doctrine took over, together with vacuous ceremonial display, such as parades. Compared with the 'Big Dead Spirit' of the communist ideology, life was a disposable waste product, and people were executed by the millions. Thus, the 'Big Dead Spirit' established dominion over its

antagonist: the life-spirit, which can only thrive in the soul of the individual.

During such circumstances a compensating force always appears. In the Mesoamerican civilisations a god-man named Feathered Serpent (Kukulcan,

Quetzalcoatl) made his appearance. Contrary to the other gods he was both divine and human and he proclaimed the message of the living spirit inside man, the god-in-man. He tried to convince the Toltec to put an end to human sacrifices and make sacrifices of flowers instead.

St. Paul, who was a stickler for the letter of the Law, and zealously persecuted Christians, was converted to the opposite standpoint of inner spiritual life: "For I through the law am dead to the law, that I might live unto God. I am crucified with Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me..." (Gal 02:19-20). Also in Romans he discusses this problem with acute intelligence.

In this context the posthumous diary of Dag Hammarskjöld ('Markings', 1964) is highly relevant. He says: 'What distinguishes the "elite" from the masses is only their insistence upon "quality". This implies a responsibility, to all for all, to the past for the future, which is the reflection of a humble and spontaneous response to Life -- with its endless possibilities, and its unique present which never happens twice' (p.151).

Life, as the inner birthplace of spirit, and not dead formulas as "Our Great Nation, our Values and Democracy," is the true responsibility of our political leaders. Thus Hammarskjöld serves as a perfect model to the elite.

It is necessary that men of power stand in contact with the inner source of life in order to compensate for the 'Big Dead Spirit' whose bondservants they are. Hammarskjöld says: 'In the faith which is "God's marriage to the soul," you are *one* in God, and God is wholly in you, just as, for you, He is wholly in all you meet. With this faith, in prayer you descend into yourself to meet the Other [...] Only when you descend into yourself and encounter the Other, do you then experience goodness as the ultimate reality -- united and living -- *in* Him and *through* you' (p.143).

In order to avoid becoming a bondservant to the force of evil it is necessary to take heed of the inner voice of the 'other'. This idea is beautifully reflected in the legend of Christopherus (which means Christ-bearer). Christopherus was a man of giant stature who vowed to serve only the strongest master. He did service for a king, but when the king was shaken at the mention of the devil, Christopherus realized this man wasn't so strong after all. So, finally, he went as far as offering his services to the devil. But when the devil shuddered at the sight of the cross that stood by the wayside, Christopherus decided to abandon him, too. After many years of repentance, and the daily toil of helping people across the river, he one day heard a child's cry from the wood. He went out to search for it but could not find it. Only when the child cried for the third time he managed to find it. The little child needed help to get across the river. But as the child rode on Christopherus's shoulders it got heavier and heavier and Christopherus felt like he carried the whole world on his back. He came close to drowning, but nevertheless managed to get across. At the other shore the child revealed that he was Christ Pancreator. The Christchild told Christopher to plant his staff in the earth, and the next day it carried leaves and bore fruit. Christopherus realized that he had finally found the strongest master.

Christopherus was redeemed as he finally began to listen to that faint inner voice, which could be heard from the wood. The wood here represents the unconscious. This exemplifies how mankind can vaccinate itself against the devil, and the hubristic idea of massive bloodshedding. Quite surprisingly, although Islamic theology expressly rules out the notion of a god-man, this very compensating force is firmly rooted in Islamic tradition, in the form of Khidr ('The Green Man').

Intolerance has long since taken root in certain Islamic movements, such as the Muslim Brotherhood, fueled by the many uncharitable sentences in the Quran. Contrary to what many Western politicians say, economic poverty is not what propels Islamic fundamentalism. Islam, including the Quran, suffers very much from the 'dead spirit syndrome'. As an answer to this, the figure of the Khidr has emerged from the unconscious. He represents the living spirit of wisdom, the guide of souls, who speaks to the heart of the individual. He even appears in the Quran, sura 18, where he functions as a psychopomp, guiding Moses to divine knowledge. This messenger of divine mercy is an effective vaccine against the Islamic version of the 'Big Dead Spirit', and its notions of world dominion.

Psychoanalysis is unqualified for the problem of terrorism because it searches the unconscious for what is sick, and turns blind eye to what is healthy and can redeem us. Likewise, when Hammarskjöld's diary was published, some reviewers thought he must have suffered from hubris: "Did the man think he was Jesus?" Truth is that Hammarskjöld worked to counteract the hubris of modern man. As a Christ-bearer ('Khidr-bearer' is apt too) he recognizes the 'other' within, instead of allowing it to inflate the ego.

But people who suffer from the 'dead spirit syndrome' will always project their own unconscious hubris on such persons. All through history, it is always the same. But hubris is not when people acknowledge the 'spiritual guide' within. Hubris is when we take to dropping bombs and killing innocent people.
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>From Kaylene Emery (received 16/08/05 0717h GMT)

Over the past 9 days I have been Interstate and spent some brief time deep in the Australian bush where any communication device was not an option.

Interestingly my thoughts returned to the papers and contributions I could not recall my own comments apart from expressing respect for the courage of Mats Winther to name names and enter INTO the word war with his graphic description of the reality of it and his willingness to name names......not just recommended reading references.

In answer to Stuart Twemlow's response, I have no idea how I have implied that I believe a new beginning needs to destroy anything, perhaps you can see something in my communications which I cannot so I will give the issue further thought and study more closely what has been written. However I am bewildered by your impression that I "want to consider terrorists to be beyond understanding or negotiation" my position is quite the reverse. I do agree that I have a profound wish for informed political leadership and my anger and disappointment with the lack of it since 9/11 initially left me stunned because I had convinced myself that the public outcry evidenced by world wide anti war demonstrations would in the end prevail; as time passed I experienced a deep sense of hopelessness and shame. As for Len Klein's contribution I will in the future submit a response.
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>From Stuart Twemlow (received 10/08/05 0132h GMT)

Both Mats Winther and Kaylene Emery raise interesting points : Grossly irrational and inhuman actions in the name of ideals or mentally constructed utopias, like Mein Kampf, ludicrously flawed as they are, are a frequently repeated part of human history. A colleague & I studied the Jonestown massacre as one example, referenced in the article. I would be happy to send our article on Jonestown to, Mats Winther to illustrate that psychoanalysis has paid a lot of attention to small & large group process, which differs greatly from individual psychoanalytic assessment. I do not think that terrorists are evil in the George W Bush sense, and that they do have a concept of ideal society, in which they genuinely believe. The psychoanalytic problem is not that per se, but how we live with different views of Utopia !!! Valuing human life above all else, is still a culture bound assumption, that not all ideogies or people share, extraordinary as that might seem. If we can only diagnose such people rather than talk to them as colleagues, I believe we are truly "lost".

Kaylene Emery's comments reflect a justifiable criticism of impenetrable psychoanalytic jargon. What might be unsatisfying is our wish for answers & leadership in a terrifying situation where informed political leadership appears to be dreadfully lacking.

What I find difficult in both Kaylene Emery's second response and Len Klein's response is the rather submissive & I think unfounded implication that a new beginning needs to destroy anything, Bion in spite of his strong military background would have been very uncomfortable with that attribution, I suspect, and the idea that terrorism is primarily religious, and motivated by peculiar & pathological thinking truly does not square with either the historical or psychological facts as I know them. That humans are capable of murderous aggression is seen each time a nation declares war and muder becomes an occasion for a medal not a prison sentence. this point is not contentious. It seems mainly that both responders want to consider terrorists to be beyond understanding or negotiation. God help us if that is true. Psychanalysis has contributed a great deal to an understanding of usual social behavior of people who are not sick. The extensive literature on group process is a case in point.
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>From Kaylene Emery (received 03/08/05 0436h GMT)

Bravo Matts! You inspire me with your courageous response to the new papers.

I found your language accessible, your graphic descriptions of the reality of war confronting! Of particular interest you link our need to make war, to our individual and collective desire for "a new beginning". That desire located in each one of us to avoid the grief of acceptance, the work of thinking and the effort of containing powerful emotions rather than go with the instant gratification of murderous self destructive reactions.

Bion, who wrote of his own war experience with such clear and vulnerable words, is to my mind.........smiling at you from the ocean to which we all return.

Your final question is a most important one and I look forward with both excitement and trepidation to following this discussion.

--------------------------------

>From Len Klein (received 06/08/05 0419h GMT)

The basics of understanding terrorism

Psychoanalysis, in its narrow construction, has little explanation to offer in the examination of the broad topic of orthodox and political terrorism.

About criminal terrorism and especially about pathological terrorism it does have something to contribute, but wouldn’t you know it, what we are most interested in today is the orthodox and political variety and that can happen to ordinary people who are mostly normal. This, of course, is what Lawrence Friedman referred to as “the most unwelcome truth of all…”

“The most unwelcome truth of all is that there is no limit to the social realities, objects, categories, generalizations, and causal theories, images etc. manufactured by human societies and pasted before people’s eyes as their deepest vision.”

“It takes no particular psychopathology to believe that our neighbor ‘is’ a bed-bug, and should be disposed of as such. With the ‘proper’ education, anything can be anything.”

The terrorist groups on all of our minds are those of Islamic extremists who are violently anti-Western, anti-establishment, and hold fast to dreams of world domination under the governance of an orthodox Caliphate founded on the extremes of Sharia law. The world has seen many versions of the lust for its conquest and this is only the most recent.

On the topic of terrorism, there are many differing views; some that have considerable thoughtfulness and substance, while other views are offered that are mostly emotional and intellectual nonsense. To grasp what is happening, the first thing we have to understand is that the context for the raw material of orthodox terrorism is religious indoctrination, which while not limited to Islam, is certainly more hateful and violent there than it is in other contemporary religions. Of course, fundamentalism in every religion readily falls back on the most outdated and violent of their inscribed precepts, those which many modern religionists are usually quite ashamed of.

But Islam has found, as have others in the past, that shame can be turn to blame - in the cultivation of hatred of the outsider and destruction of the unbeliever. The Mullahs seem to have no difficulty doing this with their students especially when the children are dependent upon them for food and shelter. Where children have a home life it is usually the parents, especially the mother that infects them with the teachings of hatred from early on.

The indoctrination of children into hatred first sanctioned by their respected elders and then passed over into the belief system that hatred and violence are sanctioned by Allah. This is the first step in the creation of an orthodox terrorist. But, it is straightforwardly true that of all those so indoctrinated, almost all of them do not become active terrorists. They do become rhetorically hateful of the West – even if they grow up in the West – but they will not usually sacrifice themselves for that hatred. In those ordinary Muslims the healthy instincts for survival, the ego drives supporting reality testing and good judgment are strong enough to prevent them from falling prey to the extreme religious notions of murder for spiritual good, murder for God, murder for Allah. Why is this so? Probably because many Muslim families are not as rabidly hateful as their public utterances would lead onlookers to believe.

The second step in the creation of a terrorist is a very practical one; they require training. Just like any military or quasi-military group, they must be trained to do what they are expected to do, and right along with the practical training the political and religious indoctrination continues, relentlessly. The hated enemy, who must be destroyed, as openly taught by the extremist Mullahs, is expanded to include other Muslims because it is deemed necessary for the eventual establishment of Allah’s rule on earth to destroy even them. God’s work now includes killing co-religionists and even neighbors and their children. There must be at least a few ‘trainees’ who have difficulty with the direct killing of Muslims, not as collateral destruction, but as focused, intentional murder. But for them it is already too late; they are trapped in the group’s violent hatred of the dissenter.

Not much of this requires psychoanalytic understanding although we are familiar with the subordination of the personality to the will of the group and the effect of early religious training on the establishment of belief systems that remain throughout life and function as needs or drives. Our need to find and attach ourselves to idealized figures, whether of the self-object variety fulfilling unaccomplished needs for narcissistic nurturance, or of the esteemed teacher type to guide our thinking in the process of learning about the world, is something that operates in all of us, and in the terrorist as well. Orthodox terrorists are people – fairly ordinary people – under extreme conditions of indoctrination and training. I don’t mean to say that the terrorist groups do not contain criminal and pathological people. All such movements have them and use them, but it is the ordinary participant that is of interest here.

How can ordinary people do such things like murder and destruction of other human being including children not really all that much different from themselves? The problem with comprehension, as I see it, is our lack of willingness to come to terms with the depth of human aggression. It disturbs us greatly to reach the understanding that our animal nature is very close by at all times and, as Freud said, civilization is like a veneer on furniture – a thin layer of good looking surface the base of which may be only a scratch away, too close for comfort. Ordinary people have the capacity to do serious harm to others, even people that they claim to love, and they certainly can hate and destroy the outsider. Our thinking about violence prefers the notions of frustration that leads to aggression and humiliation that leads to rage. If violence arises only as a defense against inflicted fears, humiliation, and terror and not as a part of the core of human mentality then we can control it. It gives us hope that better upbringing can change the world into a more peaceful place for all. We can indeed find evidence for that kind of reactive aggression in human life, but to understand the suicide murderer, the killer of kinsmen, the destroyer of children, requires an appreciation for the base, instinctual force of aggression that resides in all of us. All humans are potential murderers.

But the development of socialized living that we call civilization – as thin as it is - supplies us with counter-murder inhibitions which we learn and internalize from our families, our friends, and our society. Face-to-face suffering tends to elicit an empathic reaction in many people including terrorists. Humans tend to strongly identify with the suffering of others, but this can be set aside by indoctrination and especially by the use of the tactic of destroying others by suicide. The suicide murderer avoids the experience of immediate suffering, of having to face directly what he has done to others. He lives only in the fantasy of reward for doing the work of Allah.

Thin, very thin this civilized inhibition is, hence the necessity of the stone commandment not to kill. Even so, it is clear that we are far from perfect in this regard. Orthodox terrorism cannot be understood without reference to the indoctrination and training by mother and Mullah; its effect on the unconscious source of innate aggression in all of us is to activate it in its most primitive form, allowing little room for sublimation. I know that some of us will readily come up with citations of violent criminals, who were without obvious indoctrination, and call them terrorists, and others will decide to call terrorist all the politicians and military personnel they disagree with. This unfortunate way of thinking only serves to diminish whatever real understanding we might come up with.
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