EXTREMISM AND  THE RISE OF AL QAEDA 

1. Introduction

           At the end of the cold war, commentators were full of optimistic pronouncements for a global order based on liberal capitalism and democracy (e.g, Friedman (1999)).   In 1989 Frances Fukuyama famously announced the end of history, “…..not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing of a particular period of history, but the end of history as such:  that is, the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government” (Fukuyama (1989), p.2).  

What happened?  In the view of many, the answer is simple:  the world changed on 9/11.  But where did 9/11 come from?  And what does it represent?  Norman Podhoretz saw in it the beginning of World War IV in his article entitled: “World War IV: How It Started, What is Means, and Why We Have to Win” (2004).  An alternative view is that 

“The U.S. Government has greatly overreacted to the terrorist threat to Americans, creating “a false sense of insecurity” …  Over the past decade, fewer than 400 Americans a year have died as a consequence of domestic and foreign terrorism, about the same number who drown from using a bathtub and less than one percent of the number who die from traffic accidentspointed out that one’s chances of dying from a terrorist attack are smaller than the chance that you will die because of an accident in your bathtub” (William Niskanen (forthcoming)) .

Does the current conflict with Radical Islam represent a temporary blip on the road to the end of history, or can we consign the latter concept to the wastebasket? While I will not of course attempt a definitive answer to this question, there are four things which strike me as particularly relevant to this question, and which will be explored in this paper.  These can be put in the form of four propositions:

  (1) Extremism is, in a sense, always with us, and the particular manifestations of it that we see today in the form of Radical Islam was itself a response to the convergence observed at the end of the Cold War, a response that could have been foreseen.  

(2)   Extremism can sometimes come to power even in democracy. 

(3) The end of (most) Soviet –style totalitarian systems did not mean the end of dictatorship, and in fact other forms of dictatorship such as tyranny are more likely to engender terrorism.  In a globalized world, terrorist acts are also increasingly likely to be directed against countries in the West to the extent that these countries  are seen as supporting tyrannies.  

(4) Globalization itself carries with it the seeds of jihad.
The paper elaborates on these.  The fourth is the most complex and its main subject.  But first we need a theory of extremism and terrorism. The following two sections summarize some of the main elements of the theory developed in my book, Rational Extremism (Wintrobe 2006a). Section 4 then shows how extremism can come to power in a democracy (proposition 2 above) and asks whether under what conditions extremist leaders in a democracy will use extreme methods.  Section 5  elaborates propositions 3 and 4.  Section 6 concludes with some speculations about the future.

2.
Why do they choose extremist methods?  The Case of Terrorist Leaders


(i)
Extremist methods are risky


Suppose to begin with that terrorism is simply a form of political competition or rent seeking.  If so, then the central difference between extremist methods compared to normal democratic methods of political competition or rent seeking is that extremist methods are risky.  Because they are illegal, or can get out of hand easily, or can provoke a negative reaction either from the state or from other political groups, they are therefore are more likely to involve greater losses than conventional politics.  On the other hand, when they succeed they sometimes do so in a spectacular fashion.  Consequently the choice between extremist methods and moderation can be analyzed in the same way as the choice between a criminal career and a legitimate one, as in models of the decision to commit crimes pioneered by Becker (1968).  This point is explored in the model that follows.
  I will show that under certain circumstances the use of extremist means (e.g., terrorism, violence) follows from the extremist goals of the group.  Thus it is no accident that the most serious forms of extremism also use terrorist methods.  The main conclusion is that one has to understand the goals of the groups in order to understand their actions and to formulate policy towards them.


(ii)  A basic model of the Calculus of Discontent
I assume a political organization with some ideological goal Z, which might be a state for the group which lacks a homeland, or a communist society, or a law banning abortions, or throwing all people of a certain race out of the country or an Islamic society governed by sharia law.   I do not inquire into the rationality of the belief in this goal but take it as given, as is normal in economic theory. The group tries to further this goal by exerting political pressure.  So the product of either moderate pressure or terrorism is an increase in Z.  Of particular importance, as emphasized previously, is that this goal is often indivisible, or displays increasing returns..  This property is illustrated in.Figure 1 where the horizontal axis indicates the level of an intermediate goal – illustrated by the goal of land to the Palestinians or Jews etc. -- and the vertical axis the relationship between this intermediate goal and the final goal of the group (respectively, a Palestinian (or Jewish) state).  This is the relationship that displays an indivisibility or increasing returns
.  In each case there is a critical point, where enough of the intermediate goal has been obtained that the final goal is possible. 

[FIGURE 1 HERE] 

Figure 1 could also illustrate the cases of communism or contemporary Islamic extremism.  For communism, the horizontal axis might represent “control by the government of the means of production” and the vertical axis the ultimate goal of “a communist society”.  For contemporary Radical Islam, the horizontal axis would indicate “the removal of foreign and secular influences in society” and the vertical axis “an Islamic society”.  Again there is an indivisibility or area of increasing returns between the intermediate goal and the ultimate goal of the group.  To fix ideas, it might be useful to think of an example where there is no indivisibility.  The objective of reducing income inequality, for example, is divisible.  The level of income inequality in a society is a continuous variable which can take on any level from complete inequality to complete equality.  The most common way to represent this is via a Gini coefficient.  A graph of this (not shown) would display no indivisibility or increasing returns. Hence income inequality alone is not indivisible and does not provide a motive for extremist methods in the same way that nationalist or religious society aspirations do.  Consequently, if the argument of this paper is correct, the latter provide a more important source of extremism than the former. 

However, income inequality could be an intermediate goal for some group, and the relationship between it and some ultimate objective indivisible.  Marx, who relied on the income inequality of capitalist societies to provide the basic argument for revolution may have realized this and therefore substituted “class” for income.  He argued that the normal workings of a capitalist economy would result in the proletariat becoming progressively poorer, and this progressive poverty would result, at some point, in the attainment of class consciousness.  Here is an indivisibility (class consciousness as a function of inequality).  But, instead, the poor got richer, and it turned out to be entirely feasible in many societies for many people to move from one class to another. The basic reason for the failure of Marxist predictions to hold is that the poor got rich in most Western societies, and many of them moved from working class to middle class thus destroying the purported immobility between classes.  

Perhaps this argument could be generalized, to the effect that indivisible variables are always the source of revolution.

          How does the existence of an indivisibility explain why a group would choose methods like terror to pursue its objectives?  According to the argument at the beginning of this section, the basic difference between terror and moderate pressure from the point of view of the group is that terror is risky.  I try to capture this feature in the choice among methods of pressure, e.g., that between moderate and extremist methods.  I represent that as follows:


Assume the organization has a production function which can either produce moderate (M) pressure or extremist incidents (I) in any combination from fixed levels of labour (L), capital (K) and organizational capacity (O).   Of course in reality there is a continuum of methods, beginning with voting, peaceful and lawful demonstrations, then continuing with civil disobedience, violence towards property, assassination of political enemies and ending with violence towards innocent civilians.  For the purpose of modeling I assume only two methods, one moderate (peaceful and lawful, and therefore riskless) and the other violent and risky.  Then the level of moderate and extremist pressures are:

(1)  M = M (LM,KM,OM), I = I (LI,KI,OI)

in which  

I =  the number of violent Incidents and 

M = the level of  Moderate pressure.


The organization’s total stock of L, K and O are fixed:


(2) L = LM + LI , 


        K=  KM + KI , 


        O= OI + OM

The organization can use any combination of moderate or extreme methods.  The more it chooses extreme or violent methods, the greater the level of risk undertaken. Let us first illustrate the general argument with a simple example.  Then we will develop it in more detail.  


Figure 2 shows the goal of the group Z on the vertical axis.  Z therefore represents variables such as nationhood N in Figure 1, or communism or an Islamic society.  The horizontal axis shows the product of applying various methods of pressure.  Suppose that from the risky method there are three possible “states of the world” – success (and the achievement of a high level of pressure I1, in  which case the level of the goal achieved is Z0 +g, or failure (with level of pressure I0).  Failure results in one of two possible outcomes.  In the first of these, the attempt to impose pressure fails and the outcome is simply the status quo Z0.  In the second, the attempt also fails and in addition, the leadership is caught, convicted and sanctioned, retarding the goals of the group. If the value of the sanction as measured by its cost to the goal of the group is -f, then the outcome in that case is Z0 – f.  On the other hand the outcome of applying a moderate level of pressure is always the level of pressure M, with gains for the group equal to Z0 + m.  
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Thus g = the gains to the group as estimated by its leader from using its organization and other factors of production to produce successful terrorist incidents I

m = the (certain) gain to the group from using only moderate methods of pressure

Then one dimension of the level of increasing returns may be summarized by the ratio

g/m.  This is the ratio of the gains from successful terrorist pressure to moderate pressure. The higher this is, the more the function displays increasing returns. 

q = the probability that extremist methods succeed and the state accedes to the demands of the group

1 – q = the probability that the methods fail 

p = the probability that, in addition to failure, the leadership of the extremist group is caught, convicted and sanctioned

f = the cost of the sanction to the goals of the group

Z0 = status quo income

U = the utility function of the leadership

Then extremist methods will be chosen if:

(3) 
qU (Z0 + g) + (1-q) pU (Z0  - f)  + (1-q) (1-p) U (Z0 )    >   U (Z0  + m)


This equation shows how terror can be a rational choice.  A moderate level of pressure may leave the group stuck in the region of increasing returns, with the goal hardly advanced.  With terrorist or risky methods, on the other hand, it is possible that the group can achieve its goal.  Of course it is also possible that the group will fail, but note that the costs of failure may not be that large if there are increasing returns (Z0 – f is not that far from Z0).  Thus, given that the goal displays increasing returns, terrorism may be a rational choice.  


Whether terrorism is rational also depends on other elements in the structure of opportunities.  The greater the indivisibility, the larger the ratio g/m, and the more likely extremist methods will be chosen, as shown in equation (3).  An increase in the likelihood that the methods succeed (q) will also raise the likelihood that these methods are chosen.  Similarly, an increase in the capacity to manufacture terrorist incidents I would on the other hand raise the level of terror by raising the ratio g/m.  


The other main determinants are the deterrence variables p and f.  Equation (3) appears to imply that increases in these variables are effective in deterring extremism, if they can be raised high enough.   But note that increasing returns may limit the effectiveness of these variables.  If these are very large, as depicted in the figure, the enormous potential gains from terror explain the indifference of many extremist groups to loss of life, either that of their victims or the losses to members of the group who sacrifice themselves for the cause.  Thus it shows that sanctions and other punitive measures against the group may not be effective.  Second, raising p sufficiently high to act as an effective deterrent may involve a conflict with civil liberties, as is often remarked.  

Finally, the figure shows the importance of paying attention to the goals of the group, as their indivisibility is central to the reason for the choice of terror as a mode of political competition.  And one way to combat terror is to try to make the indivisible goals divisible.


A more general formulation of the extremist leader’s choice of method is displayed in Figure 5.  Here, the allocation of resources between moderate methods of pressure and terror is a continuous variable:  the leader can use any combination of moderate and extreme methods.  The horizontal axis displays the ratio of extreme to moderate methods I/M.   The larger the use of extremist methods, the greater is the risk.  The use of either method of pressure results in some level of achievement of the goal Z, as shown on the vertical axis. The expected level of Z from various combinations of I/M, and their expected utility to the group leader is displayed on the vertical axis.  The indifference curves displayed are those of the leader.  Of course extremism can backfire and reduce goal achievement (meaning the slope of EZ will turn downwards after some point) but we restrict ourselves here to the region where the methods are successful.  In effect, the figure is a simple adaptation of two – asset portfolio theory where moderate pressure is the riskless asset and extreme methods the risky one.




[Figure 3 HERE]


The point of the figure is to show that the more extreme ideology of the leader, the more likely he or she is to use extremist methods like terror.  To see this point, consider a shift towards a more extreme ideology.  This is represented in the figure by a rightwards shift of the EZ curve (from EZ0 to EZ1).  To illustrate with our examples, this means that, after the shift,  Palestinians (Israelis) believe they need more of the land in the middle east before they can be a true nation, or Communists believe the government must control more of the economy before Communism can be achieved, or Islamic radicals believe they must get rid of more foreign and secular influences before a genuine Islamic ummah (community) can be achieved.  As the figure clearly shows, a rightward shift of the EZ curve results in an equilibrium involving more risk taking, i.e., a greater use of terror.


Whether terrorism is rational depends on the structure of opportunities.  The greater the indivisibility, the larger the ratio g/m, and the more likely extremist methods will be chosen, as shown in equation (3).  An increase in the likelihood that the methods succeed (q) will also raise the likelihood that these methods are chosen.  Similarly, an increase in the capacity to manufacture terrorist incidents I would raise the level of terror by raising the ratio g/m.  


The other main determinants are the deterrence variables p and f.  Increases in these variables are effective in deterring extremism, if they can be raised high enough.   But note that increasing returns may limit the effectiveness of these variables.  If increasing returns are large, as depicted in the figure,  the enormous potential gains from terror and the small potential losses to the goals of the group explain the indifference of many extremist groups to loss of life, either that of their victims or the losses to members of the group who sacrifice themselves for the cause.  For the same reason, sanctions and other punitive measures against the group may not be effective.  Second, raising p sufficiently high to act as an effective deterrent may involve a conflict with civil liberties, as is often remarked.

3.         Followers


Now let us turn from leaders to followers.  Why do people join extremist organizations or participate in extremist acts?  The most obvious reason that is often suggested is that they believe in the goals of the organization, and they participate in its activities in order to bring them about, just as we argued for leaders.  However, in the case of potential followers, there is a “free rider” problem:  since a follower’s contribution towards the achievement of the goals of the organization is likely to be small, why not “free ride” and hope that others will make the necessary effort?  In the case of extremist organizations, which, as we saw in the last section, usually have goals which are grand and distant, and therefore unlikely to be achieved, this problem is particularly acute.  Whatever the goal of the organization  a national homeland for Palestinians or Kurds, the removal of foreign domination by the Indians in Kashmir or the Russians in Chechnya, the removal of US troops from Saudi Arabia, or the IDF from Lebanon or Palestine( the individual’s own contribution to this goal cannot be significant no matter how large his personal sacrifice.  So we would not expect people to join such organizations, or even to participate in their activities, simply because they believe in their goals.

            Why, then, do they participate? Research into the internal workings of extremist groups has suggested two things.  First, such groups are characterized by a high level of social cohesion or solidarity.  Thus, as Post suggests, “For many, belonging to the terrorist group may be the first time they truly belonged...” (Post (1990), p. 31).  Similarly, suicide martyrs do not commonly act alone but are usually members of groups who “demand” their services (Hoffman (1998), Pape (2003), Ricolfi (2005).  

Secondly, members of such groups usually do hold, in common, a set of extreme beliefs. Islam as used by Al Qaeda is not a purely religious doctrine but one that has been intensely distorted to serve the ends of the group (Black (2001), Gunaratna, (2002) Ruthven (2000)).  Some other extremist  groups have particularly bizarre beliefs: for example,  the Christian Identity movement in the United States apparently believe that the lost tribes of Israel are composed not of Jews, but of “blue -eyed” Aryans”, and that Jesus Christ himself was an Aryan (Hoffman, p.  112).  Mark Koernke's 1993 video, America in Peril, states that "elements within the US government are working with foreign leaders to turn the United States into a dictatorship under the leadership of the United Nations." (Karl, 1995, p. 69)  


It seems, then, that two remarkable features in many extremist groups are the extremity of their beliefs and the depth of solidarity.  In my book (Wintrobe 2006a) I contend that neither of these two phenomena are necessarily irrational, and indeed that the key to understanding both of them is that they are related to each other.  More precisely, they are the outcome of a process whereby beliefs are traded in exchange for solidarity or social cohesion.  The person who gives up his beliefs loses something, which could be called his or her true “identity” or “independence of thought” or “autonomy”.  On the other hand, he or she gains the experience of greater solidarity or social cohesion or “belonging-ness”.  Chapter 5 of my (2006a) book models this trade.  The essence of the idea is shown in Figure 4, where the level of solidarity is on the horizontal axis and autonomy on the vertical axis.  An individual is assumed to have well ordered preferences between these two “goods” as shown by the indifference curves in the figure.  The constraint shows the organization’s technology for allowing an individual to develop solidarity with the group.  One equilibrium is shown as E0 in the figure.   There are  a few twists to the analysis, discussed in my book (Wintrobe 2006a) but let this simple picture suffice for this paper.

Note that the free rider problem does not apply to the receipt of solidarity which is a private good.   At the same time, this idea can also explain why a person joins organizations with beliefs and goals which are similar to his or hers, and why people who have the same beliefs as extremist organizations tend to join or participate more than those who do not. The reason is that the more the beliefs of the individual are in agreement with those of the organization to begin with, the smaller the sacrifice required in terms of the individual's own autonomy necessary to receive a given level of solidarity.  Consequently an individual joins an organization whose beliefs are close to his not because he thinks that his own efforts will make any palpable difference to the achievement of the goals of the organization, but because that way he obtains the desired solidarity at the lowest “price.”

Solidarity is not a deus ex machina introduced to solve the problem of explaining why people join terrorist groups.  In fact it is a general motivation of human beings.  Solidarity denotes “unity” or “oneness of purpose." The more solidarity there is among the members of a group, the more they are capable of cooperating as a group toward some common goal.
 A desire for group identification seems to be a fundamental characteristic of human beings.
 This preference has been demonstrated in very simple experiments, such as the one where people were sorted by their teacher into groups with brown eyes and those with blue eyes, and the individuals within each group immediately began distinguishing between “insiders” and "outsiders," based on eye color.
 The nature of the group identified with appears to be subject to wide variation. A wide variety of groups with which individuals identify can be listed, including the family, workplace, religion, political party, sporting clubs, ethnicity, and the nation-state.  In my book I tried to show how incorporating solidarity into preferences can be useful for understanding a wide number of problems such as crime, the microfinance revolution, political participation and international financial crises, as well as extremism.

The importance of solidarity in extremism can be understood if we  consider the ideologies of some of the thinkers behind the contemporary radical Islamic jihad movement.  These are examined in Buruma and Margalit’s Occidentalism (2004). They examine the strands of hostility to the West in the thought of radical Islamic thinkers such as Sayyid Qtub and Sayyid Muhamud Taleqani. These are the dreams and stereotypes of the Western world that fuel hatred in the hearts of Al Qaeda and like-minded organizations. Buruma and Margalit (2004, p. 11) suggest that "The strands [of hostility] are linked . . . to form a chain of hostility – hostility to the City, with its image of rootless, arrogant, greedy, decadent, frivolous cosmopolitanism; to the mind of the West, manifested in science and reason; to the settled bourgeois, whose existence is the antithesis of the self-sacrificing hero; and to the infidel, who must be crushed to make way for a world of pure faith.”


What do all of the notions in the paragraph just quoted have in common? I suggest that all of the “enemies” of radical Islam are manifestations of threats to and destroyers of Islamic solidarity: the city as a place inhabited by rootless individuals who are free of traditional constraints; science and reason are independent sources of knowledge and authority that challenge the hegemony of religious authority; self-interest is opposed to the common interest; and the infidel is an apostate.

Buruma and Margalit also show that many of the ideas common to radical Islam actually have their roots in Western extremist thought. The sources for them can be found in the Counter-Reformation and the Counter-Enlightenment in Europe, in the many varieties of fascism and national socialism in East and West, and in the thought of anticapitalist and antiglobalization thinkers. For example, Engels was repulsed by “the lack of solidarity in this society of 'atomized' individuals, each going after his own 'selfish' interests” (2004, p. 25). The Nazis wanted to overturn the French revolution. And so on. Thus “today’s suicide bombers don’t suffer from some unique pathology but are fired by ideas that have a history Buruma and Margalit (2004, p. 12).” In this way of thinking, the 9/11 attack on America played into an ancient myth – the myth of the  destruction of the sinful city.

4.
How extremism can come to power in democracy 


Extremist politicians seldom get elected in democracies, since their position are far from the mainstream.  The general result of political competition under various assumptions (either Downsian, or multi party with probabilistic voting) is the median voter theorem.  The basic idea is that, by moving to the centre, each party can gain more votes from centrist voters, and, as long as there are only two parties, not lose any at the extremes.  This median solution is also welfare maximizing (Brennan (2002), p.  93, Mueller (2003))     

   
One can then list all of the conditions under which non- convergence would occur: many parties, ideological preferences (especially the preferences of party activists), extra dimensions, etc.  But these outcomes are inherently unstable and do not represent an extremist equilibrium (Brennan (2002).   Public choice also looks for socially rational outcomes (Brennan (2002) and extremism is usually held to represent an irrational outcome.


How then can an extremist equilibrium result from democratic processes?

1.      Coalition politics


The simplest way for an extremist group to obtain power is via a coalition, implicit or explicit, with centrists (for example, the National Rifle Association in the US, and the fundamentalist Jews in Israel have obtained power to have their preferred policies implemented via formal or informal deals with centrist parties).

2.
Convergence causes extremism.  

To my knowledge Kitschelt (1997) was the first to point out that another cause of extremism is,  paradoxically, its opposite:  convergence.  Specifically,  a move towards  convergence by mainstream political groupings leaves those on the extremes with less reason to negotiate with central groups and so they tend to turn more extreme.  In this way, one can explain the extremism of the Red Brigades in Italy and the Baader Meinhof gang in Germany in the 1970’s.  Roy (2004) has made a similar argument with respect to the contemporary Middle East.   The movement to the centre of many regimes in the middle east, and the failure of the religious theocratic option in Iran, implies the forces of moderation have come to the fore.  But where does that leave the people who don’t like the policies of the centre?  So the upsurge of Radical Islam can be analyzed in the same way as the earlier bouts of terrorism in Italy and Germany.  Once again, the centrifugal forces of globalization leading to convergence gave rise to a contrary, centripetal movement which was entirely predictable.

3.              A coalition of “monomaniac” extremists. 


             Monomaniac extremists  are people who a) care only about one issue, and b) take an extreme position on that issue.  The idea was put forward by Pierre Salmon (2002).  Thus two or more groups, each of which is “monomanical” in a separate dimension, can form a coalition large enough to win power.  As Salmon explains:


“For instance, you could have a [monomaniac] coalition if  you have 20 per cent of a group who are violently anti-homosexual, for instance, 20 per cent who are Catholic fundamentalists, 20 per cent who are anti- immigrants, 20 per cent who are anti-Semitic and 20 per cent who are in favour of complete free markets, then you could have a coalition in which, if you look at the overall figures, you would find only 20 per cent of the people being anti-homosexual, and this would be below the number which is given in moderate parties, in which you have more than 20 per cent of person anti-homosexual.”

So, even though most people in the coalition, let’s say, might not be particularly anti-Semitic, nevertheless, the position of the coalition is anti-Semitic. Most people in the coalition might not particularly care about free markets, but the coalition, as a whole, has a very extreme position on free markets. So, even though most people in the coalition are not extreme on most issues, since the group takes the position of the extremists in the coalition on each issue, the group as a whole is extreme on every dimension. 


 Pierre Salmon’s ideas can be used to interpret the 2004 American election.  Of course, there are some people who always vote Democrat and some who always vote Republican.  But they didn’t decide the election.  George Bush won that election on a platform with three main components.  All of them seem radical or extreme by the normal standards of American politics.  The first is that the way to prevent terrorists from attacking America is  to wage unprovoked wars on countries that have supported terrorism, like Iraq, even if there is no evidence that  those countries had anything to do with the 9/11 attack.   The second is tax cuts that disproportionately favour the rich.  And the third is religious fundamentalism, including opposition to abortions, stem cell research, and gay civil unions, and the promotion of religious censorship on televison media and of a religious point of view in American life.  



There are two ways to interpret his victory.  The first is the median voter model, in which case one has to conclude that a majority of Americans are extreme on all these issues.  That means the median American is a religious fundamentalist who is in favour of preventive wars and tax cuts for the rich.  But most Americans don’t seem to be like that. 


Salmon’s ideas suggest a different interpretation.  This is that Bush won because he put together a coalition of three groups of voters.  For each of these groups, one of these issues was paramount and determined their voting.  So those in favour of tax cuts for the rich were not necessarily against gay unions or for preventive wars, but they voted for Bush because of his position on tax cuts.  Similarly the so- called “security moms” may have voted for Bush for his stand on keeping American safe.  But they are not necessarily extremist on the other two issues: it’s just that those issues were less important to them.  And the religious evangelicals may not have cared for Bush’s stands on war and tax cuts, but for them the religious issue was paramount.  So in the end, a coalition was forged which was extremist on all of these issues even though the average American is not.  This is another way of explaining his victory.  

Some support for this interpretation can be found in a description by a leading conservative activist, Grover Norquist, of the strategy used in forging the US conservative coalition.  Norquist is the head of the advocacy group Americans for Tax Reform, and was described by former US House of Representatives Speaker Newt Gringrich as “the single most effective conservative advocate in the country” in a New Yorker profile by John Cassidy
.  In the profile, Norquist talks to Cassidy about how to build a coalition:  


If you want the votes of people who are good on guns, good on taxes, and good on faith issues, that is a very small intersection of voters”……but if you say, Give me the votes of anybody who agrees with you on any one of these issues, that’s a much bigger section of the population.”  To illustrate what he meant, Norquist drew three intersecting circles on a piece of paper.  In the first one, he wrote “guns”, in the second he wrote “taxes”, in the third he wrote “faith” There was a small area where the three circles intersected.  “With that group, you can take over the country, if you start with the airports and the radio stations”, he said. But with all of the three circles that’s sixty per cent of the population, and you can win politically (Cassidy (2005), p. 46).


            Suppose then we are correct in depicting Bush’s victory this way.  Let us now return to our theory of the connection between extremist positions and the use of extremist methods. The question then is, under what circumstances does the theory predict that he would use extremist methods to support his extremist positions? The argument developed in the previous section suggests that this would be true provided that, in addition to the extreme position on a particular issue, there is an indivisibility between the intermediate goal and the ultimate goal.   In the case of the war on terror, this seems uncontroversial.  The ultimate goal is “keeping America safe” and the method for doing that was, in part, going after the terrorists “over there” to keep them from coming “over here” to repeat a phrase Bush often used in the campaign.  This meant the invasion of Iraq. The campaign linked the war in Iraq to the war on terror, on the basis of evidence that Bush has himself admitted recently (in a speech on December 12, 2005) was “flawed”,  and “victory” in that war was an intermediate goal on the way to the ultimate goal.  Here is an obvious indivisibility.   So extreme methods, including the waging of an unprovoked war, were used to pursue that goal.  Other illustrations of the use of extreme methods by historical American standards include the practice of “renditions” (sending people to foreign countries where they may be tortured), the passing of special legislation such as the Patriot Act which constitutes a substantial interference with democratic human rights
, the use of torture at Abu Graib, the holding of suspects for indefinite periods without charge at Guantanamo Bay, the fabrication of “news” and “news sources” 
and the use of distorted evidence (such as the claim repeatedly made by Vice President Cheney that Iraqis were involved in the September 11 attacks)  to support the pursuit of the war. 



Of course, some think that Bush has not been extreme, but only pursuing the right course of action in the face of a dire external threat.  But the logical argument here is simply that the threat (terrorism) is extreme, and warrants extremist methods. This was the argument put forth, for example  by Attorney General Gonzales to justify the use of torture.  It is difficult to argue that the methods themselves have not been extreme.  In any case, just what was and is the threat of 9/11? Is there not another explanation for what happened?  Why did history not “end” after the cold war in the way it was supposed to? We will pursue this subject (in the next section )  but first we need to look at the two other aspects of extremism—on taxes and on the intrusion of religion into every day life.  



On taxes it seems clear that while the policies may have been extreme the methods used to implement them have been normal democratic methods.  This is in accordance with our theory, since the level of redistribution from the rich to the poor (in this case, from the poor to the rich!
)  is not an intermediate goal to some final goal and therefore there is no indivisibility.  So the absence of extremist methods in pursuit of the goal of the redistribution of the tax burden is in accordance with our model’s predictions.



On the other hand, some religious – type issues such as abortion do contain an indivisibility.  In the case of abortions,  the indivisibility is the point at which the foetus becomes a human being, with those who object to abortion usually if not invariably  arguing that that the foetus becomes fully human while still in the mother’s womb, thus abortion after that point can be likened to murder.  On the other hand, those who favour the right to abortion  argue that the foetus only becomes  a  human being once born.  So far, however, the methods for pursuing this policy (the appointment of pro – life justices) has not, in the main,  been extreme
.  Of course, it may be simply that these policies have not really been implemented to date, as many on the religious right complain.  But to the extent that they have, using moderate methods, the behaviour of the Bush administration in this respect does not accord with the theory advanced here..

5.
        Why is extremism always with us?  The rise of Al Qaeda


Among the reasons for the rise of Al Qaeda, two stand out:  the fall of totalitarianism and the rise of tyranny, and globalization, including the globalization of religion.  We take each in turn.  We will also see that there is a sense in which the religious totalitarianism of Al Qaeda substitutes for the varieties which have disappeared. 

1. The end of totalitarianism and the rise of tyranny implied an upsurge in terrorism.  To see this point, note first that what distinguishes tyranny from totalitarianism is that loyalty to tyrannical regimes is relatively low
.  For example, most of the regimes in the Middle East, for example, especially Egypt, Syria and Saudi Arabia would be classified as tyrannies.  Such regimes typically simply repress dissent and so they do not fulfill their citizens’ demands for public goods and for solidarity.  Previously I argued that this demand for solidarity is what motivates people to support or join terrorist organizations, and elsewhere (Wintrobe (2006a and b) I have shown how it explains how people can be led to commit even radical actions such as suicide martyrdom for the cause.  

There are typically no organizations propagandizing the citizens of tyrannical regimes, and there is little or no provision of clubs, social services, medicare, etc. under tyrannies. These regimes can be effective at stamping out moderate methods of dissent by simply banning demonstrations, disloyal news media and other forms of opposition to the regime, and by hunting down and neutralizing potential sources of opposition.  But  they do not satisfy the demand for solidarity, as the Chinese and Milosevic regimes tried to do with nationalism, or as the former Soviet Union did with Communism and later nationalism as an ideology and way of life, and with an array of social and welfare services delivered, if not equally, at least relatively unequally, to all. So, looking at the model from the supply side, under tyrannies, people are left looking for ways to have their demands for solidarity fulfilled.  Put another way, tyrannies are more likely to engender terrorism than totalitarian regimes or democracies.  
Like totalitarian regimes, democracies can provide social cohesion.  But unlike totalitarian regimes, there are typically many competitive suppliers of solidarity in democracies, including churches and other religious groups, youth gangs, unions, and firms and so on in modern democracies like those in North America and Europe.  So people do not have to turn to extremist groups in democracies to fulfill their desires for solidarity. To sum up, on the supply side, it seems that the most natural places for extremist groups to prosper is under tyrannies.  

Turning to demand, democracies provide the freedom for extreme groups to organize, for their leaders to publicize their cause and participate in democratic elections if they wish to, so long as they do not engage in violence.  Typically democracies also find ways to satisfy at least some of the demands of even those who are deeply opposed to the government.  That is one reason why Communist and Fascist parties have lost most of their appeal in western democracies.  Totalitarian regimes provide no such freedom, and because of their centralization of power do not feature institutions such as federalism or the division of powers which allow for the unbundling of the indivisibility which is central to the programs of extremist groups.  But, so long as they remain strong, totalitarian regimes are capable of wiping out dissent.  For example, there was no breakaway movement in Chechnya under the old Soviet system.    Again, therefore, we expect that the demand for terror is most likely to occur under tyrannies, or at least weak totalitarian regimes.  

So, on balance it would appear that both the demand for and the supply of terror in particular will be largest under tyrannies or weak totalitarian regimes.

What does this mean for policy?  One implication is that the US, in subsidizing tyrannies like those in Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Pakistan, is, in a world of globalized terror, effectively subsidizing the production of terror against itself.  Indeed, it is interesting that many of the “outposts of tyranny” identified as such by US Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice in 2005 -- and therefore not entitled to subsidies
 — North Korea, Cuba, Zimbabwe, Belarus and Myanmar-- are in fact totalitarian regimes, which typically do not engender terror.  

The political scientist (and former Ambassador to the United Nations Jeanne Kirkpatrick did make the distinction between the two types of regimes (1982).  She argued that the attempt to overthrow what she called a “traditional autocracy” (tinpot or tyrant, in my language) often simply resulted in the replacement of the regime by a totalitarian one, as she argued happened in Iran and increasingly looks to be the long run outcome of US policy in Iraq.

So with the fall of the Soviet system and the rise of globalized markets, the main terrorist threat to countries in the West arose in tyrannies..  The fact that the United States, in funding the mujahadeen in their attempt to undermine the Soviet system, themselves gave the terrorists the training they needed was an additional reason to expect trouble but this is a separate and ad hoc point, whereas the conclusion I have just drawn is systematic.  

Totalitarian regimes did not disappear with the fall of the Soviet system, but the ones that remained, or aspired to that status, like the Milosevic regime, now lacked the over- arching ideology which had been provided by Communism.  Such dictators are particularly tempted to use nationalism and jihad as a way of solving the dictator’s dilemma, and building support for their regimes, and it is no accident that Milosevic launched four wars in his quest for Greater Serbia.  

2.
Globalization itself causes jihad.

At the same time as the fall in information costs was making transatlantic communication possible as never before and spinning businessmen around the world in search of opportunities, transporting academics to exotic locations for conferences etc., it also made obsolete the old dreams of communism and fascism based on insular communities.  The reaction against these developments in the form of the “no- global” movement was predictable.  But is there a connection between extremism and the introduction or spread of markets? Has the spread of markets around the world – what is often referred to as “globalization”– fostered or retarded extremism?

One prophetic analysis of this issue has been that of the sociologist Benjamin Barber.   Barber’s book Jihad vs. McWorld, which appeared in 1995, seems to have foreseen the future as we are now experiencing it better than more famous prognosticators like Samuel Huntington and Frances Fukuyama. Barber saw a world increasingly pit between two alternatives:

 ext 
The first scenario . . . holds out the grim prospect of a retribalization of large swaths of humankind by war and bloodshed: a threatened balkanization of nation-states in which culture is pitted against culture, people against people, tribe against tribe, a Jihad in the name of a hundred narrowly conceived faiths against every kind of interdependence, every kind of artificial social cooperation and mutuality. . . . The second paints that future in shimmering pastels, a busy portrait of onrushing economic, technological, and ecological forces that demand integration and uniformity and that mesmerizes peoples everywhere with fast music, fast computers, and fast food – MTV, Macintosh, and McDonald’s – pressing nations into one homogeneous global theme park, one McWorld tied together by communications, information, enertainment, and commerce. Caught between Babel and Disneyland, the planet is falling precipitously apart and coming reluctantly together at the very same moment. (Barber 1995, p. 4; emphasis added)

It is safe to say that the conflict between the two poles was not seen by economists. For example, things like tribalism, nationalism, or jihad play either little or no role in economic theory or policy.   Indeed, it is not obvious at all what the implications of nationalism or jihad are for economic theory or economics policy.

And to some extent, it is McWorld that makes jihad possible, which for some was the true meaning of September 11th.7 It is not just that McWorld facilitates jihad by providing the means for messages to be exchanged or broadcast worldwide and for terrorists to pick their targets around the world (or for the fact that their targets, that is, the people they see as their enemies, are around the world) – what Barber refers to as jihad versus McWorld), though that is also important. The point is deeper: McWorld stimulates jihad.

It is difficult to understand exactly why this might be so from Barber’s dialectical arguments and poetic metaphors, but the essence of his argument seems to be that McWorld empties the body of its soul, which then craves jihad in order to restore it. I  return to this point later in the less poetic language of rational choice. But some things are obvious. McWorld tends to destroy local relationships and particularity along with many sources of social cohesion like common pensions and welfare programs. This leaves the population, especially its less mobile elements, vulnerable to extremist groups.8

Nations also  can employ a number of institutional mechanisms to produce solidarity among their citizens. One of these is programs that ensure equality among the group, such as common pensions and universal medicare. The more everyone within a group receives exactly the same treatment, the less energy an individual in the group will put into trying to increase his or her own advantage at the expense of the group and the more will be put into seeking benefits for the group. Of course, there is a free-rider problem: each individual’s attempt to maintain group solidarity benefits not just himself but everyone in the group. If the group is large, free-riding will limit the extent to which individuals will work for the group’s advantage. However, as a substantial literature now demonstrates, there are various ways to overcome the free-rider problem, including not only the classic Olsonian selective incentives but mobilization through networks and social ties (Opp and Hartmann 1989), and group leadership and the promise of rewards from successful action (Uhlaner 1989; Morton 1991; and Chong 1991). Given a constant level of these incentives, more equality of treatment within the group means more effort directed at group goals.

Group solidarity will also be larger, the larger the barriers to entry and exit from the group. The reasoning is similar: the harder it is to leave the group, the more members will be motivated to take measures that take care of it. The more membership is restricted, the less it will be felt that any improvement in the group’s fortunes will be dissipated through opportunistic entry. To illustrate, the peculiar solidarity of ethnic groups comes from the fact that entry to and exit from the group are essentially blocked, as discussed in the last chapter. Other groups find other ways to limit entry: among these must be included obfuscating the way the group works to outsiders, including ingroup rituals and practices and ingroup signals and symbolism. Groups also use stigma to raise the marginal rate of substitution of within-group consumption (as argued by Iannaccone 1992 for sects). Such practices make it more difficult for members of the group to interact pleasurably with outsiders and raise the value of ingroup interaction.

Finally, and most obviously, group solidarity is most famously built through jihad against an external enemy, whether another nation, ethnic group, or civilization. The larger the perceived threat to individuals in the group from outside, and the greater the solidarity of the group. There are several possible reasons for this. It may be a biological trait inherited from the time when men banded together in the face of an external threat (Rubin 2002). Another possibility is that the more any individual believes that the threat is directed at him or her personally because of his or her membership in the group, the greater the tendency to invest in group solidarity.

To summarize, barriers to entry and exit, mechanisms to ensure equality, a set of unique and common beliefs, and the struggle against an external enemy are alternative methods to raise solidarity. It follows that if some of the mechanisms become more costly to use, the others will be substituted for it. One implication is that it would be particularly important for the European Union, for example, in which historic enmities among the member countries have been forgone, to continue to subsidize the welfare state and labor market regulation if solidarity is to be maintained there.  Another implication is that  the demand for solidarity via struggle against some external enemy is increased. Here, then, in broad rational choice terms, is how McWorld stimulates jihad.
Actually, it is not quite that simple, and we need to construct this argument more carefully.   To develop the connection between globalization and extremism, suppose that every nation has some extremist groups within it. One attraction of these groups is that they provide solidarity, as discussed above. . Now look at Figure 5.. The figure displays the indifference curves (choice between autonomy and solidarity) of an individual member of an extremist group, and the position and slope of the constraint is governed by the group’s technology for developing solidarity among its members. As suggested previously, globalization reduces the nation’s alternative bases for the supply of solidarity such as barriers to entry and exit, common social programs, and common beliefs. Consequently, the spread of markets deprives individuals of these sources of solidarity. So they will be more willing to join extremist groups in order to get solidarity, and those individuals who are already members of such groups will want more solidarity with them than before. So the typical individual member of an extremist group chooses E1 rather than E0, implying greater solidarity with the group.

Insert Figures 5-7 about here

Figure 6 shows the effect of this choice on the group’s capacity to produce pressure. Because there is greater solidarity within the group, the organization can now produce more pressure for any given level of resources K and L and organizational technology O. So, at any given level of risk (e.g., σ20 in Figure 6), the amount of expected pressure increases (e.g., from P0 to P1). Because solidarity is more important for extremist methods of pressure than for moderate methods, the capacity of the group to produce pressure increases more the higher the level of risk taken, as shown also in Figure 6.

Figure 6 shows the effect of this change on the group leader’s choice between moderate and extreme methods of pressure. As discussed previously, this can be represented as the choice between a riskless asset (moderate methods of pressure) and a risky one (extreme methods). Because expected pressure increases for any given level of risk, so does the capacity to achieve the goal of the organization (Z). In Figure 7, the relationship between risk and return (EZ) therefore shifts up (from EZ0 to EZ1.). The increase in return for any given level of risk implies a substitution effect that favors risk taking. As well, there is an “income” or “wealth” effect due to the increase in the organization’s capacity to produce pressure. The wealth effect also favors risk taking if the leader’s coefficient of relative risk aversion decreases with wealth. If this is true, both effects favor increased risk taking, that is, a larger proportion of the organization’s resources will be used in extremist as opposed to moderate activity. On the other hand, if the coefficient of relative risk aversion increases with wealth, the wealth effect is opposed to risk taking, and the conclusion depends on whether the substitution effect dominates the wealth effect.21 Thus, whether the degree of extremism increases or not depends crucially on the extremist leader’s attitude to risk. Provided either that the substitution effect dominates the wealth effect, or that the wealth effect is either neutral with respect to risk (constant relative risk aversion) or favors it (decreasing relative risk aversion), he or she chooses more extremism as a result of this change. If either of these qualifications hold, McWorld stimulates jihad.
This process is not the only way in which McWorld stimulates jihad. Another is described by the French Islamic specialist Olivier Roy (2004), with respect to the effect of globalization on Islamic radical religious groups, or what he calls “neofundamentalist” Islam. Neofundamentalist Islam provides a code of conduct that functions in a similar manner in any part of the world, and is thus “a perfect tool of globalization”:

 ext 
[Neofundamentalist] religion, conceived as a detextualized set of norms, can be adapted to any society, precisely because it has severed its links with a given culture and allows people to live in a sort of virtual, deterritorialized community that includes any believer. The religious community is decoupled from real societies and, in this sense neofundamentalism acknowledges the secularization that affects them. It nevertheless maintains the usual fundamentalist claims that in Islam there is no separation between religion and state, and that Islam is an all encompassing religion. But it does that simply by ignoring the real world and building an abstract community where it is for the individual to experience, in his or her self, a totality that no longer exists. Wherever the true believer is, he remains in touch with the virtual community by sharing the same portable kit of norms, adapted to any social context. The internet is also a perfect paradigm and tool of this virtual community.  (Roy 2004, p. 271; emphasis added)

The advent of neofundamentalist Islam leads to more extremism.  Roy’s argument can also be made more precise with our diagrammatic apparatus (and is subject to the same qualification about risk taking). In Figure 5, the neofundamentalist innovation whereby radical Islam is decoupled from a specific nation and made portable –“deterritorialized”– could be represented as an upward shift in the technology for producing Islamic solidarity in non-Islamic nations and other places where it could not have thrived before. As in the previous analysis, this leads the typical individual to take more solidarity than before (not shown). This change then feeds into Figures 6 and 7 in exactly the same way as in the previous analysis, and leads to exactly the same conclusion (with the same qualification about attitudes toward risk): the group becomes more extreme.

One difference between this argument, based on Roy  and the one I outlined first is that the second argument refers to the effects of globalization on extremism (Islamic radicalism) anywhere in the world, not just in the nation where markets have penetrated more fully.

Yet a third argument can be made along these lines, deriving from globalization’s capacity to increase market opportunities in countries where these were scarce previously. This mechanism, which is implicit in Berman (2003),22 is that globalization means greater outside opportunities for individual members of religious or other socially cohesive groups, and may cause some individuals to leave groups in which they previously may have been enthusiastic participants. In order to prevent dilution of the group’s quality, group leaders will tend to raise the sacrifice or level of prohibitions necessary to remain within the group in order to avoid dilution of the quality of the group’s experiences. In other words, they tend to become more extreme.23

It is worth emphasizing some of the implications of these arguments. For example, the European welfare states build solidarity by providing pensions, medicare, unemployment insurance, and so forth. The American-style system has fewer of these and considerably more inequality and “real poverty” (Alesina, Glaeser, and Sacerdote 2001). The process of globalization, which to some extent spreads American-style values (Friedman 1999) of small government and flexible labor markets makes it more difficult for other countries to sustain different systems. If they do lose them, they may find that if their citizens have a real demand for solidarity, as I am suggesting in this chapter, jihad might have to take the place of these other mechanisms. Indeed, on this line of reasoning, it may be no accident that the previous peak of globalization occurred just before World War I.

Similarly, it may be no accident that the United States administration headed by George W. Bush made war abroad at the same time as domestically it created further opportunities and tax breaks for the relatively rich.24 In the absence of jihad against an external enemy, opposition to inequality-enhancing policies might spell their defeat. At the same time, the idea that competition against an external adversary can substitute for other solidarity-producing mechanisms explains how it can be that American conformism, noted since Tocqueville, can go hand in hand with the equally oft-noted competitiveness of American society.

The mechanisms of equality, barriers to entry and exit, common belief and jihad, operate in all countries.  Politicians, firms, and religious leaders everywhere compete to satisfy their citizens’ demands for solidarity. Dictatorships no less than democracies are interested in building support through this mechanism.25 It follows that politicians everywhere are more eager to embrace the principle of jihad in a more globalized world. In turn, the interests of firms and governments in potentially opposing sets of countries intertwine. The “security dilemma” operates equally well with solidarity instead of armaments. Increased solidarity in one country therefore can be threatening to other countries if they see themselves as potential victims of aggression.

In this way of thinking, the “Clash of Civilizations” discussed in Huntington’s celebrated (1996) book of that title is not an inevitable outcome of differences among peoples but of political processes that have at their root a desire on the part of their citizens for solidarity. This desire is frustrated by the destruction to equality-enhancing processes, unique common beliefs and barriers to entry and exit caused by increased globalization, leaving only jihad to satisfy it. Similarly, people’s needs for solidarity and what the exploitation of these can lead to may be what is left out of the optimistic predictions of an “End of History” and the triumph of liberal democracy, or, more generally, for a world increasingly characterized by democracy, human rights, free markets, and the peaceful resolution of conflicts by international institutions.

6.
Conclusion:  A Grim Future?

Everything changed after 9/11.  But what is the post 9/11 world?

The fall of the Soviet Union did not mean the end of dictatorship, but the replacement of tyrannies instead of totalitarian dictatorships as major sources of conflict in the world.  But tyrants ar more likely than totalitarians to generate terror, and in a globalized world this means terror may be directed at the regime indirectly by going after its supporters.  These two factors, the  (relative) rise of tyrany and the advent of globalization meant both an increase in terror and an increased likelihood that terror will be directed at “The Far Enemy”.  At the same time the fall of totalitarianism meant that people would increasingly search for something to replace the old faith and fundamentalist  religion  - which shares many of the attributes of totalitarianism—seems to have arisen to play that role.  This is helped by the fact that many of the tyrannies are in Muslim countries and even when the regime is not religiously based this leaves the mosques and church led organizations as the ones which tyrannies cannot stamp out completely and which are capable of organizing protest.  In addition the expansion of the market worldwide has led to an increase in radicalization within the fundamentalist regimes themselves, both because of the demand for solidarity (Wintrobe 2006 a and b)  and to avoid diluting the quality of the religious commodities provided as members are tempted to leave the sect in order to embrace the market (Berman 2003). 

At the same time these events were stimulated by the arrival of an extremist regime in the United States.  Initially the victory of George W. Bush was simply that of a typical Republican regime.  However, the events of 9/11 meant that the desires of the extreme elements within the Republican party for –the religious right and the desire of the wealthy for tax relief and other forms of redistribution towards the wealthy could be brought to fruition because a new group was brought into the coalition  -- those who are monomaniacal and extreme on security.  Taken together these three groups of monomaniac extremists  -- the religious right, the extremely wealthy, and the “security moms” made up a majority coalition.   Some of the religious right had never voted before because of their unininterest in political issues othe than religion based ones and it was the genius of Karl Rove to get out their vote in various ways
.  .  The fight against Radical Islam energizes all three groups – as the cry to keep America safe can be interpreted as:  1) a religious struggle;  2) a bigger defense budget and more defense contracts;  or 3) a greater emphasis on security.  So the slogan can be interpreted in any of these ways, depending on which group on is in, and it forms an excellent rallying cry.    

     On this analysis, it is easy to see why the US administration can persist in implementing unpopular policies because to the extent that the government stays in power as a result of a coalition of monomaniac extremists, it is immune to the opinions of the median voter.  Hence the frustration of opposition groups and the Democratic party.

Finally of course the two sets of events reinforce each other – the greater strength of terrorist groups reinforcing the extremist elements in the US, whose policies in the end breed further extremism which in turn reinforce extremism within the US, etc.  This suggests a mutual escalation but at the same time, the policies become incresingly costly and not all of the costs can be fobbed off on elements outside the coalition.   Nor can the facts that the policies do not seem to be working out as advertised be concealed forever. The most vulnerable element of the coalition in the US would appear to be the “security moms” –hence the panic in the Republican party and the desertion of the president by senior elements within it  on the issue of entrusting the management of American Ports to Dubai Ports World.  The higher the costs of the policy, and the longer the policies continue without apparent success, the more that some in that element might be tempted to leave the coalition.  But all it would take to bring them back would be another major terrorist attack in the US.  So there is really no reason to believe that the current situation does not represent a political  equilibrium.
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N = nationhood

E  = even with no land, the Palestinians are “conscious” of nationhood.

D  =  critical point (where increasing returns region ends), as (some) Palestinans feel that this is the minimum they need to form a nation.  (Some) Israelis feel that if they give them that much THEY won’t have enough land to constitute a state because their borders will be insecure.  So D could be the critical point for these two groups.

G = area where more land is still insufficient to provide enough space to enable the group to fully become a nation
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At D, enough foreign or secùlar domination has been removed to make an Islamic society possible.

E = Even with total domination, one can still have a little bit of an ummah
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Figure 3 . The case of terror.  The starting point is Z0.  The relationship depicted is the one believed to exist between pressure or terror and the level of the ultimate objective (Z) that is achieved. 
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Figure 4  A turn to a more extremist ideology (shown by the arrow) implies greater use of violence (extremist methods), shown by the shift from E0 to E1
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Figure 5.  How globalization breeds extremism: Globalization reduces the alternative bases for solidarity (barriers to entry and exit, common social programs), increasing the value of solidarity to some individuals from extremist groups.  The typical member of such a group moves from E0 to E1.
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Figure 6 Globalization and extremism 2. The extremist group can now produce more pressure for any given level of resources K, L and O, because the members of the organization have chosen more solidarity than before.
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Figure 7 Globalization and extremism 3. The increase in return for any given risk shown by the upward shift in EZ implies that the group leader wishes to take more risk (make more extensive use of extreme methods), so long as either relative risk aversion is constant or decreasing with wealth, or, if it is increasing, it is still dominated by the substitution effect.  In those cases, the leader moves from a point like E0  to one like E1..
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� (Landes (1978) and Sandler and Lapan (1988) have also exploited this analogy, though in different ways from that followed here.)


� In turn, the indivisibility or zone of increasing returns arises because the intermediate goal can be likened to a missing “factor or production” in the production function of the ultimate goals.  See Wintrobe (forthcoming 2006a or b) for details


� Interview with Pierre Salmon, in Wintrobe (2004).


� Quoted in Cassidy (2005), p. 42.


� See Niskanen (forthcoming 2006)


� As documented, for example by Frank Rich in the New York Times (2005 )


� See Krugman ( 2002 )


� However, it is worth noting that former Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, a Reagan appointee has recently made a speech where she suggested that the the repeated denunciations of the courts for alleged liberal bias could be contributing toward a climate of violence towards judges.  She noted that death threats against judges were on the rise.  She illustrated her remarks with cases in which a judge was shot dead in an Atlanta courtroom and a federal judge was murdered in Illinois, and the response of Senator John Cornyn to those crimes, which was to suggest that there was a connection between violence against judges and the decisions they make.  She also signaled the warning by Tom DeLay after the decision in the Terry Schiavo case that “The time will come for the men responsible for this to answer for their behaviour.” See the report on her speech in The Guardian at www.guardian.co..uk/usa/story/0,,1729396,00.html


� For more details on the different regimes, and on their derivation, see Wintrobe ((1998) or 2006c)).


� The remarks of Rice are discussed in the International Herald Tribune, 2005/8/14. On implementing this the classification of regimes empirically, see the independent attempt to do so and the evidence that they do indeed fall into distinct types by Islam and Winer (2004). 


� The most ingenious was perhaps the clandestine sponsoring of referenda on “gay marriage” in certain states, on the theory that this would bring many in  the religious right who had never voted before to the polls to vote against it, and presumably to vote Republican at the same time.





� A formal proof of this proposition can be found in Wintrobe (� HYPERLINK  \l "tbbib287" \o "tbbib287" ��1998�), chap. 11.


� D. Brown (� HYPERLINK  \l "tbbib44" \o "tbbib44" ��1991�).


� See Huddy (� HYPERLINK  \l "tbbib135" \o "tbbib135" ��2003�) who reviews these experiments and subsequent work.
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