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Abstract 
 
In any state, certain areas are ‘securitized’ and by definition removed from 
the democratic political process. In an emergency situation – in short of war 
or terrorist attacks – the security sphere ‘invades’ the sphere of democratic 
politics. An autocratic security force or ‘security state’ appears to act in 
parallel to the regular democratic state, and this duality or ‘dual state’ was 
described by Hans Morgenthau already in 1955. After September 11, 
terrorism has become an instrument to ‘securitize’ what used to be public 
and tilt the ‘dual state’-balance in favour of the ‘security state’. The US 
‘security state’ with its intelligence hegemony enters the scene as global 
protector that defines the world order in terms of a Pax Americana. 
Terrorism is used to construct a new world order. This development has 
been followed by mutual transatlantic accusations between European 
critiques and US neo-conservatives. According to the critiques, the Strategy 
of Tension, as we know it from Cold War Europe, has received a global 
dimension. During the Cold War, the US ‘dual security structure’ – with its 
specifically tasked units masquerading as ‘enemy forces’ – was developed 
by the US ‘security state’ in order to keep the political strength and the 
readiness and capability of the Western defences. Now, this structure has 
seemingly been made into a self-propelled mechanism that is able to 
transform the world order into a Pax Americana. 
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1. Introduction 
 

In the USA, terrorism has replaced Communism as the new evil. In his 
famous speech on September 20 President George W. Bush promised to 
eliminate terrorism ‘and destroy it where it grows … and we ask every 
nation to join us’.1 This threat will be removed from our civilisation, he said 
and ‘we will pursue nations that provide aid or safe haven for terrorism. 
Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists’.2 The US led anti-
terrorist ‘coalition of the willing’ is presented as a coalition for the 21 
century replacing the structures of the Cold War. A new world order is 
emerging. President Bush’s speech on September 20, 2001, has been 
compared to the speech of President Truman 1947. Now, the Cold War is 
over, and the War on Terror has started.  

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz said in May 2003: ‘If 
you had to pick the ten most important foreign policy things for the United 
States over the past 100 years [9.11] would surely rank in the top ten if not 
number one. It’s the reason why so much has changed’.3 Defense Secretary 
Donald Rumsfeld stated to the Armed Services Committee that Washington 
now views the world ‘through the prism of 9/11’.4 To the National Security 
Adviser Condoleezza Rice, 9.11 was an ‘earthquake’ that ‘has started 
shifting the tectonic plates in international politics’.5 While the Europeans 
are pre-occupied by economical and political coordination within the EU, 
the Americans are pre-occupied by terrorism and war.6 To the Europeans, 
September 11 has created a paranoid climate in the USA. I will present a 
few events.  

On September 19 2001, a 342-page Anti-terrorist Act (later Patriot 
Act) was presented to Congress. It allows for surveillance, telephone 
tapping, and detaining immigrants indefinitely despite no clear link to 
terrorism. Books borrowed from libraries or bought in shops are to be 
reported7 (Electronic information on US citizens, credit accounts, e-mails, 
travels, book purchase, phone conversations, was supposed to be collected 
in giant Defense Department database at the office of Total Information 
Awareness run by Admiral John Poindexter).8 In November, President 
Bush signed an executive order blocking public access to White House 
papers after 1980,9 and he issued an executive order on military tribunals 
for suspected terrorists. FBI Director Mueller said: ‘There is a continuum 
between those who express dissent and those who would do a terrorist 
act’.10 The CIA received legal authority by the president to assassinate 
alleged terrorists all over the world, even Americans. ‘No constitutional 
question is raised here’, Condoleeza Rice says.11  

After September 11, the US ‘democratic state’ (characterised by 
openness, legal procedures and free elections) is forcefully supported by or 
rather subsumed under a US ‘security state’ (characterised by secrecy and 
military hierarchy). Much of public life is ‘securitized’12 and the president 
and his close advisers are focused on the War on Terror, not on civilian 
matters. ‘I am a war president. I make decisions … with war on my mind’, 
President Bush said.13 The security aspect of the state is invading the public 
sphere as if we were entering a creeping state of emergency. ‘Emergency 
power’14 is used to direct the policy of the democratic state. In 1955, Hans 
Morgenthau wrote about a US ‘dual state’ in a study of US State 
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Department.15 According to Morgenthau there was both a ‘regular state 
hierarchy’ that acts according to the rule of law and a more or less hidden 
‘security hierarchy’, or what I will call a ‘security state’ (in some countries 
called ‘deep state’16) that acts in parallel to the former, while it monitors 
and controls the former. The latter ‘exert an effective veto over the 
decisions’ of the regular state, to quote Morgenthau.17 The ‘democratic 
state’ and the ‘security state’ always ‘march side by side’,18 and while the 
‘democratic state’ offer legitimacy to security politics the ‘security state’ 
intervenes if necessary by limiting the range of democratic politics. Others 
would argue that the activity of the ‘deep state’ or ‘security state’ not just 
concerns the veto of democratic decisions but also the ‘fine tuning of 
democracy’,19 for example by ‘fostering’ the war or the limited war in order 
to externalize conflicts and provide internal stability. The ‘security state’ is 
able to calibrate or manipulate the policies of the ‘democratic state’. The 
‘security state’ decides over life and death, it is always present, and it will 
act in case of ‘emergency’. This apparatus defines when a ‘state of 
emergency emerge’. This is what Carl Schmitt would call the ‘sovereign’,20 
and by ‘securitizing’ the political life, the democratic state looses its 
influence. After September 11, the US administration has securitized what 
used to be public and tilted the balance in favour of the ‘security state’. To 
many Europeans, the new US policy is difficult to understand. The 
Guardian and BBC say that the ‘Big Brother will be watching America’.21  

In contrast, the Europeans look at terrorism and security threats in a 
different manner. In February 2003, Pieter Feith, EU’s Deputy Director for 
External and Political Military Affairs, presented the European Foreign and 
Security Policy, but he mentioned terrorism only once, in one sentence.22 A 
2003 draft contribution to the new EU security strategy discussed terrorism 
in one sub-point of 46 points,23 while the actual strategy (signed by Javier 
Solana, EU High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy) uses almost two of sixteen pages to discuss terrorism.24 This may 
represent a European change or perhaps a try to appease the Americans. 
The SIPRI Director and former British Ambassador Alyson Bailes writes: 
‘Terrorism for us is also typically an internal affair, an all-too-familiar 
historical legacy, which cannot be attacked with methods of war without 
exploding our whole societies. It is a matter for long imperfect medical 
cures rather than for sudden surgery’.25 

Europeans have been living with terrorism from the 19th century and 
even more so from late 1960s to mid-1980s. The 1970s was a decade of 
terrorism with thousands of terrorist operations, with kidnappings, 
hijackings and bomb explosions and with thousands dead civilians. The 
Black September, the Red Army Faction and the Red Brigades were as 
famous as al-Qaeda is today. For the Europeans, September 11 does not 
imply a major change. More important, however, a majority of the 
Europeans (55%) believe that US policy contributed to and indirectly is 
responsible for the September 11 attack.26 US policy with several billion 
dollar support to Israel and, in the 1980s, to Osama bin Laden and his 
mujahideen have created a strong terrorist force nurtured by US military 
presence in Saudi Arabia and by the US war in Iraq. Several Muslim 
countries view the USA as more dangerous to peace and stability than al-
Qaeda. In Jordan 71% hold this view, 83% have an unfavourable view of 
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the USA, and 97% of the population opposes the US ‘War on Terror’, while 
Osama bin Laden is considered the second most popular figure supported 
by 55% of the population. These anti-US feelings are representative for 
several other Muslim countries. In Pakistan, in October 2001, 82% 
considered Osama bin Laden a Mujahid [fighter] not a terrorist and 83% 
were siding with the Taliban against the USA. In Indonesia 83% are 
unfavourable to the USA and 66% consider the USA as more dangerous to 
world peace than al-Qaeda.27 In a European Commission poll made in 
October 2003, a majority of the Europeans viewed Israel as the biggest 
threat to world peace (59%) followed by the United States and countries 
like Iran, North Korea, Afghanistan and Iraq.28 A majority of the Europeans 
seem to believe that the US policy rather provokes terrorist reactions and 
indirectly is responsible for the terrorist activity, while the Americans focus 
on the destruction of terrorist training camps and the destruction of regimes 
that harbour terrorist groups. Europeans and Americans are, to quote Robert 
Kagan, living on different planets.29  
 
 
 
 
2. Terrorism and US-European Mutual Accusations 
 
This US-European clash in political views is supplemented with a more 
cynical criticism. Die Zeit writes that one of every third German below the 
age of 30 and almost 20% of all Germans believe that US authorities 
facilitated or directly contributed to the September 11 attack in order to use 
it for their own purpose.30 In 2002-2003, seven German books appeared 
that presented evidence supporting this hypothesis – one book was written 
by Helmut Schmidt’s state secretary for defence and former minister, 
Andreas von Bülow.31 Von Bülow (for many years the MP responsible for 
oversight of German intelligence services) stated in Tagesspiegel that he 
believed that the CIA was involved in the September 11 attack, and many 
influential people ‘agree with me, but only in whispers, never publicly’, he 
said.32 Michael Meacher, British MP and Tony Blair’s minister for 
environment up to June 2003, writes a forward to a book: The New Pearl 
Harbor. Also this book points to a direct US involvement in the September 
11 attack. This operation was allegedly conducted to justify a war against 
Afghanistan and Iraq, in order to construct a new enemy able to replace the 
Soviet Union.33 Von Bülow and Meacher also stress that September 11 
made it possible to introduce something of a ‘state of emergency’ able to 
justify a number of extra-ordinary measures to facilitate US domestic re-
organisation. The experience of a US government exploiting the tragedy of 
September 11 in its try to force European states to participate in one US war 
after the other (Afghanistan, Iraq) have been met by strong European 
reactions.  

However, there may be several reasons for this more cynical 
European approach. Recently declassified US documents from February 
1962 show that US Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed to run a terrorist 
campaign planting explosives in US cities to justify a war against Cuba. 
The US chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff General Lyman Lemnitzer 
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proposed that secret US forces could play ‘Cubans’ and sink a US Navy 
ship at Cuba, attack the US Navy base (Guantanamo), burn a US airplane 
on the base, and start a terrorist campaign with bomb explosions in US 
cities including Washington, all to blame Cuba to justify a massive US 
invasion. They could let a fake civilian aircraft bee shot down over Cuba. 
According to Lemnitzer, one option was ‘exploding a few plastic bombs in 
carefully chosen spots [in US cities], the arrest of Cuban agents and the 
release of prepared documents substantiating Cuban involvement.’34 The 
CIA set up a ‘terrorist training camp’ in North Carolina, where thousands of 
CIA agents, Special Forces and foreign nationals (including Cuban exiles, 
Israelis, Nicaraguan Contras, Palestinians and Arab Islamists) from 1960s 
until today learned how to use home-made explosives and pressurized 
airplane bombs, and how to conduct other terrorist operations. We used 
home-made explosives (fertilizers), self-made napalm and Molotov 
cocktails as well as plastic explosives, which I had to use against an old 
school bus, one former CIA agent told.35  

Recent trials in Italy have established that the bombing campaign in 
Italy in the 1960s and 1970s and probably elsewhere in Europe was run not 
by various leftwing groups as one believed at the time, but, in accordance 
with a ‘Strategy of Tension’, by so-called Nuclei di Difesa della Stato 
(Nuclei of Defence of the State or NDS). These ‘parallel Stay-Behinds’ 
were established from mid 1960s by the US and Italian ‘security state’ after 
a directive made by General William Westmoreland to stop Communism by 
all means. Their activists and intelligence assets were recruited from 
extreme fascist organisations of Ordine Nuovo and Avaguardia Natzionale. 
They carried out a bombing campaign, while they masqueraded as left-
wingers, as anarchists and Maoists, in direct collaboration with the CIA and 
with factions of the Italian intelligence and security services. Carlo Digilio 
belonging to the CIA net in Italy, told the court that he collaborated with 
fascist intelligence assets in Ordine Nuovo and the bombing campaign was 
linked to a US plan to introduce a state of emergency in Italy in order to 
exclude the political left from government. The same view was presented 
by the Italian chief of counter-intelligence, General Gianandelio Maletti, 
and he confirmed in court that the CIA had provided the extreme fascist 
group Ordine Nuovo with explosives for the bomb attack in Milano in 
1969. Digilio reported about upcoming bomb attacks to his American CIA 
contact Captain David Carret, who told him that the bombing campaign was 
part of a US plan for a state of emergency to control Italian domestic 
politics.36  

From 1974, after the arrest of the old leftwing leadership in the Red 
Brigades, secret service and military intelligence agents that already had 
penetrated the Red Brigades received vital positions in the organisation, 
which has been confirmed by General Maletti and others.37 This change 
was followed by a ‘blind terror’ and a radical increase in the number of 
attacks.38 All major terrorist operations from the 1960s to the 1980s, by the 
Red Brigades and other groups, were seemingly conducted in collaboration 
with US intelligence, or with US ‘groups on the fringes’ of the official 
services, in order to manipulate public opinion and to limit the range of the 
democratic discourse. During the official visit to the USA in 1974, Prime 
Minister Aldo Moro told his wife that a senior US official had threatened to 
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use the ‘groups on the fringes’ of the official services to kill him ‘if he did 
not abandon his policy’ of a ‘historical compromise’ with the left.39  

Several scholars emphasize that the US policy of masquerading as 
terrorists – to increase the awareness of a security threat – is a policy that 
was clearly expressed in US documents. A supplement to a US Army Field 
Manual 30-31B from 1970 (signed by General Westmoreland) discussed in 
detail the policy of penetrating left-wing groups to instigate violence. The 
document states that Host Countries (HC) may be ‘lulled’ into a ‘state of 
false security’: 

 
 In such cases, US Army intelligence must have the means of 
launching special operations which will convince HC governments 
and public opinion of the reality of the insurgent danger and of the 
necessity of counteraction. To this end US Army intelligence should 
seek to penetrate the insurgency by means of agents on special 
assignment, with the task of forming special action groups among the 
more radical elements of the insurgency … to launch violent and non-
violent actions according to the nature of the case … it may help 
towards the achievement of the above ends to utilize ultra-leftist 
organisations.’40  

 
In the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, US forces used terrorism as an instrument to 
control European domestic politics – the Strategy of Tension – to establish 
a US hegemony, and former ministers like von Bülow and as many as 20% 
of the Germans seem to believe that the same process is going on today, but 
instead of using ultra-leftist groups the Americans prefer to use radical 
Islamists. Von Bülow points to a large amount of evidence supporting this 
hypothesis, and similar to the US Cold War terrorist campaign in Europe, 
today’s terrorism justifies US interventions as a protector, while other states 
are made into ‘protectorates’ under US supervision.  

A catastrophic attack on the USA was presented as favourable by 
both Donald Rumsfeld and Paul Wolfowitz in the year before September 
11. In August 2000, Wolfowitz et al underlined that a necessary 
transformation of the US forces will be a long one ‘absent a catastrophic 
and catalysing event like a new Pearl Harbor’. Such a catastrophic event 
would justify increased defence spending described as a pre-condition for 
reaching the strategic goal: a Pax Americana.41 In the ‘Space Commission 
Report’ from January 2001, Rumsfeld et al described a new Pearl Harbor as 
‘the only event able to galvanise the nation and cause the US Government 
to act’.42 Rumsfeld said in October 2001 that the only way to deal with 
terrorism ‘is to take the battle to the terrorists, wherever they are’,43 but 
such a military intervention presupposed an event like September 11. 
Wolfowitz argued before the 9/11 Commission that if the DOD had gone to 
Congress before 9/11 and asked to invade Afghanistan, they would never 
have been taken seriously.44 A devastating event like September 11 was in 
major strategic documents and in statements by leading representatives 
presented as an advantage if not a necessity to reach US strategic goals. A 
catastrophic terrorist event was perceived as an ideal vehicle to transform 
US security forces to make them capable of preventing an even more 
devastating nuclear or chemical attack, which might ‘kill hundreds of 
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thousands’ or ‘potentially millions people’, to quote Rumsfeld.45 ‘We don’t 
have the luxury of making a mistake that big today’, he added.46 

Von Bülow as well as the British MP Michael Meacher argues that a 
‘new Pearl Harbor’ like the September 11 attack was not just perceived by 
US leaders as a strategic necessity. The US leadership actively facilitated or 
contributed to such an event. One problem concerns the ‘creation’ of 
Osama bin Laden and his mujahideen. During the 1980s, bin Laden’s forces 
were supported and trained by the CIA, the Saudis and the Pakistani 
military intelligence service ISI.47 They all kept regular contact with his 
forces at least up to 2001.48 Bin Laden’s mujahideen collaborated with the 
Americans in Bosnia in early and mid-1990s, in Kosovo in late 1990s and 
in Macedonia in 2001. While Osama bin Laden was turned into a major US 
enemy, his al-Qaeda forces were still integrated in the US supported KLA 
in Kosovo, and they received modern US equipment for their operations in 
Macedonia as late as in Spring 2001.49 In Afghanistan in late 1990s, al-
Qaeda had established a symbiotic relation to the Taliban, and the Taliban 
was nothing but an instrument of the US special ally, the ISI, with 
Pakistanis acting as military advisers and as ‘Taliban’ officials responsible 
for its diplomatic correspondence.50 Despite intelligence information about 
al-Qaeda ties, hijackers received US visas. 15 of the 19 hijackers received 
their visas at US consular office in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia.51 The head of this 
office in late 1980s, Michael Springman, stated that he wanted to turn down 
this kind of applications but he was forced to issue the visas after direct 
intervention by high level US officials. He says that we brought about 
hundred ‘recruits, rounded up by Osama Bin Laden, to the US for terrorist 
training by the CIA’.52 Several of the WTC hijackers were later trained at 
US military installations53 as if these hijackers had high level US support. 
At the same time, in the spring and summer 2001, a large amount of 
detailed and documented warnings were given to the US leadership, but no 
measures were taken. FBI and CIA field agents and a number of foreign 
intelligence services, presidents and prime ministers informed the US 
leadership of an upcoming al-Qaeda attack with airliners against US targets 
– some were specific about time and the World Trade Center – but the US 
leadership did never ask for further information.54 Within sections of the 
FBI, the identity of some of the hijackers as well as the information about 
the upcoming ‘air attack on lower Manhattan’ was common knowledge, but 
no measures were taken.55 

Von Bülow and other critiques also point to hundreds of other 
arguments for US complicity. On September 10, a number of Pentagon 
officials cancelled their air trips because of ‘security concerns’, and the San 
Francisco Mayor Willie Brown received a phone call from his security 
section eight hours before the hijacking. He was advised not to travel by 
air.56 Von Bülow also questions why the air defence authorities (NORAD) 
on September 11 did not follow standard operating procedures to intercept 
airplanes immediately when diverting from their given course. In year 
2000-2001, this happened several times a week. The fact that this did not 
happen on September 11 (until it was too late) has been described as 
remarkable.57 They also argue that the World Trade Center complex could 
never have been brought down by the aircraft, and the New York Fire 
Department reported a number of explosions inside the World Trade Center 
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buildings, which are confirmed by videos.58 Each building collapsed 
vertically in almost ten seconds (close to free fall) as if they were brought 
down by controlled demolition, not by the aircraft and the fire. Construction 
engineers and physical scientists argue that the fires from the aircraft would 
never have had enough impact to force the towers to collapse.59 The fact 
that World Trade Center 7 collapsed cannot be explained by the airplanes. 
Someone seems to have given the ‘hijackers’ and helping hand. To von 
Bülow and others this is a strong indication of a US military operation or 
intelligence operation. Such a catastrophic event was believed in every 
respect to be very useful to the Bush Government. It radically increased the 
support for the President. It was followed by a radical military build-up as a 
pre-condition for a Pax Americana, and it made it possible for the US 
Administration to take ‘the battle to the enemy’ before a nuclear terrorist 
attack would kill ‘hundreds of thousands’ or even ‘millions’, to quote 
Rumsfeld.60 

The very opposite to von Bülow’s view is presented by the 
conservative Michael Ledeen holding the Freedom Chair at the American 
Enterprise Institute. He was international affairs adviser to President 
George W Bush’s closest adviser Karl Rove, 61 he is a co-founder of the 
Jewish Institute for National Security (JINSA), and a former terrorist 
adviser to US state secretary Alexander Haig. Ledeen argues that the 
German and the French governments have allied with radical Islam and 
with the Arab extremists to bring down ‘American domination before it 
takes stable shape’:  

 
[T]he French and the Germans struck a deal with radical Islam and 
with radical Arabs: You go after the United States, and we’ll do 
everything we can to protect you, and we will do everything we can to 
weaken the Americans. The Franco-German strategy was based on 
using Arab and Islamic extremism and terrorism as the weapon of 
choice, and the United Nations as the straitjacket for blocking 
decisive response from the United States.62  
 

Ledeen may be a less credible source.63 According to Admiral Fulvio 
Martini, Italian chief of Military Intelligence (1984-1991), Ledeen belonged 
to the groups on the ‘fringes of the CIA’. His activities in Italy in the 1970s 
and 1980s, in collaboration with a faction of Italian Military Intelligence, 
made Martini declare him unwelcome in Italy.64 This does not imply that 
Ledeen is involved in the present terrorist activities. However, it is still 
important that on the one hand Ledeen, with his prominent role for the Bush 
Administration,65 and on the other hand, former German state secretary for 
defence, von Bülow, accuses the other side of using terrorism as an 
instrument of their respective grand strategy. Both these prominent former 
civil servants accuse the other side of using terrorism to construct a new 
world order.  
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3. ‘Dual State’ and ‘Dual Security Structure’ 
 
The information about CIA’s terrorist campaign in the Europe and US 
military proposals for a terrorist campaign in the USA was not uncovered 
until 30 or 40 years afterwards, and it may take another 30-40 years before 
we know what is going on today. During the Cold War the USA developed 
a security system that included both sides of the conflict – not only the 
defence against terrorist action but also the infrastructure and organisation 
to carry out terrorist attacks – in order to manipulate mass media and 
increase the public awareness and political and military readiness against a 
Soviet attack. This also meant that the US intelligence established local 
‘security states’ all over Europe and tried to introduce a state of emergency 
in some countries to limit the range of the democratic discourse to exclude 
Socialist and Communist parties from the government. The US policy was 
to penetrate ultra-leftist organisations in Europe and perhaps elsewhere to 
launch violent (and non-violent) actions to make the governments and the 
public aware of the Soviet threat. The US policy was not just to infiltrate 
and monitor the extremist groups but ‘to instigate acts of violence’, to quote 
the Italian counter-intelligence chief General Maletti.66 This discourse 
played an important role for several decades. From the early 1960s, the US 
military leadership and the CIA prepared to use its own secret forces for 
attacking US and allied property or personnel in order to blame enemy 
forces or political opponents to justify a war against or a clamp down on 
these political forces. 

During the Cold War, the USA developed a ‘dual security structure’ 
that included a real visible threat towards your own defensive forces to raise 
the awareness, readiness and capability of states that had been ‘lulled into 
false security’, and the USA considered itself to be responsible for the 
whole Western world. Former US defense secretary Caspar Weinberger 
said that the USA, in the 1980s, had specifically tasked units that played 
enemy forces and secretly attacked Western defences worldwide in order to 
‘regularly’ and ‘frequently’ test their capability and increase their readiness 
and to develop counter-forces already before a certain Soviet capability will 
emerge.67 With reference to US/UK covert submarine operations in 
Swedish waters in the 1980s, Weinberger stated: ‘it was necessary to test 
frequently the capabilities of all countries, not only in the Baltic [Sea] – 
which is very strategic of course – but in the Mediterranean and Asiatic 
waters and all the rest…. And it was not just done in the sea. It was done on 
air defences and land defences as well ... and all this was done on a regular 
basis and on an agreed upon basis’.68 The US ‘security state’ in 
collaboration with local security elites tested the defensive capability of 
Western democratic states worldwide. In that sense, there is a 
correspondence between the ‘dual state’ and the ‘dual security structure’. 

Similar to the terrorist campaign in Italy and in other European 
countries in the 1960s-1980s, Rear-Admiral James Lyons, Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations for Plans, Policy and Operations, set up a ‘terrorist unit’ 
in 1984, the Red Cell, recruited from his own naval Special Forces (SEAL 
Team Six) that attacked naval bases worldwide. They planted bombs, 
wounded US personnel and took hundreds of hostages. It was, according to 
Lyons, necessary that US forces got ‘physical’ experience of the terrorist 
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threat to ‘raise the awareness’ to prevent an even more devastating attack.69 
The USA developed a security system that included both sides of the coin, 
and after the Cold War, with the loss of the Soviet threat, many Europeans 
may consider that this ‘dual structure’ with its specifically tasked terrorist 
units have become an instrument to establish an American hegemony as 
well as an internal stability. War is no longer carried out between the large 
armies of major powers but by ‘special units’ in order to create ‘a special 
mental atmosphere … to keep the structure of the society intact’, to quote 
George Orwell in 1984.70 The Islamic terrorists are by von Bülow and 
others understood as ‘useful idiots’ that US top-officials are using for its 
own hegemonic purpose. 

This means that now, when the Cold War history of European 
terrorism has become more visible, we have to look more in detail into 
today’s Muslim terrorism including al-Qaeda and Osama bin Laden. The 
White House has consistently acted as if al-Qaeda terrorist were both 
friendly intelligence assets and enemy forces (see above). In October 2001, 
in the Afghanistan war, US military forces had rounded up a large Taliban 
and al-Qaeda force in Kunduz 250 km from the Pakistani border. But 
Pentagon or the White House intervened and let the Pakistani Army open 
an air corridor, and ‘in a series of nightime airlifts … [the Pakistanis flew 
out] an unknown number of Taliban and al-Qaeda fighters’. For three 
nights, Pakistani (Hercules) transport aircraft flew out Pakistani volunteers, 
Taliban and al-Qaeda fighters and leaders as well as a number of ISI 
officers and two Pakistani generals, because ISI and Pakistan are close US 
allies.71 The loosing enemy forces were saved by the US leadership as if 
one wanted to keep a significant enemy in order to calibrate the threat. The 
distinction between war and exercise has been blurred. We have to ask 
ourselves: To what extent are US and perhaps other Western intelligence 
services able to calibrate terrorist operations and able to profit from them in 
an attempt to manipulate public opinion and governments – as a ‘fine 
tuning of democracy’72 – by creating a ‘creeping state of emergency’ that 
limits the democratic discourse? In other words, to what extent has the 
‘dual security structure’ made use of terrorist groups and developed into a 
self-propelled mechanism as a replay of the Strategy of Tension from the 
1960s-1980s? But now on a larger scale without a Soviet threat. 

It is now generally accepted that the September 11 event was a 
precondition for launching the policy that Wolfowitz et al. already had 
presented in various documents. September 11 has certainly also been used 
by the US Government to re-organize international politics and to force 
various states to adapt to the terrorist threat and to adapt to US counter-
terrorism operations that might penetrate these states. We also know that 
official Defense Department documents propose the use of a ‘Pro-active 
Preemptive Operations Group (P2OG)’ to fuse covert action, intelligence 
and deception world-wide to ‘stimulate terrorist reactions’ or terrorist 
operations by ‘prodding terrorist cells into action’ to ‘signal to harboring 
states that their sovereignty will be at risk’.73 US stimulation of terrorist 
operations worldwide will justify US interventions where this terrorist 
activity takes place. The Americans will feel free to intervene in countries 
harbouring terrorists. The CIA and US Special Forces are given access to 
these countries, because the local security services have not the relevant 
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capacity. The USA enters the scene to remove regimes harbouring terrorists 
and to protect allies against an evasive enemy that threatens the civilian 
order. One state after the other is made into a protectorate.  

This means that a new pattern is about to emerge. US superior 
military strength and intelligence hegemony can only be transformed into 
power and real global strength if there are conflicts – wars and terrorist 
attacks – that threaten the multipolar world order of the civilian economic-
political system. While the civilian economic-political power structure with 
the USA, the EU, Japan and China has no single leader, the military-
political structure has, and the more violent discourse the USA is able to 
present, the less competition will the USA meet from other powers. Only by 
countering terrorism worldwide and by military interventions against 
various rouge states are the USA able to profit from its military-intelligence 
hegemony and transform the global system into a unipolar Pax Americana. 
But this policy may weaken Europe’s traditional solidarity with the USA 
and possibly presuppose US use of terrorist groups to target Europe and 
East Asia in the years to come. Otherwise, these terrorist attacks may be 
interpreted as a reaction to US policy, as in the case of the Spanish 2004 
election. If the Europeans will suspect a US collaboration with terrorist 
groups – similar to what happened during the Cold War in the years of the 
Strategy of Tension – this policy will most likely lead to a backlash. 

However, if the USA will be able to carry out a successful Strategy 
of Tension, the Europeans may have to follow suit to receive some favours. 
The European ambition to put restraint on the use of force and to take 
decisions according to international law would then have been sidestepped. 
In other words, the Europeans would then have been forced to accept a 
more militarised global system, which certainly means a US unipolar world 
order. The Europeans would then try to counter the US move by making a 
less dramatic assessment of the terrorist threat and by giving priority to 
political coordination and economic development rather than to the US 
favoured counter-terrorist operations and military interventions. However, 
it is the USA and not the Europeans that will decide on the level of 
violence. The Europeans may have to adapt to the American policy similar 
to what happened during the Cold War and similar to what now seems to 
happen in Southeast Asia.74 
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