Vol.3 * No.1 ¢ Spring 2010 ISSN. 1307-9190

Detence
Against
Terrorism Review

Ahmed S. HASHIM

Lions and Tigers in Paradise: Terrorism and Insurgency and
the State’s Response in Sri Lanka

Arshi KHAN

Hindutva and Terrorism: Implications for Federal India

Olivier GUITTA
Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb: A Threat for the West

Serra PEHLIVAN & Kim DIXON
Power of Media and Words: Analysis of News on PKK

Pavel NECAS, Miroslav KELEMEN & Vojtech JURCAK

The Challenges of NATO-UN Interoperability to Better Fight Against Terrorism
Graham T. ALLISON I

Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable Catastrophe

Anthony H. CORDESMAN

Military Intelligence in Countering Terrorism

Centre of Excellence-Defence Against Terrorism



Defence Against Terrorism Review - DATR

Owner
Col. O. Faruk Demircioglu, Director of COE-DAT

Co-ordinator
Col. Ozden Celik, Chief of the Education and Training Dept., COE-DAT

Editor-in-Chief
Mustafa Kibaroglu, Bilkent University

Managing Editor
Mitat Celikpala, Kadir Has University

Assistant Editor
M. Figen Unsal

Copy Editor
Larry White
John Fraser

Editorial Board

Ersin Onulduran, Ankara University

Anthony Richards, University of East London

Cmar Ozen, Ankara University

Ignacio Sanchez-Cuenca, Juan March Institute, Madrid
Oktay Tanrisever, Middle East Technical University, Ankara
Louis Mesa Delmonte, College of Mexico

Shireen Mazari, Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad
Yonah Alexander, Potomac Institute

Advisory Committee

Meliha Altunisik, Middle East Technical University
Ersel Aydinli, Bilkent University

Serta¢ Bageren, Ankara University

Philip W.Brunst, Max Planck Institute

Biilent Capli, Ankara University

Haydar Cakmak, Gazi University

Beril Dedeoglu, Galatasaray University

Tom Farer, University of Denver

Rohan Kumar Gunaratna, Nanyang Technologica University
Celal Nazim irem, Dokuz Eyliil University

Ali Karaosmanoglu, Foreign Policy Institute

Orhan Morgil, Hacettepe University

Yasar Onay, Istanbul Aydin University

Sevket Ovali, Dokuz Eyliil University

J. Martin Ramirez, Complutense University
Stephen Sloan, University of Central Florida

Itir Toksoz, Dogus University

Senad Turkovic, University of Sarajevo

The views presented are those of the authors and do not reflect or represent the views of the editors or the
Centre of Excellence-Defence Against Terrorism

© All rights reserved Center of Excellence-Defence Against Terrorism






Editor’s Note

Activities of terrorist groups in various parts of the globe constitute the main focus of the Spring
2010 issue of the Defence Against Terrorism Review (DATR). This was not a deliberate choice of
the Academic Board of the Centre of Excellence Defence Against Terrorism. However, based on the
subjects of the articles that were submitted to DATR, it so turned out that, bringing the ones having
a common theme together would make more sense for our readership in comparing and contrasting
the motives behind different terrorist organizations around the world.

Hence, in this context, Ahmed Hashim, in his article entitled “Lions and Tigers in Paradise:
Terrorism and Insurgency and the State’s Response in Sri Lanka” discusses how the Sri Lankan
government managed to defeat the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), which purported to
speak in the name of the Tamil ethnic community of Sri Lanka and that the lessons of Sri Lanka
would be instructive for many countries faced with similar problems of terrorism and insurgency.
Ahmed Hashim explores the origins of the conflict and the evolution of the protracted internal war
between 1983 and 2009, and then focuses on how Sri Lanka developed the strategy for victory that
paved the way to the virtual elimination of the LTTE as a fighting organization, and the decapitation
of almost all its entire senior leadership. Hashim concludes, however, that military victory does not
mean resolution of the conflict and that there is an important political aspect to this conflict, which
must be resolved justly and equitably, in a manner that addresses and resolves the grievances that
led to hostilities.

Similarly, in his article entitled “Hindutva and Terrorism: Implications for Federal India,” Arshi
sheds light on a controversial issue, which has not been investigated or discussed extensively in
academic circles. Arshi Khan emphasizes the diversity of India’s social realities and historical
identities, as well as its centuries of experiences with social cohabitation, bringing about an evolving
recognition of the federal polity. That diversity is well recognized in India’s Constitution, in relation
to both national minorities and those who are dispersed in areas dominated by the majority religious
community. Khan points out that the federal polity ensuring the rights of the vulnerable communities
is now under threat due to the rise of fascist elements in various spheres, and no preferential treatment
is available for the Muslims who constitute over 14 percent of India’s total population. Yet he goes
on to argue that they are now trapped in another problem of the terrorism, by the Hindu fascists
and terrorists, and thus it is important to analyze those aspects of Hindutva, which is politically
motivated to create hatred and to demonize the Muslims in the minds of the majority, government
and in other public fora. Khan concludes that this is not only a threat to the minority groups but
also to the majority community as it is divisive, provocative, politically-motivated and extremely
violent in nature; it needs to be contained very seriously in the larger interest of the people as well
as the letter and spirit of the Constitution of India which seeks to promote liberty, equality, justice,
democracy and federalism.

Olivier Guitta claims, in his article “Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb: A Threat for the West,”
that since 2006, North Africa has become a major front in the “war against terrorism.” Olivier Guitta
explains the pyramidal organizational structure and the tactics of Al-Qaeda in North Africa (AQIM)
in detail, as well as the ways and means of recruiting elements and raising funds for sustaining their
operations. Guitta argues that while AQIM has been very active with a series of bloody suicide
bombings and attacks in Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia, it does not mean that it is not present and
expanding in other African nations, and that from Mauritania to Chad, AQIM militants operate in
the inhospitable Sahara. Guitta concludes that AQIM has sleeper cells all over Europe and logistical
support as well. Despite the fact that European law enforcement agencies have been excellent in



their fight against AQIM, terrorists may still strike tomorrow in Paris, Brussels, Madrid or Rome.
Hence, AQIM might be morphing into a criminal/narco/terrorist organization a la FARC, which will
make it an ever more formidable adversary.

Serra Pehlivan and Kim Dixon elaborate on how the activities of the PKK terrorist organization,
mainly operating in Turkey, is reported in various countries and how this has impacted the way the
PKK is perceived by the populations of those individual countries. Pehlivan and Dixon undertake a
comparative study with a view to analyzing the media coverage of the PKK, as reported by prominent
Turkish, U.S. and Dutch newspapers, focusing on how the PKK is characterized in headlines, and
where in the story the references to the PKK as a terrorist organization are found, if present at
all. Authors argue that the civilian population often derives their opinions through news reporting,
particularly for those events that occur a long way from home. That same civilian population, once
its mind is made up, can in turn influence its government, and how a news story itself is written, how
the news story ‘labels’ an organization, and where that information is physically placed within the
story can all influence how a reader perceives the ‘news’ and that organization. Pehlivan and Dixon
conclude that media do not show much attention to terrorist activity taking place in another region
of the world, especially when the terrorist act does not pose a direct threat to the society the media
represents. This lack of attention by media and its selection of not calling a declared terrorist group
‘terrorist’ can cause a lack of support for the policies of the government of that particular media’s
governments.

It goes without saying that one of the most important missions of NATO is to defend the allied
territories against the threats posed by terrorist organizations. To attain this goal, the Alliance has
been undergoing a steady process of transformation for nearly a decade now. Hence, one particular
objective, inter alia, is to create the necessary conditions to achieve interoperability with other
international organizations, such as the United Nations, for effective implementation of the headline
goals of the Alliance. In this respect, Pavel Necas argues, in his article titled “The Challenges of
NATO-UN Interoperability to Better Fight against Terrorism” that the UN offers much more than a
framework of legitimacy for the actions of the NATO, and that the Alliance needs the UN because
the allies would strongly prefer to rely on UNSC resolutions as a legal basis for non-Article 5
operations and a political framework of legitimacy for such operations. Necas, however, concludes
that differences in interests and national caveats among the major powers, including the five
permanent members of the UNSC, constitute a major factor constraining prospects for NATO-UN
cooperation and an enhanced fight against terrorism.

In addition to the above-mentioned articles by distinguished authors, the current issue also brings
to the attention of our readers two very important sets of remarks by two world-renowned scholars;
namely, Prof. Dr. Graham T. Allison from Harvard University and Prof. Dr. Anthony H. Cordesman
from the CSIS, who shared their rich experiences on what must be done and what must be avoided in
the fight against terrorism. Prof. Allison’s remarks on “Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable
Catastrophe” and Prof. Cordesman’s remarks on “Military Intelligence on Countering Terrorism”
were among the keynote speeches delivered during the “Third International Symposium on Global
Terrorism and International Cooperation” held on 15-16 March 2010 in Ankara, organized by the
Centre of Excellence Defence Against Terrorism. It is our great pleasure to make these extremely
important presentations available to our readers.

Mustafa Kibaroglu
Editor-in-Chief
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Lions and Tigers in Paradise:
Terrorism and Insurgency and the State’s Response
in Sri Lanka

Ahmed S. HASHIM
Professor of Strategic Studies, Naval War College Newport, Rhode Island

Abstract: The lessons of Sri Lanka are instructive for many countries faced with the
problem of terrorism and insurgency. This article will explore the origins of the conflict,
then the evolution of the protracted internal war between 1983 and 2009; the focus
will be on how Sri Lanka evolved the strategy for victory — a victory that ended in the
virtual elimination of the LTTE as a fighting organization and the decapitation of almost
all its entire senior leadership. First, it will briefly address the historical and political
background of the conflict. Second, looks into the form of warfare and asks what the
weapons of this conflict were? Third, exploreswhatthe factors thatallowed the Government
of Sri Lanka (GoSL) to turn the tide and win a dramatic victory in May 2009 are.

Keyword: Terrorism, Insurgency, State Responce Sri Lanka Tamil Tigers.

Introduction

A year and a half ago, the Sri Lankan Armed Forces (SLKAF) decisively defeated one of the
most formidable, innovative and ruthless terrorist/insurgent organizations of contemporary times,
the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) which purported to speak in the name of the Tamil
ethnic community of Sri Lanka. How the Sri Lankan government managed to defeat this organization
after three decades of protracted and seemingly endless conflict is a remarkable story, particularly
since for almost 20 years the government had had little success whatsoever. Many countries which
have been faced with the blight of terrorism and internal war have shown a great interest in studying
the lessons of the Sri Lankan victory. In this context, the lessons of Sri Lanka are instructive for
many countries faced with the problem of terrorism and insurgency. Of course, there is no one
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magic template for victory against terrorism and insurgent groups that can be universally adopted by
countries without taking into consideration environmental, cultural, political and social differences.
In this context, [ am not arguing that everything that worked in and for Sri Lanka can necessarily be
adopted by other countries. Every country that is faced with terrorism and insurgent non-state actors
has to tailor its strategies and policies to suit its own idiosyncrasies and peculiarities with respect
to culture, environment, terrain and international factors. This article will explore the origins of the
conflict, then the evolution of the protracted internal war between 1983 and 2009; the focus will be
on how Sri Lanka evolved the strategy for victory — a victory that ended in the virtual elimination of
the LTTE as a fighting organization and the decapitation of almost all its entire senior leadership.?

This paper will undertake the following specific tasks. First, it will briefly address the historical
and political background of the conflict. In short, what was it about? Too often when we study
serious and protracted internal conflicts, there is a tendency to gloss over the background because
within it we are faced with the issue of origins and causes. These things are difficult to address in
any objective way because there is always two sides to the story. Governments are particularly loath
to concede some form of legitimacy to political groups using violence to advance their agendas.
Furthermore, however convoluted and misguided the goals of the terrorists or insurgents are, it is
necessary for the state — the counter-terrorist and counter-insurgent side — to know what motivates
the opponent in order to find a solution.

Second, what was the form of warfare and what were the weapons of this conflict? The LTTE
was one of the most sophisticated and effective terrorist groups of contemporary times. But it was
no mere terrorist organization; it was a large insurgent organization. There is clearly a difference
between a small group of poorly-organized and poorly-resourced terrorist organizations like Baader
Meinhof in Germany in the 1970s or the Brigati Rossi in Italy of about the same time-frame on the
one hand, and well-organized, well-resourced groups with organizational depth and functionally
specialized groups like the LTTE, the Taliban in Afghanistan and Pakistan, the FARC in Colombia
and Sendero Luminoso in Peru on the other hand. Such groups deserve the moniker of terrorist
organizations, but they are capable of doing more damage than ‘merely’ terrorizing societies and
governments; they can do serious and sustained damage for long periods of time. Nowadays, many
of the non-state actors around the world do not only engage in terrorism; they have even begun to
develop effective guerrilla warfare strategies and even quasi-conventional warfare capabilities.

Third, what are the factors that allowed the Government of Sri Lanka (GoSL) to turn the tide
and win a dramatic victory in May 2009? While even small terrorist groups have proven difficult
to eradicate and require considerable investment in counter-terrorism policies and strategies, it is
clear that sophisticated groups like the LTTE and the others mentioned above require even greater
investment of resources on the part of the besieged governments in question

1 This article is based on a longer research study being prepared by the author called A Bright Shining
COIN: Sri Lanka’s Defeat of the LTTE, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2011, which itself
is based on a five week field research trip to Sri Lanka in June 2010.
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Historical and Political Background of the Conflict

Any analysis of such a longstanding conflict must begin with a historical and political
background.? What accounts for the descent of the country into vicious ethnic conflict? The origins
of the conflict lie in the ethnic pluralism of the island nation, the policies of the British colonial
power, and the policies of subsequent independent governments from 1948 onwards. Although the
shooting war started in 1983, the conflict has its origins in history. Sri Lanka, which used to be
known as Ceylon before the name change in 1972, is a stunningly beautiful island in the Indian
Ocean, separated from the southeastern tip of India by a mere 22 miles of water known as the Palk
Strait. The ancient Greeks and Romans had a vague knowledge of an island located in the Indian
Ocean; they thought it was much larger than it actually is. They called it Taprobane. Moreover, the
Greek philosopher, Pliny, seemed to regard it as a utopia as reflected in the following description;
in Taprobane he wrote:

Nobody kept a slave, everybody got up at sunrise and nobody took a siesta in the middle of the
day; their buildings were only of moderate height; the price of grain was never inflated; there were
no law courts and no litigation ... [and] the king was elected by the people on the grounds of age
and gentleness of disposition and as having no children, and if he afterwards had a child, he was
deposed, to prevent the monarchy from becoming hereditary.?

Ancient Arab sea-faring traders who discovered Ceylon long before the advent of Islam
were mesmerized by its beauty and its riches; they called the island Serendib, from the Sanskrit
Simhaladvipa, or “Dwelling Place of the Lions.” After the advent of Islam, many Arabs and
other Muslims from Iran and southern India settled there and intermarried with the locals. Their
descendants constitute an important element of the small but commercially important Muslim
minority within the island nation.

What of the inhabitants of the island? Where did they come from? We know that the island was
inhabited at one time by an original aboriginal people, the Veddas. They were, however, displaced
by mass migrations of two distinct peoples from the Indian sub-continent, the Dravidian Tamils from
the southern India and the Aryan Sinhalese from northern India. They set up their own respective
kingdoms on the island; sometimes they cooperated and sometimes they fought one another. The
Sinhalese were adherents of Buddhism which was brought to the island around 250 BCE. The

2 In order to minimize the number of footnotes, this section on the origins and political evolution of the
conflict is summarized from my forthcoming book, A Bright Shining COIN?: Sri Lanka’s Defeat of the
Liberation Tamil Tigers of Eelam, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2011; Robert Oberst,
“Sri Lanka: Ethnic Conflict and the Disintegration of a Third World Democracy,” http://pl.library.yorku.
ca/ojs/index.php/refuge/article/viewFile/21121/19818; Daya Somasundaram, “Ethnic consciousness: The
Case of Sri Lanka,” http://transcurrents.com/tc/2010/02/hist 497 .html; the highly informative essay by
Alfred Jeyaratnam Wilson and A. Joseph Chandrakanthan, “Tamil Identity and Aspirations,” Conciliation
Resources, August 1998, http://www.c-r.org/our-work/accord/sri-lanka/tamil-identity-aspirations.php;
and, of course, the following essential works on the history of Sri Lanka and the conflict itself:

Cited in http://livingheritage.org/taprobane.htm.

4 The English writer Horace Walpole coined the word serendipity to refer to something that is discovered by
chance or accident.
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symbol of the Sinhalese is the Lion. The Tamils are Hindu and their symbol is the Tiger. As the
noted Sri Lankan political commentator, D.B.S. Jeyaraj pointed out:

Mythological history traces Sinhalese origins to Prince Vijaya who in turn is believed to have
had a leonine ancestor. Sinhaya is the Sinhala word for “lion” and the Sinhalese themselves are
called “People of the Lion” or the “Lion Race.” The Sri Lankan national flag bears a sword-bearing
lion, which is a replica of the one used by Kandy, the last Sinhalese kingdom to fall to the British
colonialists...When Tamil nationalism reached warring proportions it had an appropriate counter-
symbol — the roaring tiger, which was used by the most martial Tamil dynasty in India, the Cholas...*

That ethnic pluralism was a factor in the Sri Lanka is unquestioned.® Sri Lanka is a multi-racial
and multi-religious society. The Sinhalese constitute 74% of the total population; the main ethnic
minority, the Sri Lankan Tamils, represents around 12.7% of the population. There are also smaller
ethnic minorities: the Indian Tamils who constitute around 5.5% of the population; the Muslim
Tamils, often referred to as Moors, constitute 7.5% of the population; and there is a small and
dwindling community of ‘Burghers,” or Sri Lankans with European — primarily Portuguese and
Dutch -- ancestry.” The confrontation between the Sinhala-dominated government and the Tamil-
minority was never a straightforward one based on primordial ethnic differences between two distinct
communities. First of all, neither the Sinhala nor the Tamil are monolithic ethnic groups. Indeed,
the upper classes of both communities cooperated and intermarried with one another; moreover,
Buddhism in Sri Lanka is not that far removed from Hinduism since the pantheon of Hindu gods
have, to some extent, been assimilated into the popular religion of the Sinhala people.

The island’s history has been vastly influenced by 450 years of Western colonialism. The first
Europeans to colonize the island were the Portuguese who introduced Roman Catholicism and
mercilessly persecuted the other religions on the island, Buddhism and Hinduism, but particularly
the small Muslim minority. The Portuguese called the island Ceylon, which name it kept until 1972
when it was re-named Sri Lanka which means ‘resplendent island,’ in the Sinhalese language. The
Portuguese were supplanted by the more dynamic mercantile Dutch; the latter were not as interested
in propagating their religion, Protestantism. They were interested in making money; however, their
notions of strict racial hierarchies did not prevent them from intermarrying with the locals, the result
of which is a small Eurasian community of Sri Lankan nationals known as ‘Burghers.” Britain,
whose navy was the most powerful in the world, ‘politely’ seized the island from the weakening
Dutch at the turn of the 19™ century as the Napoleonic Wars raged across Europe. It was the British
who left the most enduring foreign imprint on the island.

The British gave Ceylon a liberal and progressive system of government; they also created a
prosperous plantation capitalist economic system which contributed to the emergence of upper and

5 D.B.S. Jeyaraj, “Lions and Tigers,” Himal Southasian, April 1998, http://www.himalmag.com/99Apr/
lions_tigers.htm.

6 Robert Kearney, “Ethnic Conflict and the Tamil Separatist Movement in Sri Lanka,” Asian Survey,
Vol.25, No.9 (September 1985), p. 898.

7  See, inter alia, Sunil Bastian, “The Failure of State Formation, Identity Conflict and Civil Society Responses
— The Case of Sri Lanka,” Center for Conflict Resolution, Working Paper No.2, University of Bradford,
September 1999, p. 4.
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middle classes composed of people from the various ethnic groups. Most important of all was that
they created an education system second to none in South Asia; the medium of instruction was in
English. The communities that benefited the most from this education system were the minorities
such as the mixed race Burghers, Christians, and the Tamil community. The Tamil north was — and
still is — an economically backward region, but it had good educational facilities, thanks largely to
the efforts of the Christian missionaries posted to the north for long periods of time. The Tamils
used their English language training and vocational skills to dominate the bureaucracy and the civil
service, as well as the medical and legal services. The Tamils combined educational advantages
with a traditional entrepreneurial flair. This enabled them to attain lucrative positions in the colonial
bureaucracy and to set up successful commercial enterprises in Colombo and the economically
dynamic Western Province. With education and property being the qualifications for franchise and
political representation, upper-class Tamils entered the Ceylonese political mainstream in relatively
large numbers and came to acquire a stake in the unitary colonial system, deriving from it power,
prestige and prosperity. As long as these benefits continued to accrue to them, the new Tamil elite
were content not only to exist within a unified Ceylon, but also to play a key role in its leadership
and management. Indeed, they viewed themselves as staunch Ceylonese nationalists.

The Sinhalese of the coastal regions around Colombo also benefited; however, the majority of the
Sinhalese of the interior did not benefit from good educational facilities and remained economically
marginalized. Throughout the 19th century, many Sinhalese felt that their culture was threatened
by an unholy constellation of hostile and greedy external forces — Dravidian expansionism from
southern India, the global and integrated capitalist economy (the globalization of the 19" century),
Christian proselytism by enthusiastic missionaries, colonialism and modernity -- which sought to
crush the Sinhalese and Buddhist identity of the island. Fearful that their unique Sinhala language
— not spoken anywhere else -- and Buddhist religion were in jeopardy, many began to develop a
marked ‘minority complex,’ and a profound antipathy for anything that was not ‘Us.” As the Tamil
presence in the colonial administration, the professions and business increased, it was often conflated
and identified with these ‘invading’ influences.

Moreover, as it prospered under the British, the Tamil community’s educated sector increasingly
looked down on its Sinhalese counterparts, provoking further anxieties and resentment. Sinhalese
fears of being culturally ‘swamped’ both spurred and were reinforced by a Sinhala Buddhist revival
in the second half of the 19th century. This revival reasserted a world view through which many
Sinhalese perceived themselves to be a ‘special’ people tasked by Lord Buddha with the responsibility
of protecting the Dhammadipa, the ‘island of the just’, the ancient home of Buddhist society. Tamils
had long regarded both themselves and the Sinhalese as founding peoples of Ceylonese culture and
history. The Buddhist revival forcefully repudiated this view; Ceylon was the Dhammadipa and
no more. Other peoples, like the Tamils, lived on the island as ‘guests’ and at the sufferance of the
Sinhalese.

The British stayed until 1948 when Ceylon attained independence as a member of the British
Commonwealth. Ceylon’s path to statehood was peaceful, without the brutal blood-letting witnessed
on the Indian sub-continent which led to the creation of India and Pakistan or the chronic instability
which plagued Burma. The British, to their credit, left a politically stable and democratic country
whose social indicators -- health, low infant mortality and high literacy — were the highest in the
region and the envy of the rest of South and Southeast Asia. However, by the late 1980s the country



6 Ahmed S. HASHIM

was an economic basket case, a violent place, and a battered democracy. This was not surprising since
the country was in the throes of a violent confrontation between its two leading ethnic communities,
the Sinhala — who dominated the government — and the disgruntled Tamil minority, which had
become a politically and economically marginalized community as a result of government policies.
By the time the war ended in May 2009, somewhere between 80,000 and 100,000 people had been
killed.

In the years preceding independence, majority interests were given a significant boost, at the
expense of the minority Tamil elite, when universal suffrage was recognized in 1931. At the same
time, the emerging Sinhalese national movement demanded proportionate representation for ethnic
groups within the new indigenous legislature. With the political mobilization of the Sinhalese
majority, it is clear that the Tamil minority could not expect their disproportionate parliamentary
representation to continue, and that alternative strategies should have been explored to safeguard their
political, professional and commercial interests. Nevertheless, Tamil leaders did not give adequate
thought to the promise of federalism, which would have given them a considerable amount of control
over regional affairs and much clout at the center in Colombo. Unprepared to perceive itself as a
minority interest group, the Tamil leadership spent the years leading to independence to lobby for
50-50 communal representation within a centralized legislature. Their struggle was fruitless. Having
secured naval and air bases in Ceylon and the safeguarding of commercial interests, and unwilling
to get involved in this controversial issue, the British had little interest in accommodating the
‘communalist’ demands of Tamil leaders. By February 1948, a markedly majoritarian constitution
had been promulgated. After Sri Lanka gained its independence, the politically enfranchised and
demographically dominant Sinhalese moved to reduce the allegedly over-privileged position of the
Tamil minority within the society at large.

The stage was set for increasing Sinhalese policies of ‘affirmative action’ in favor of their
marginalized community. This was reflected in the stark statement of one Sinhalese government
official, Minister of Finance Ronnie Del Mel, in 1983 at the height of anti-Tamil violence that
precipitated the three decade war: “The Tamils have dominated the commanding heights of everthing
good in Sri Lanka”® In the 30 years from the mid-1940s, successive governments animated by a potent
Sinhalese Buddhist nationalism took measures to reduce the disproportionate number of Tamils in
the professions and the public sector. The first measure which undermined Tamil power within the
state bureaucracy was the introduction of universally free education from kindergarten to university
shortly before independence. The expansion of educational facilities enabled even poor Sinhalese
to compete for government jobs. The growing pool of powerful Sinhalese politicians and qualified
candidates greatly increased Sinhalese ethnic patronage within the government bureaucracy. With
the competition for limited openings ever growing, however, supply could never match demand,
the Tamils slowly but surely found themselves eased out of the bureaucracy to make way for
the Sinhalese who had the backing of powerful patrons. As time passed, the electoral promise of
pandering to this chauvinism tempted even the most cosmopolitan of Sinhalese politicians.

8 Quoted in “The Wages of Envy,” The Economist, August 20, 1983, p. 22; also in Dhananjayan
Sriskandarajah, “Socio-economic inequality and ethno-political conflict: some observations from Sri
Lanka,” Contemporary South Asia, Vol.14, No.3 (September 2005), p. 341.
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The second measure which ensured a reduction of Tamils in the employment sector was the 1960
nationalization program by the socialist government which removed all secondary schools from the
control of private bodies and the churches. Education came under the control of the centralized, and
Sinhalese-dominated, public sector. In time, Tamil schools in the north and east would be deliberately
deprived of funding and equipment to the obvious detriment of future Tamil job-seekers. The third
measure was the introduction of the 1956 ‘Sinhala Only’ Act, which replaced English with Sinhala
as the language of official government business, clearly disadvantaged large numbers of Tamils who
were fluent in English but not in Sinhalese. The final straw, however, was the introduction in the
early 1970s of communal quotas for university entrance. This led to the exclusion of merit-worthy
Tamil students and it was this policy that lit the ethnic powder keg. With ‘standardization’ it became
clear that the Tamils had lost the education and employment opportunities which had conditioned
their commitment to a unitary Ceylon in the first place. Not surprisingly, Tamil alienation from the
Ceylonese state began to set in.

Tamil defensive nationalism began in earnest in the mid-1950s as a response to the discriminatory
language policy and was fuelled by further discrimination in access to state employment and higher
education. Between the mid-1950s and the mid-1970s, the Ceylon Tamil national movement sought
redress within the framework of the existing state. The principal objective was to establish a federal
government structure through which the Ceylon Tamil people could defend its rights in a power-
sharing arrangement with the Sinhalese. At this stage, the Ceylon Tamil national movement focused
on non-violent resistance and launched a series of satyagrahas (peaceful protests) in the Gandhian
tradition. The coalition government (1960-1965), led by the Sri Lanka Freedom Party (SLFP), struck
the first violent blow against the Tamil national movement when the predominantly Sinhalese armed
forces were deployed in the Jaffna peninsula in 1961 to repress these peaceful protests. Thereafter,
state violence against Tamil activists escalated. To add insult to injury, the SLFP-dominated United
Front government introduced a new constitution in 1972 which categorically rejected the Tamil
demand for internal self-determination. This constitution confirmed Sri Lanka as a unitary state and
forbade Parliament to delegate its powers to subordinate entities.

The reaction of the Tamil national movement to these developments was two-pronged. On the
one hand, it increasingly articulated a demand for self-determination within an independent state
of Tamil Eelam. On the other, an armed liberation movement emerged, adding a revolutionary
dimension to the national struggle. In 1976, a new parliamentary party of Tamils was formed, the
Tamil United Liberation Front (TULF), which sought to make political capital out of the changing
aspirations of the Tamil movement, committing itself to the goal of Eelam through its founding
‘Vaddokoddai Resolution.” The resolution excoriated the Sinhalese state for its ‘racist’ and
‘discriminatory’ treatment of the minorities. It concluded with a rousing call for self-determination
for the Tamil nation. The Tamils endorsed the resolution in the 1977 parliamentary elections and
voted overwhelmingly for the TULF. However, the TULF politicians proved incapable of providing
effective leadership and seduced by the prospect of power at the center in Colombo, collaborated
in a half-hearted and ill-resourced government decentralization scheme and lost significant popular
support.

The upper-class Tamil political elite was outflanked by a new generation of young Tamil
activists who, economically marginalized by discrimination in employment and higher education
and also brutalized by state repression, concluded that the salvation of the Tamil people lay in armed
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resistance. They took their cue from a violent but short-lived terrorist group in the southern part of
the country where disgruntled and marginalized Sinhalese youth launched a dramatic assault on
the state in 1971 that was marked by indescribable brutality on both sides. The Tamils also looked
overseas and their attention was drawn to some of the more successful politically violent groups that
had achieved their aims, i.e. the Bengali separatists who fought the Pakistanis with Indian help and
established the nation of Bangladesh.

The militants formed five major guerrilla organizations in the middle to late 1970s, including the
Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) who were led by Villupillai Prabhakaran, and launched
their campaign to establish Eelam throughout the Tamil-speaking majority districts of northern and
eastern Sri Lanka. Large numbers of young Tamils came to the conclusion that their socio-economic
aspirations could only be fulfilled within a separate Tamil state. The LTTE, which began as the Tamil
New Tigers (TNT), was formed by the youth league of the TULF and had a more military approach.
Prabhakaran’s central presence in the TNT laid the foundation for the significant role he would
come to play in the group over the years. Prabhakaran, who grew up exposed to the rising militancy
of the northern peninsula of Jaffna, was associated with activist youth gangs and participated in
various political kidnappings. In 1975, the TNT carried out the group’s first major operation. They
assassinated Alfred Duraiappah, the mayor of Jaffna, which gave them a nationwide reputation as
one of the most extreme Tamil insurgent groups. Eventually, other militants joined the group and it
officially became the LTTE.

What did the LTTE want? Its demands were often stated by its leader, Villupillai Prabhakaran
(VP), on many occasions. He made one of the most unequivocal expressions of its demands at a
major press conference in the so-called capital of the Tamil state, Kilinochchi, on April 10, 2002:

There are three fundamentals. That is Tamil homeland, Tamil nationality and Tamil right to
self-determination. These are the fundamental demands of the Tamil people. Once these demands
are accepted or a political solution is put forward by recognizing these three fundamentals and our
people are satisfied with the solutions we will consider giving up the demand for Eelam.’

Despite a seeming willingness to negotiate with the GoSL concerning the moderation of his
ultimate goal and countenance a generous measure of autonomy as he did during the negotiations
of 2000-2003, it is clear that VP died still believing in the right of the Tamil people to self-
determination. Indeed, LTTE proposals for extensive self-governance short of actual independence
were too much for the GoSL and the nationalistic Sinhalese politicians to stomach. The latter viewed
such proposals as stepping-stones towards the ultimate break-up of the unitary state and the creation
of two independent entities.

The Form of Warfare

Given the emergence of ethnic contention between the two sides which came to a head in the
late 1970s, the Tamil extremists decided that there was no choice but to seek to settle the differences

9  Quoted in Suchismita Pahi, “Of Terrorists and Terrorism in Sri Lanka: Liberation Tigers of Eelam,” Nazar:
A South Asian Perspective, February 05, 2009, http://nazaronline.net/politics/2009/02/of-terrorists-and-
terrorism-in-sri-lanka-liberation-tigers-of-eelam/.
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on the battlefield. For the LTTE and its leader, violence was the method by which the Sri Lankan
state would be forced to recognize the necessity of giving up the Tamil-inhabited territories. The Sri
Lankan government was forced to respond to the outbreak of violence by implementing a massive,
but initially haphazard and disorganized, program of transforming its largely small and ceremonial
military establishment into a large force dedicated to the formulation and implementation of
Counterterrorism (CT) and Counterinsurgency (COIN).

What are the armed methods of insurgent organizations? Terrorism is one of them; having said
this, there is a clear distinction between insurgent organizations that have used and currently use terror
as part of their repertoire of violence — but have other extensive means of violence (see below) -- and
small terrorist groups whose operational goal is to hit undefended or innocent targets and whose
capabilities are limited to such actions. I will discuss the issue of terrorism at length here, because
it is salient in the contemporary world and because it was very evident in the sanguinary conflict
in Sri Lanka. Terrorism is a controversial topic of discussion and has eluded universally accepted
definition. Many experts have noted that terrorism is a pejorative term that is often applied by people
or states to groups (or even states) whose policies and actions make them concrete enemies. Almost
no politically violent individual or group proudly proclaims that they are terrorists. Certainly, the
LTTE objected vociferously to being labeled as a terror organization; its anger over this grew as 9/11
made people and states less welcoming to sub-state actors engaged in violent activities no matter the
justification or presumed legitimacy.

The Sri Lankan government has labeled the LTTE a terrorist organization from the very beginning
of the conflict. As I recall from my readings on the topic, the only group that proclaimed itself to be
terrorist was the 19" century Russian Narodnya Volya or People’s Will. More recently, the notorious
Usamah Bin Laden distinguished between commendable terrorism — which, of course, was his kind
of terrorism against Al Qaeda’s enemies — and the non-commendable terrorism practiced by his
enemies, i.e. the United States and its allies. Moreover, no state, except revolutionary France under
the sinister and sanguinary Maximilien Robespierre, has viewed state terror — which was practiced
on hundreds of thousands of hapless citizens of France — in a positive light. In contemporary times no
state in its right mind declares that some of its actions, both internally and externally, are examples
of positive terrorism against opponents. Indeed, states shrink from the label and bitterly contest it
when others accuse them of state terrorism. But states are quick to label other states as state-sponsors
of terrorism and they are even quicker to declare organizations or groups that oppose them violently
to be terroristic in nature.

Indeed, given the overwhelming predominance of the state in the international arena, it is not
surprising that terrorism is often regarded as an activity restricted to non-state actors of whom one
disapproves. Furthermore, since it is states which are supposed to have the monopoly over the
instruments of (legitimate) violence, armed forces, it follows that non-state actors with ‘armed force’
are engaging in illegitimate (terroristic?) violence. However, it is not that simple; in many places
around the world, the state no longer has the monopoly over the instruments of violence. What do we
call sub-state actors raised, trained and armed by states and which then go out and commit violence
on behalf of a patron state? Bruce Hoffman, one of the world’s leading experts on terrorism, has
noted that:
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Terrorism is a pejorative term. It is a word with intrinsically negative connotations
that is generally applied to one’s enemies and opponents, or to those with whom one
disagrees and would otherwise prefer to ignore... Hence the decision to call someone
or label some organization ‘terrorist’ becomes almost unavoidably subjective,
depending largely on whether one sympathizes with or opposes the person/group/
cause concerned. If one identifies with the victim of the violence, for example, then
the act is terrorism. If, however, one identifies with the perpetrator, the violent act is
regarded in a more sympathetic, if not positive (or, at the worst, an ambivalent) light;
and it is not terrorism.*

This very set of conditions laid out by Hoffman is what makes common definition difficult.
Nonetheless, the ‘collective we’ can recognize terrorism when we see it or watch it on television,
even if the perpetrators or their sympathizers do not share our labeling of an action as terrorism.
This extended debate has still not defined terrorism. I always begin with the seminal article by
Thomas Terry Thornton written almost fifty years ago and which constituted my first introduction
to the world of terrorism studies years ago: “terror is a symbolic act designed to influence political
behavior by extranormal means, entailing the use or threat of violence.”™ Thornton then goes to
elucidate the key characteristics of terrorism. It is political rather than nonpolitical violence. In other
words, as has been repeated time and again, an organization like the Mafia may terrorize opponents
through threats or acts of violence, but the goal in mind is not political but criminal economic gain.*2
Similarly, pirates may terrorize their maritime vessels by their actions on the high seas, but they
are motivated by economic, not political, gain. Thornton accurately notes the fact that the “military
function of terror is negligible,” because as he continues, “it is a small-scale weapon and cannot in
itself have any appreciable influence on the outcome of military action.”*?

This is why small terror groups cannot easily overthrow governments or defeat police or armies;
it is also why any serious contestant seeking to achieve concrete rather than quixotic political goals
has to go beyond ‘mere’ terrorism as part of its armory. Terrorism is a ‘symbolic act’ says Thornton,
by which he meant that the act has a “meaning broader than its component parts.” The targets are the
symbols of the state, but even more important as a set of targets are the “normative structures and
relationships that constitute the supporting framework of the society.”!* What does this seemingly
long-winded and convoluted sentence mean? To this author it means nothing less than the use of
violence against civilians and what is of value to them (the LTTE attack on the Buddhist shrine in
the holy city of Kandy was an attack on civilians as well as on a symbolically meaningful structure).
I am not arguing that military personnel cannot be targets of terror; they often are.

10 Bruce Hoffman, Inside Terrorism, New York: Columbia University Press, 1998, p.32.

11 Thomas Perry Thornton, “Terror as a Weapon of Political Agitation,” in Harry Eckstein (ed.), Internal War:
Problems and Approaches, New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1964, p.73.

12 There is, of course, a potential caveat; the actions of the Cosa Nostra as the Mafia is known in southern Italy,
can, and do have political goals in consideration when they act against the personnel of the state.

13 Thornton, “Terror as a Weapon of Political Agitation,” pp.74-75.
14 Ibid., p. 77.
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In the case of the Sri Lankan conflict, countless military personnel have been blown to bits at bus
stations or in their barracks. But a true terror campaign is one in which civilians bear the brunt of
the violence — whose purpose is to unravel the society and make it amenable to concessions or sue
for peace. Finally, terrorism must be indiscriminate violence: “terror must always have at least some
element of indiscrimination, else it becomes predictable, loses its broad character, and can no longer
be legitimately described as terror. Also, it becomes relatively easy to combat.”" Indiscrimination
is important because it causes disorientation and anxiety; these things help put society under strain.
Now if terrorism was completely discriminate in the sense that the terrorist group undertakes an
action in a specific area, against a specific group of the enemy, at a particular period of time, then
people will acclimatize themselves to the situation. The terror is neither that threatening nor that
effective; and the terrorist group in question would win no prizes for ingenuity or innovation. From
Thornton, I invariably move to cite one of the more contemporary definitions that implicitly build on
this original work. Once again, Bruce Hoffman’s definition in his definitive work, Inside Terrorism,
is worth quoting in full:

We may therefore now attempt to define terrorism as the deliberate creation and
exploitation of fear through violence or the threat of violence in the pursuit of political
change. All terrorist acts involve violence or the threat of violence. Terrorism is
specifically designed to have far-reaching psychological effects beyond the immediate
victim(s) or object of the terrorist attack. It is meant to instil fear within, and thereby
intimidate, a wider “target audience’ that might include a rival ethnic or religious
group, an entire country, a national government or political party, or public opinion in
general. Terrorism is designed to create power where there is none or to consolidate
power where there is very little. Through the publicity generated by their violence,
terrorists seek to obtain the leverage, influence and power they otherwise lack to effect

political change on either a local or an international scale.*®

While many insurgent organizations and insurgent theorists/practitioners have eschewed
terrorism, and regarded it as counterproductive, as did Ernesto ‘Che’ Guevara, not all did so. Indeed,
some insurgencies have actually argued that selective terrorism was of benefit to their causes. The
Front de Liberation Nationale in Algeria, fighting the French presence in Algeria, used terrorism as
part of its repertoire; as did the Vietcong whose terrorist activities in rural areas against civilians and
government officials are well documented.!” Yet neither insurgent movement viewed their terrorism
as indiscriminate, rather each viewed terrorism as instrumentalist and undertaken with a rational
purpose in mind. The same held true for the LTTE for whom terrorism was as indispensable as its
irregular warfare capabilities.

The LTTE was innovative, particularly in the arena of suicide bombing (which is discussed more
later) and in its impressive ability to raise funds globally on a large-scale. It was well-organized; its
members were well-trained, dedicated, if not fanatical, and ruthless—Almost everybody, whether it
was a terrorism expert or government observer, referred to the LTTE as the ‘A-team’ of terrorism.
That the LTTE was a terrorist organization goes without saying. It was an effective and bloody

15 Ibid., p. 81.
16 Bruce Hoffman, Inside Terrorism, New York: Columbia University Press, 2006, p.41.
17 Richard Shultz,
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terrorist organization that left a vast trail of death among civilians in Sri Lanka; it was also the
only terrorist organization in the world to have killed two heads of state, Indian Prime Minister
Rajiv Gandhi — which proved, in retrospect, to have been a colossal strategic blunder — and Sri
Lankan President Premadasa. It almost killed another Sri Lankan head of state, President Chandrika
Kumaratunga. It did kill scores of military officers, civilian officials and ordinary innocent Sri
Lankan civilians irrespective of their creed or ethnicity. The forerunner of the LTTE, the aptly
named Tamil New Tigers (TNT), began purely as a bona fide terrorist outfit in the mid-1970s. It
unleashed a wave of violence in the Tamil-inhabited Jaffna Peninsula against government officials
and security forces, including the police; the latter were often Tamils. In order to obtain funds, arms
and recruits it conducted a wave of daring bank robberies. As its reputation and that of its seemingly
charismatic leader, Villupillai Prabhakaran, grew, it increased in size. The group then moved into
the inhospitable jungle region of the Wanni, in northern Sri Lanka, and began to train for even more
deadly terrorist and insurgent operations.

The LTTE’s signature form of terrorism was the suicide bomber. In the case of suicide terrorism,
a terrorist kills others by killing himself. Here the terrorist knows full well that the attack will
not be executed if he is not killed in the process.!® Suicide terrorism can be broadly defined as an
individual’s readiness to sacrifice his/her life in the process of destroying or attempting to destroy a
target to promote a political goal. One analyst, Schweitzer, defines suicide terrorism as a:

Politically motivated violent attack perpetrated by a self-aware individual (or
individuals) who actively and purposely causes his own death through blowing himself
up along with his chosen target. The perpetrator’s ensured death is a precondition for
the success of his mission.

According to Emile Durkheim, (1856-1919) the French sociological thinker, and one of the
greatest sociologists of all time, along with the German Max Weber, there are three basic typologies
of suicides. The first type is termed Egoistic Suicide, by which an individual commits suicide if he
fails to integrate himself with his family and society. The second form is known as Anomic Suicide,
by which an individual commits suicide when he feels helpless due to a breakdown of regular
life, resulting in industrial, financial and social insecurity. Suicide terrorism falls into Durkheim’s
third type, called Altruistic Suicide, in which when the individual commits suicide due to his close
integration with the prevailing social values and belief systems of his community. The individual is
therefore ready to give up his life, so that his “whole’ might survive. The society to which the suicide
bomber belongs makes him believe that the ‘collective whole’ is under the social, cultural, economic
or political dominance of an external force, which drives him to self-sacrifice for the sake of society.

Furthermore, like the Middle East, South Asia has had its share of deadly suicide bombings in
India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Sri Lanka. The last named state had the highest percentage of
suicide attacks in South Asia until the demise of the LTTE. No other terrorist group in the world, not
even Al-Qaeda, has been as successful as the LTTE in this deadly art form. Suicide battalions of the
LTTE — or Black Tigers — were the global leaders of this phenomenon. Until its demise in 2009, the
LTTE led the global list of groups that carried out suicide attacks such as the Palestine Islamic Jihad

18 Riaz Hassan, “Global Rise of Suicide Terrorism: An Overview,” Asian Journal of Social Science, Vol.36
(2008), p.273.
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(P1J) and the Hamas in Palestine, the Hezbollah in Lebanon, the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK)
in Turkey, the Groupe Islamique Armee (GIA or the Armed Islamic Group) in Algeria. The Tamil
Tigers’ ideology, inclusive of recruitment and legitimization of suicide terrorism, was a secular
one. The group and its members fought for a political, not a religious aim; they sought to create an
independent and free homeland of Eelam, that is, the Tamil state. The major ideology behind the
Tamil struggle as well as the use of suicide terrorism was nationalism.

LTTE suicide bombers were used against both military and civilian targets. The Black Tigers
launched their first attack in July 1987, and from then on, suicide bombings became an enduring
feature of the LTTE’s struggle. On 5 July 1987, the first suicide attack was launched by Captain
Miller, by ramming a truck packed with explosives into a military camp at the Nelliady Central
School in northern Sri Lanka, which marked the beginning of the use of this deadly method in
Sri Lanka. The suicide bomber constituted a deadly weapon for which Sri Lanka had no easy
response. Other than the loss of leaders, the country’s national, political, economic and cultural
infrastructure was severely damaged by suicide attacks. The LTTE deployed suicide bombers with
deadly accuracy to damage the Joint Operations Command, the nerve-center of the Sri Lankan
security forces; the Central Bank; the World Trade Centre; the Temple of the Tooth Relic, the Sri
Dalada Malligawa in the holy city of Kandy, an act which stunned and infuriated the Buddhist
Sinhalese and certainly exacerbated their anti-Tamil sentiments; and the oil storage installations
in Kolonnawa. The LTTE used suicide bombers to kill a number of service personnel, apart from
political leaders and outstanding intellectuals such as Neelan Thiruchelvam, a leading Tamil critic
of the LTTE’s terrorist methods and civil/human rights activist. The Sri Lankan Navy chief Admiral
Clancy Fernando was killed by a suicide bomber on a motorcycle soon after he returned from India
where he discussed Indo-Sri Lankan naval cooperation.

The LTTE was no ‘mere’ terrorist sub-state actor. It was clearly more than a mere terrorist
organization. No ‘mere’ terrorist organization could have committed the level of havoc and
destruction that the LTTE subjected the island nation to for thirty years; no mere terrorist organization
could have undertaken the well-organized attacks on military installations as did LTTE cadres, e.g.
the assaults on Anuradapura air base and Bandaranaike-Katunayake civil/military airport north of
Colombeo. It was also an insurgency: it was a war between a government with a conventional force
structure supplemented by paramilitary forces fighting a non-state actor with an irregular warfare
structure supplemented by embryonic conventional forces. Insurgencies are the most common form
of political violence today. Indeed, as the famous Correlates of War Project points out, of the 464
wars that they have in a data base covering the years 1816 to the end of the 20" century, only 17%
(79 wars) were purely conventional interstate wars; the rest (385) were intrastate wars.'® There is no
one standard and universal definition of insurgency. Bard O’Neill, a noted expert on irregular war at
the U.S. National Defense University, defined insurgency as a “struggle between a non-ruling group
and the authorities in which the non-ruling group consciously uses political resources and violence to
destroy, reformulate or sustain the basis of legitimacy of one or more aspects of politics.”?® The well-
known U.S. Field Manual 3-24 defines insurgency as “an organized, protracted politico-military

19 Cited in David Kilcullen, Counter-Insurgency, London: Hurst and Company, 2010, pp.ix-x.

20 Bard O’Neill, Insurgency and Counterinsurgency: Inside Modern Revolutionary Warfare, (2" Edition),
Dulles, VA: Potomac Books, Inc., 2005, p.15.
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struggle designed to weaken the control and legitimacy of an established government, occupying
power, or other political authority while increasing insurgent control.”?

There are several structural types of insurgencies.?? An anticolonial insurgency is designed to
get rid of a colonial power usually located far away from a territory over which it has political
and economic control. The post-1945 era was the heyday of successful anti-colonial insurgencies,
although some colonial powers took an inordinate amount of time to recognize the writing on the
wall, such as the Portuguese who remained in their African colonies until the 1970s. A revolutionary
insurgency is dedicated to the overthrow of the existing political system and its total replacement by
a new political and socioeconomic structure; among the most famous examples of such insurgencies
are those of Maoist China and Ho Chi Minh’s Vietnam. In the Sri Lankan instance, the insurgency
was designed to separate from the existing political system. Separatist (or secessionist) insurgencies
are usually ethnic insurgencies and they seek to withdraw from the nation-state of which they are
formally a part, and they may or may not include radical social transformation within the territory
they capture.? They are hard to defeat because they are almost a zero-sum game between two
distinct communities: one has the guns while the other often lives in a distinct part of the country
and feels marginalized and discriminated against. The insurgent organization’s task is to mobilize
this disgruntled ethnic/religious community in favor of separation/secession. This is an arduous task
because it is not clear that an entire community, despite its alienation from the center (i.e. the nation-
state of which they are a part), will necessarily see everything in the same light as the insurgent
organization that purports to represent their national interests and identity. Often that insurgent
organization has to battle other groups within the disgruntled community; it then has to proceed to
invent a new identity, one which they hope would solidify their legitimacy as the sole representative
of their people.?* Insurgent groups usually use guerrilla strategy as their preferred modus operandi.
There has been considerable semantic confusion in the study of irregular warfare, with the terms
insurgency, small wars, guerrilla war, low-intensity conflict, etc. used interchangeably without any
discipline.” Here I will refer to the LTTE as an insurgent organization which used, among other
weapons, guerrilla warfare. In this context, it waged war in the manner typical of such organizations
throughout history. This begs the question now of what I mean by guerrilla strategy. Again, Bard
O’Neill comes to the rescue; he defines guerrilla warfare as being “highly mobile hit-and-run attacks
by lightly- to moderately-armed groups that seek to harass the enemy and gradually erode his will

21 Field Manual 3-24.

22 I have derived this from Shale Horowitz and Deepti Sharma, “Democracies Fighting Ethnic Insurgencies:
Evidence from India,” Studies in Conflict and Terrorism, Vol. 31 (2008), pp. 749-751; see also Harald
Havoll, COIN Revisited: Lessons of the classical literature on counterinsurgency and its applicability to the
Afghan hybrid insurgency, Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, No. 13, 2008, pp. 7-8.

23 Bard O”Neill, Insurgency and Terrorism: From Revolution to Apocalypse, p. 24; there is a subtle difference
between separatism and secessionism.

24 On this issue within the Sri Lankan Tamil context, see Apratim Mukarji, Sri Lanka: A Dangeous Interlude,
Colombo: Vijitha Yapa Publications, 2005, pp. XII-XIV.

25 For more details on an attempt to try to clear this semantic confusion see Ahmed S. Hashim, Small Wars,
London: Hurst (forthcoming in 2011).



Lions and Tigers in Paradise: Terrorism and Insurgency and the State’s Response in Sri Lanka 15

and capability.”?® However, one of the best descriptions of the characteristics of guerrilla military
activity, without a doubt, is the oft-quoted paragraph by the most successful irregular warrior of the
20" century, Mao Zedong, which O’Neill also cites:

What s basic guerrilla strategy? Guerrilla strategy must be based primarily on alertness,
mobility, and attack. It must be adjusted to the enemy situation, the terrain, the existing
lines of communication, the relative strengths, the weather, and the situation of the
people. In guerrilla warfare, select the tactic of seeming to come from the east and
attacking from the west; avoid the solid, attack the hollow; attack; withdraw; deliver
a lightning blow, seek a lightning decision. When guerrillas engage a stronger enemy,
they withdraw when he advances; harass him when he stops; strike him when he is
weary; pursue him when he withdraws. In guerrilla strategy, the enemy’s rear, flanks,
and other vulnerable spots are his vital points, and there he must be harassed, attacked,
dispersed, exhausted and annihilated.?”

But the matter does not end here. The LTTE was more than a terrorist and insurgent organization.
Indeed, during parts of the final campaign, known as Eelam IV, the fighting resembled conventional
warfare more than anything else. As the Sri Lankan military analyst, Sergei DeSilva Ranasinghe,
writing for Jane’s Intelligence Review put it:

In many respects, the final phase of Sri Lanka’s long-running conflict with the LTTE
was very different from other insurgencies. Although infamous as a pioneer of
asymmetric tactics, including suicide bombings, the LTTE had transformed itself into
a relatively conventional enemy by the time the conflict re-escalated in 2006. Having
developed a separatist state, complete with ground, maritime and air forces, it was
determined to hold territory and had become dependent on maritime supply lines.?

Two other analysts have referred to the LTTE’s military structure and combat capabilities in their
extensive analysis of the Security Sector Reform in Sri Lanka. They write:

By the late 1990s the LTTE had transformed itself into a disciplined and highly
effective conventional fighting force, of well over 10,000 cadres at its height, capable
of operating along a continuum that encompassed, at one extreme, suicide-bomb
attacks in the capital, Colombo, and conventional warfare in the north and east at
the other, and even an air and naval arm. It was a formidable fighting force. Though
massively outnumbered and outgunned by the Sri Lankan armed forces, estimated
today at over 200,000 personnel, it made up for these shortfalls in many ways, through
effective use of resources, bravery/martyrdom and tactical mobility, for example,
enough to deprive the Sri Lankan state of a monopoly of force and even to lay plans
to create a de facto state within Sri Lanka.”

26 Bard O’Neill, p. 35.
27 Mao Tse-Tung, On Guerrilla Warfare, trans. Samuel Griffith, New York: Frederick Praeger, 1962, p. 46.

28 Sergei DeSilva Ranasinghe, “Good education — Sri Lanka military learns insurgency lessons,” Jane’s
Intelligence Review, November 13, 2009, online version: http://www4janes.subscribe/jir/doc_view.
jsp?K2DocKey=/"content1/janesdata/mags/jir...

29 Eleanor Pavey and Chris Smith, “Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Security Sector Reform in Sri Lanka,”
in Hans Born, Gordon Peake, and Albrecht Scharbel (eds.), Security Sector Reform in Challenging
Environments, Geneva: Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces, 2009, p.192.
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While too much has been made of the LTTE’s quasi-conventional capability, the fact that they
were developing it, of course, raises the question of what kind of warfare was the LTTE practicing?
Given the above descriptions, could one really argue that it was an insurgent organization? And
was the Sri Lankan military waging a counterinsurgency or a conventional campaign against it?
These issues were raised in the various blogs that deal with irregular war when the war ended and
everybody wanted to know how the Sri Lankans did it. This debate is sterile and artificial in my
opinion since it simply does not recognize the complexity of irregular war. First, even during the
heyday of irregular war in the mid-20™ century, there was a clear recognition on the part of its most
successful practitioners, such as Mao Zedong and Vo Nguyen Giap, that irregular warfare warriors
must necessarily transition or move up/progress to quasiconventional or conventional (‘mobile’
warfare) as the insurgent movement becomes better organized, disciplined, and equipped. This was
clearly spelled out by Mao in one of his famous tracts:

There must be a gradual change from guerrilla formations to orthodox regimental
organization. The necessary bureaus and staffs, both political and military, must be
provided. At the same time, attention must be paid to the creation of suitable supply,
medical, and hygiene units. The standard of equipment must be raised and types of
weapons increased. Communication equipment must not be forgotten. Orthodox
standards of discipline must be established.®

Very few revolutionary or insurgent movements were able to transition to the conventional level
as did the Chinese Communist Red Army that defeated the Japanese imperialists and crushed the
Nationalist Chinese. An example that readily comes to mind, and which borrowed carefully from
the Chinese model, was that of the Vietnamese war of national liberation against the French colonial
power and the war to unify Vietnam under Communist rule; the famous Vietnamese commander
Vo Nguyen Giap describes in considerable detail the requirements to build a guerrilla force into a
disciplined ‘mobile’ conventional military in his book, People’s Army, People’s War.

Second, in the contemporary era, I argue here that the lines between terrorism, insurgency, and
quasi-conventional capabilities are increasingly blurred for the more sophisticated/developed non-
state actors; indeed, some countries around the world have even followed non-state actors and have
actually combined the three forms of warfare as their best chance for a deterrent strategy against
more powerful countries.® For the contemporary, sophisticated, non-state actor, the trajectory
will not necessarily be a transition or progress upwards from terrorism/irregular war to (quasi)
conventional war; it will most likely be a combination of the three being used in parallel. Of course,
the construction of an elaborate quasiconventional military structure will take some time to achieve,
but once it is in place, such non-state actors are not going to forego the use of the other strategies in
their arsenal; all three approaches together represent a force multiplier. This has been the case with
the LTTE. In this context, I adopt as my framework for understanding the LTTE’s form of warfare
from the discussions on what has been termed ‘hybrid war.” The LTTE was capable of waging
hybrid warfare; that is, it had terrorist and guerrilla warfare capabilities and had developed nascent
conventional warfare capabilities.

30 Mao Tse-Tung, On Guerrila Warfare, Translated by General Samuel Griffith, New York: Praeger Publishers,
1962, p. 113.

31 The Islamic Republic of Iran comes to mind.
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Many analysts have argued that future wars will be ‘multi-modal’ or ‘multi-variant,” that is to
say, exhibiting many forms rather than one form of warfare. There will be a blending or blurring
of forms of warfare in combinations of increasing frequency and lethality.® Instead of separate
challengers with fundamentally different approaches (conventional, irregular, or terrorist), we can
expect to see actors (both state and non-state) who will employ all forms, often at the same time, not
sequentially. In the words of Frank Hoffman, one of the leading exponents of hybrid war:

Hybrid threats incorporate a full range of modes of warfare, including conventional
capabilities, irregular tactics and formations, terrorist acts that include indiscriminate
violence and coercion, and criminal disorder. These multi-modal activities can be
conducted by separate units, or even by the same unit, but are generally operationally
and tactically directed and coordinated within the main battle space to achieve
synergistic effects in the physical and psychological dimensions of conflict.®

As described by the United States Marine Corps Strategic Vision Group: “Hybrid Wars combine
a range of different modes of warfare, including conventional capabilities, irregular tactics and
formations, terrorist acts including indiscriminate violence and coercion, and criminal disorder.”**
The complementary effects of hybrid warfare are generated by its ability to exploit the advantages
of each kind of force and increase the nature of the threat posed by each kind of force; to wit:
the irregular forces attack weak areas compelling a conventional opponent to disperse his security
forces; this in turn, opens the dispersed conventional forces to attack by the enemy’s concentrated
conventional forces.

The LTTE sought to create quasi-conventional force structures in the three combat domains: land,
air and sea. Its record in the first two domains remained mixed at best. The LTTE was a formidable
guerrilla force; its efforts to create a conventional force structure failed despite the tremendous
efforts they devoted to it. The conventional units were simply undermanned and poorly-equipped.
Outside observers were struck by the profusion of so-called LTTE conventional ‘brigades.” Little
did they realize that these ‘brigades’ did not reflect the necessary force structure of true brigades
which usually had a complement of 2,500 to 3,000 personnel. Instead, LTTE ‘brigades’ were more
like battalions of around 750 to 1,000 personnel. Moreover, during the final phase of the war as
experienced cadre were killed, wounded, or captured, they were increasingly manned by ill-trained
and unwilling youths.*> The LTTE also invested some effort in trying to create an air-wing. They
did not have much success in this field; they managed to acquire some light ‘micro’ planes which
undertook some psychologically disruptive but militarily insignificant air raids on the outskirts of
Colombo. However, the LTTE was notable for its development of a sophisticated maritime terrorist
capability. Just as there is no authoritative definition of terrorism as such, ‘maritime terrorism’ is
hard to define. What distinguishes it from piracy is mainly its aim, piracy being undertaken with
animus furandi in mind, i.e. for selfish reasons, whereas terrorism is best understood as one among

32 Frank Hoffman, “Hybrid Warfare and Challenges,” Joint Forces Quarterly, Issue 52, 15 Quarter (2009), p. 35.
33 Frank Hoffman, “Hybrid Warfare and other challenges,” p. 36.

34 U.S. Marine Corps, “Hybrid Warfare and Challengers” Strategic Vision Group Information Paper, February
12,2008, p. 1.

35 Discussions with Sri Lankan army officers in Vavuniya, June 2010.



18 Ahmed S. HASHIM

several forms of armed rebellion for the sake of some higher cause.*® The LTTE was the only terrorist
or sub-state actor in the world with a dedicated and well-trained maritime terrorist arm. This arm,
known as the Sea Tigers, managed to destroy almost a third of the Sri Lankan Navy (SLN) over the
course of its history, thus forcing the Sri Lankan government to devote considerable resources to
modernize and re-equipping a generally expensive branch of the armed forces in any country. All in
all, over the course of the conflict between the government and the LTTE, something on the order of
40 major naval engagements occurred between the naval arms of the two combatants; some of these
were among the most intense naval actions since World War II. Among the most notable actions
was the Sea Tiger attack on the important naval base of Trincomalee in October 2000, in which they
sank a naval vessel and damaged several others after a three-hour long battle. Another attack was
launched in November 2006 against Dakshina Naval base in Galle using heavily armed gunboats
and speed boats. A special squad called “Black Sea Tigers” was formed in 1990 to carry out suicide
attacks. In July 1990, it carried out its first suicide mission attacking the navy’s command ship
Edithara. The LTTE was also in the process of building its own mini submarine.?’

The Sri Lankan State’s Counter-Terrorism and Counterinsurgency Responses

From the above analysis we can conclude that the LTTE constituted a formidable adversary; it
took the government almost three decades to defeat them. This it finally did in May 2009. The cost of
the violence in Sri Lanka was enormous: 100,000 dead military personnel and civilians on both sides,
enormous infrastructural damage, and three decades of lost development and economic progress.
When we look at the early stages of the conflict, we can say, in retrospect, that the government could
have taken more effective steps to deal with the embryonic violence and that it could have nipped
the insurgency in the bud. Counterfactual history — which examines the issue of ‘what if” — is all
very fine; however, it is interesting to note that there were occasions in the early days when the Sri
Lankan security forces were on the verge of success against the then still underdeveloped LTTE
— Prabhak