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1. INTRODUCTION: MUSLIM RADICALIZATION AND HOMEGROWN TERRORISM

The idea that terrorists can and should be fought and defeated abroad “so we don't have to face

them here at home”, an idea that guided the Bush administration's post-9/11 foreign policy, is no
longer valid.1 With over 140 cases of domestic threats and episodes since September 11, 2001,
the potential of homegrown terrorism cannot be understated or ignored.2

The post-9/11 discourse viewed terrorism as a foreign phenomenon that originates abroad and is
nurtured within poor and oppressed societies. It was not indigenous to the US but was imported
by radical individuals.3 The common wisdom upheld that American Muslims were not very
susceptible to radical ideologies because they were not socially marginalized. On the contrary,
they were well integrated into US society, especially when compared to their European
counterparts in countries such as France, Britian and Spain.4 Moreover, because they are
“geographically diffuse, ethnically fragmented, and generally well off,”5 American Muslim
communities were not seen as breeding grounds for radicalism and violence. The focus of
counter-terrorist efforts and the War on Terror was on countries such as Afghanistan, Iraq, and
Pakistan.
Recent events, however, have challenged this conventional wisdom.
• In July 2009, federal authorities arrested an American Muslim convert from Long Island on the
grounds that he had received missile training in Afghanistan and had ties to Al Qaeda. The
suspect was accused of providing Al Qaeda with information on the Long Island Rail Road
system.6
• In July of that year, the FBI arrested seven Muslims from North Carolina who were accused of
stockpiling weapons and planning attacks abroad.
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• A few months later, on September 19, 2009, US legal resident Najibullah Zazi was arrested because he allegedly
planned an attack on New York City, using weapons training he had acquired in Pakistan. He had high-level
contacts with Al Qaeda militants and his attacks would have been the biggest one since 9/11.7
• One month later, Boston resident Tarek Mehanna was arrested for trying to connect with terrorists in Syria and
Iraq and for planning to attack a shopping mall.
• A week after that, on October 27, US citizen and Chicago businessman David Coleman Headley was arrested on
charges of planning an attack against a Danish newspaper. He was also accused of cooperating with Pakistani
group, Lashkar-e-Taiba, in the Mumbai attacks of 2008 and providing them with surveillance help.8
• On November 5, at the Fort Hood Army Base in Texas, Major Nidal Malik Hasan, who was influenced by a radical
cleric from Yemen, Anwar al-Awlaki, killed 13 people and wounded 30 others in a shooting rampage.
• Two weeks later, on November 23, federal officials released evidence of eight people recruiting more than
two-dozen Somali Americans to go fight with the Al-Shabaab in Somalia.
• On December 9, 2009, five young men from Virginia, also called the “Northern Virginia Five”, were arrested in
Sargodha, Pakistan, on the charges of traveling and training with the Taliban in Afghanistan. The five men went
missing in November and their families alerted the Islamic civil liberties group CAIR which then notified the FBI and
other authorities of their absence.
Forty-one cases of terror-related attacks happened in 2009 alone. However, is there cause for alarm? How serious
and dangerous is this “emerging and troubling trend?”9 How do we understand and interpret these numbers?
Terrorism expert Lydia Khalil from the Council on Foreign Relations believes that local threats are relatively less
dangerous because of their limited access to resources. These individuals have no networks, no training, and
rudimentary weapons and are therefore limited in the amount of material damage they can cause.10 Moreover, as
the 2008 Senate Committee on Homeland Security report “Violent Islamist Extremism, the Internet, and the
Homegrown Terrorist Threat” notes, Muslim Americans are vehemently opposed to violence and terrorism,
cooperate with law-enforcement agencies, and feel at home in the US.11 This suggests that the threat from
homegrown terrorism, in spite of numerous arrests reported above, can be monitored and contained in partnership
with the community.
Nonetheless, the radicalization of Muslim individuals is palpable. Terrorism, whether foreign or homegrown remains
a threat. Organizations such as Al Qaeda and homegrown clerics like Anwar al-Awlaki are still propagating a
narrative of war and jihad, and young adults are susceptible to the message. Even if it is limited for now, the threat
of homegrown terrorism, if left unaddressed, can increase and become alarming. As the numbers suggest, 41
terror-related incidents happened in 2009 as opposed to 7 in 2008 and 16 in 2007 and 2006 each.12 Although this
also suggests that there is no discernable pattern, the problem needs to be addressed to pre-empt future attacks.
Understanding how and why radicalization happens is the first step for counter-terrorism efforts to be effective.
The How and Why of Muslim Radicalism:
After examining five terrorism cases that occurred in the United States in 2009, a report conducted by the Center for
Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) concludes that “there is no simple path to radicalization or common
template for a homegrown extremist” because of the various profiles and distinct characteristics of each attack and
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each individual.13 This finding disputes the conclusion of the New York Police Department (NYPD) report in 2007,
“Radicalization in the West,” which argues that, despite the diversity of backgrounds and peoples, the path to
radicalization is consistent for all homegrown terrorists in the West. The key element is a “jihadi-salafi” ideology
propagated by Al Qaeda. This ideology serves as the “inspiration” and “ideological reference point” for Muslim
radicals in the United States and elsewhere.14
According to the NYPD, the radicalization process happens in four phases and ends in either death or capture of
terrorists. The first phase is “pre-radicalization.” This phase refers to life prior to becoming radicalized. All of these
“unremarkable people"15 lead normal lives devoid of crime or violence. They exist below the radars of law
enforcement agencies and counter-terrorism units, which makes it hard to track and monitor their behavior.
The second phase in the radicalization process is a “self-identification” phase where an individual begins to
re-examine his life and beliefs. This phase is triggered by economic (job loss), social (racism or discrimination),
political (anger over foreign policy issues and wars), or personal (family death) factors. These triggers push the
individual to seek and explore a new ideology that can provide answers and solutions. Some of them find comfort in
Jihadi-Salafi ideas and become candidates for the next phase.
In their article “Islam in the West: the threat of internal extremism,” Muqtedar Khan and John Esposito identify
various political and social triggers that push American Muslims to seek another set of beliefs and a new ideology.
The first triggers they identify are the 2001 war on Afghanistan, the 2003 US-led war on Iraq, and the US's
decreasing credibility as a broker of peace in the Arab-Israeli conflict. These foreign policy initiatives left many
Muslims disillusioned with American policies that they perceived as anti-Islam. This is a narrative that Al Qaeda and
other Salafi groups have deployed in their quest to convince Muslims around the world that the US is at war with
Islam.
Moreover, the Bush administration's tactic to keep Americans fearful of Muslims in order to advance a conservative
and pro-war foreign policy agenda alienated many American Muslims. Indeed, in 2004, only 2 percent of Americans
had anything nice to say about Muslims, according to a survey conducted by CAIR. Another 44 percent of them
were even willing to deprive American Muslims of their constitutional rights and freedoms according to a survey
conducted by Cornell University in 2004 as well.16
Deteriorating political and legal practices, such as racial profiling, discrimination at the workplace, racism, and
difficulties to travel, exacerbated the situation even more and increased tensions between Muslims and their fellow
citizens. Negative images of Muslims and Islam in the media added feelings of anger and mistrust in the minds and
hearts of many American Muslims.
The third phase of the radicalization path is “indoctrination”. In this phase, the individual goes through an
intensification of one's beliefs and comes to the conclusion that militant action is the only solution. In this phase,
association with like-minded people in a wider group setting is important and the presence of a “spiritual sanctioner”
as a guiding force is necessary. Moreover, what encourages Muslim men to adopt a radical ideology is the idea that
the jihadi is a hero and that the act of jihad is a noble, brave, and honorable sacrifice that Muslims should pursue. A
young Muslim male in search of a new identity and purpose already disillusioned with his present reality is easily
susceptible to this promise of divine glory.
And finally, the fourth and last phase is “jihadization”, or the phase where the individual self-designates himself as a
mujahid. This is when he starts plotting, planning, preparing, and executing an attack. This phase is the fastest one
in the radicalization process and can take as little as a few weeks to unfold.
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The radicalization process is unique in a sense that all terrorists and radicalized individuals experience a very similar
path. This does not mean that whoever embarks on this path is bound to be a terrorist; every individual who learns
about the jihadi-salafi ideology does not find it persuasive. Moreover, not everyone who is exposed to it is
radicalized. Only when the individual passes through all four phases of the process, does he become a potential
terrorist. This makes the process of radicalization a predictable and consistent one. The direct implication for
counter-terrorism experts is that, when using the model, they are able to tell when, how, and where an individual
becomes radicalized. However, because radicalized individuals come from different places and backgrounds,
experts cannot predict who will become a terrorist.
The situation becomes even more complex when one takes into account the fact that, even if an individual
completes all four phases, he might not engage in violent action in Western countries but might prefer to go and
fight abroad, in places like Afghanistan, Iraq, or Pakistan.17 Others might also become mentors to potential recruits,
and thereby pose an even bigger challenge to law-enforcement agencies as these individuals are harder to track
down and monitor.
Radicalism is not a Norm
A report published by David Schanzer, Charles Kurzman, and Ebrahim Moosa in January 2010 examines
homegrown terrorism and radicalization in the US from a different perspective than the CSIS and NYPD ones.
Whereas the CSIS and NYPD reports seek to study the reasons behind this phenomenon, the
Schanzer-Kurzman-Moosa report focuses on the reasons that explain why radicalization of American Muslims is a
rare occurrence rather than a widespread norm. By interviewing 120 Muslims in four cities (Raleigh-Durham in North
Carolina, Buffalo, New York, Houston, Texas, and Seattle, Washington) and by reviewing studies and literature on
American Muslim communities, the report found that the number of radicalized and violent American Muslims is as
low as 139 for the period of 2001-2009. All of these individuals are men, except for one, and their average age is 28
years old.18 Two-thirds of them are either born in the US or are naturalized citizens. Out of the 139 individuals, only
40 of them were successful in executing their attacks or in joining a certain fighting force abroad. Seventy percent of
those individuals were arrested by law-enforcement agencies before they were able to undertake their attacks.19
What this suggests is that the threat of homegrown radicalization and terrorism is present but it is a limited problem,
one that can be countered and solved with appropriate policies.
In addition, the report identifies various practices undertaken by American Muslim communities since 9/11 that have
contained radicalization. These practices may explain why the US has not witnessed more attacks perpetrated by
Muslims radicals. The first one is the consistent and oft repeated public and private denunciation and condemnation
of terrorism in mosques and in private circles. Second, self-policing of radical individuals and extremists by
confronting them or telling the police about them is another practice that militates against more attacks. The third
practice is community building. Muslims in the US have been active at community building, or establishing building
strong and cohesive social networks that have had the positive effects of reducing alienation and isolation. Fourth,
political engagement in the democratic process at the federal and local levels has also helped. Fifth, the report finds
that “identity politics”, or the growing assertions of piety, play an important role in promoting moderate views of Islam
as opposed to more radical ideologies. By building on these practices and encouraging American Muslim
communities to pursue them, the report asserts that radicalization can be combated and terrorism can be
pre-empted.
New Insights into Homegrown Terrorism
The emerging literature on homegrown terrorism offers new insights. First of all, as the cases point out, Al Qaeda
does not control or plan terrorist attacks within the US. The organization serves as the ideological inspiration of
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Salafism and provides religious justifications and “toolkits” as to how terrorist acts can be undertaken.20 In the US,
radicalism has mainly reached people through the Internet. Indeed, in 2006, the number of extremist websites
reached 5000.21 Al Qaeda does not have the resources to command, control, coordinate, and train radicalized
individuals in the US, and instead uses the Internet as its virtual office.
The internet is, therefore, a major challenge in the fight against homegrown terrorism, one that has yet to be met by
the US federal government and law-enforcement agencies. So far, the government's response toward this tactical
problem has been inadequate. Web sites, chat rooms, and videos are monitored but their increasing numbers make
them hard to track permanently. On a tactical level, this should be the priority of any counter-terrorism policy 22
because the Web provides would-be terrorists with all the information needed to complete the four-phase
radicalization process.
Moreover, the existence of a homegrown terrorist threat in the US undermines the long-held assumption that
poverty, repression, and oppression breed terrorism. As the cases show, most homegrown terrorists come from
middle-class backgrounds and spent most of their lives in the US. They were not poor and oppressed but enjoyed
stable and ordinary lives. What drive these individuals to take up violence is politics.
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CONFERENCE ON RADICALIZATION AT THE UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE
In an effort to understand the radicalization process and assess counter-terrorism efforts, a conference held at the
University of Delaware on May 12, 2010 brought together four experts in the field to discuss the subject further. The
conference was aimed at assessing the homegrown terrorist threat. Dr. Charles Kurzman, Ms. Lydia Khalil, Dr.
Pervez Ahmed, and Special Agent Jeffrey Reising spoke to a large audience about how radicalism should be
understood and combated in the United States. Dr. Muqtedar Khan of the University of Delaware's Department of
Political Science and International Relations hosted and moderated the event.23
Dr. Charles Kurzman opened the discussion with a recount of a recent incident that happened on the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill campus. Mohammad Taheri-Azar, a student of philosophy and psychology at the UNC,
plotted to kill as many Americans as he could in retaliation for the “American war on Islam.” Taheri-Azar ended up in
jail after he ran over some American students with a car and injuring them. While in prison, he wrote about his
radical ideologies and explained why he wanted to join insurgency movements in Afghanistan and the US military.
His ultimate goal was to become a military pilot and then drop a bomb on the White House.
Radicals like Taheri-Azar raise the question of how a person can accumulate so much hatred towards the country
he grew up in. What drives a young American, raised in North Carolina who did not know anything about Islam or
even go to a mosque or join an Islamic school or organization, to become a terrorist? To understand the process of
radicalization, Kurzman preferred to turn the debate around and ask why so few American Muslims become
terrorists. Indeed, he admits that today, becoming a terrorist is easy because Al Qaeda provides “toolkits” online on
how to make bombs, how to use other kinds of weapons, and where to kill people. So why have so few Muslims in
the US been responsive to radical messages? What are American Muslims doing to prevent radicalization?
Kurzman went over many of the findings of his report and argued that American Muslim communities have been
able to deter radicalization by self-policing their communities, reporting suspicious individuals, cooperating with
law-enforcement agencies, and integrating into American society. If these efforts continue, Kurzman argued, the
threat from radicalization and terrorism will diminish.
Bringing the debate back to the path to radicalization, Lydia Khalil of the Council on Foreign Relations argued that
radicalization is a condition that a person acquires over time. It is not tied to one religion or ethnicity but to a
tendency to follow an ideology that encourages violence and terror. After going over the four phases of the NYPD
radicalization model, Khalil identified three types of terrorists. The first kind is the “Associated Free Agents”, or
individuals who are not formally affiliated with terrorist groups, but do have some kind of an indirect connection to a
network of associates. Their connection to the terror base is vague. An example of this category is the 2004 Madrid
train bombings terrorists. The radicals' connection to Al Qaeda is still unclear but what experts know for sure is that
these individuals were driven by Al Qaeda's ideas.
The second type of terrorists is “Entrepreneurial Jihadists.” These individuals usually emerge in stable countries and
regions. They are mostly people who grew up in the US and the West. They get attached to radical ideologies and
decide they need to take action. They find like-minded people, most often on the Internet, and form groups among
themselves. They do not get associated with big terrorist organizations such as Al Qaeda.
The third type of terrorists that Khalil delved into is “Lone Wolves”. In this category, individuals have no social
capabilities to form groups or to carry out attacks in a group setting. They usually try to organize an attack by
themselves. An example is Taheri-Azar's attack in the UNC campus.
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Finally, Khalil discussed “Right Wing Terrorism”, a type of terrorism that should not be overlooked or underestimated
by authorities. Indeed, a recent report by the Southern Poverty Law Center states that law enforcement agencies
have identified 50 new militia training groups, calling it "the most significant growth we've seen in 10 to 12 years" 24
Right-wing radicals such as Joe Stacks, an American citizen who flew a plane into the IRS building in Texas during
tax season, are usually not seen as threatening. Joe Stacks was only condemned as a “criminal” and not as a
“terrorist.” Tellingly, President Obama did not visit Austin, Texas the morning after the attack and Congress did not
initiate any hearings or investigations. This incident, unlike the Fort Hood shooting, did not seem to be big news for
more than a few days. Right wing terrorism is perceived as a lesser danger to US security than homegrown
terrorism undertaken by American Muslims.
Such double standards in dealing with terrorist attacks and classifying terrorists on the basis of their ethnicity and
religion create further complications and hinder counter-terrorism efforts to combat radicalization. American Muslim
communities feel alienated by such distinctions and this increases confusion, stress, and mistrust within the
community.
Dr. Parvez Ahmed, former National Chairman of the Council on American Islamic Relations (CAIR) outlined the
initiatives taken by American Muslim communities to combat terrorism and the tensions that exist between
law-enforcement agencies and the US government. As an individual engaged in combating radical ideas within the
Muslim community, Dr. Ahmed believes that double standards make the job of combating extremism within the
community even harder. Ignoring the religion and ethnicity of all terrorists while constantly highlighting those of
every Muslim terrorist targets American Muslims unfairly. Dr. Ahmed goes further and argues that calling Muslims
radicals and terrorists “jihadis” glorifies their acts. He believes that terminologies should be changed and all
individuals who carry out acts of terror should be called criminals or murders, not jihadis.
In fact, the term Jihad has a positive connotation among Muslims. It is an adjective that describes striving and
overcoming obstacles to achieve goals and to be a better Muslim. The term might make the public uncomfortable
but the reality is that the concept of Jihad in the Muslim faith bears a positive image that radicals might be
susceptible to. Radicals see themselves as protecting Islam from those who want to harm it and this gives them a
strong justification when resorting to violence. Glorifying what they do by bestowing on them the title of “jihadis” is
misleading and wrong.
In an effort to highlight the actions of American Muslim communities in combating radicalization, Dr. Ahmed
acknowledges that Muslim communities across the country have become more practical and engaged since 9/11.
Muslims realize that in an ideal world, the misguided actions of 139 individuals should not have a negative impact on
5 million Muslims living peacefully in the US. Many American Muslims never imagined that a day would come when
they would have tense relationships with their non-Muslim counterparts because of terror acts undertaken by a few.
However, American Muslims have been quick to realize that, as Americans, they have to take part in combating
radicalization even if they did not contribute to causing it.
Dr. Ahmed even goes further and argues that it is the religious duty of every Muslim to denounce violence and
emphasize Islam as a religion of peace. Islamic texts also support that notion. For example, a Hadith describes the
Prophet walking at night on the street with his wife. One of his companions walked by and saw him. The Prophet
called on him and told him that the woman was his wife and not any other woman. The companion answered that he
would never have thought anything else. But the Prophet told the man that it was important to remove any suspicion
of any wrongdoing. As such, American Muslims should follow this example and clarify to others what their religion is
about and how Islam views terrorism and radicalization.
Muslims around the world do not believe that their religion is a source of terror. On the contrary religious and moral
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values deter and condemn all acts of violence. This idea should be capitalized upon and propagated in the
community, especially during juma'a khutbas. Unfortunately, a lot of khutbas happen to be mundane and irrelevant
to daily lives of average Muslims. In the post-9/11 world and given the emerging trend of homegrown terrorism,
more attention should be given to this phenomenon to learn how to avoid it and Imams have a duty to mention all
this in their khutbas. They do not even have to go outside the folds of Islamic texts to do so.
Dr. Ahmed also called on law enforcement agencies to become more creative in creating a dialogue with American
Muslims. As law enforcement agencies become more professional and honest in their proceedings, the community
will feel trusted and will collaborate with counter-terrorist policies. It will also motivate to self-police. This argument
echoes what the Schanzer-Kurzman-Moosa report notes when discussing what an American Muslim said about
self-policing. “I'll tell you right now that I'll call the police. And you can call me a snitch or a rat but call me a
Muslim.”25 Muslims are watching out for any acts of radicalization far more than what they did only a decade ago.
They fear collective punishment and the negative repercussions that will fall on them because of violent acts
perpetrated by a few.
Jeffrey Reising, a special agent in the Joint Terrorism Task Force of Delaware acknowledged the need to strengthen
relationships between law enforcement agencies and Muslims communities. He asks Muslim communities to trust
that his team will not target anyone, but will ask direct questions and will expect honest collaboration. As special
agents, they are fully aware that randomly profiling individuals is extremely hard and can have legal consequences.
This is why partnerships are important when dealing with the threat of homegrown terrorism. And this partnership is
a two-way street. Both sides should nurture it and they should work together to combat radicalization. In the end,
homegrown terrorism is as harmful to American Muslims as it is to the rest of the population and both sides have an
interest in understanding and combating it.
POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
In the light of the previous discussion, it becomes clear that the policies needed to solve the homegrown terrorism
problem should be complex and multi-faceted; they should span the local level (Muslim families, communities, and
local governments), the state level (through Joint Terrorism Task Forces and state governments), and the federal
one. The diversity of terrorists' backgrounds makes it harder to devise one-framework and implement policies that
can solve the problem all at once.
• Alter rhetoric and foreign policy initiatives:
At a time when America's foreign wars are backfiring at home, the federal government should be more active in
changing its rhetoric. President Obama is trying to fix the rhetoric problem. However, not much is being done on
the ground and this is something that Muslims are aware of. Ending the war in Iraq, reaching a peace
agreement and a two-state solution between Israel and the Palestinians, ending the drone attacks in Pakistan,
and building lasting and sustainable partnerships with Muslim countries that go beyond military interventions
are all positive initiatives that would reassure Muslims that the US is serious about peace in the world. Altering
the US's foreign policy agenda will go a long way toward decreasing feelings of mistrust and anger within
American Muslim communities.
• Encourage political mobilization and protect civil rights:
At home, the federal government should encourage political mobilization by including more American Muslims
in political parties, outreach efforts, and dialogues. Elected officials should visit mosques, attend Muslim events,
and sponsor events during Muslim holidays. More importantly too, the civil rights of American Muslims should
be protected at all times by reducing discrimination, racial profiling, and inequality. These are policies that can
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be undertaken at the federal and state level. At the local level, governments should devote more resources to
community-building efforts that aim to bring together Muslims, such as child care centers, youth facilities, and
health care clinics. State governments should also acknowledge the needs and concerns of American Muslim
communities and address them as they occur.
Recommendations to law-enforcement agencies
• Foster dialogue:
Law enforcement agencies should be open about discussing their counter-terrorism policies with community
leaders. They should also be careful when using informants as this can alienate community members. A
positive effort would be to hire Muslims into the ranks of police forces and counter-terrorism task forces.
• Encourage cooperation:
Law-enforcement agencies at the federal and state level should also create an atmosphere of cooperation and
trust with Muslim communities all around the country. Cooperation already exists and can stop terrorist attacks
from happening, as the case of the Northern Virginia Five indicates. However, these bonds should be
strengthened because not all law-enforcement agencies build the same kinds of relations with Muslim
communities. As some have closer and more trustworthy relations, such as Jeffry Reising from the Delaware
Joint Terrorism Task Force, other agencies in other cities need to seek those kinds of partnerships even further.
Recommendations to American Muslim communities
• Stand up to extremists:
The key to tackling radical Islam in the US is for Muslim communities to be aggressive and decisive in
eliminating this threat from within the community. They should condemn and reject any kind of extremist
rhetoric or action that takes place in mosques or anywhere in the wider community context. Muslim
communities should fight radical individuals and make it clear to them that they will not be accepted or welcome
in the community unless they abandon their ignorant, shortsighted, and angry opinions. More specifically,
according to Khan and Esposito, Muslim communities should be adamant about countering three issues: the
glorification of suicide bombers, the narrative that the US is at war with Islam, and the demonization of Western
values and Western democracy. Radicals use these three arguments to justify their actions. This is why Muslim
communities should make it clear, to those individuals and to the world, that they do not tolerate suicide
bombings or any kind of violence, that they do not think that US is at war with Islam, and that they do not hate
the West and what it represents. Moreover, the American Muslim community should continue to publicly
denunciate violence and terror in the media and should be active in promoting a positive image of Islam
whenever possible.
• Continue self-policing efforts:
The community should also continue to pursue self-policing initiatives by monitoring extremist behavior and
bettering relationships with law-enforcement agencies. This can be done through initiating dialogue with
agencies and accepting informants who gather information and report back to the police. Finally, Muslim
communities across the US should support and initiate religious literacy programs, such as leadership
workshops, seminaries, and online courses to teach people about Islam.
• Become more engaged in politics:
Muslim politicians should become issue-centric rather than faith or ethnicity-centric. Muslim voters should also
choose their votes carefully to support politicians who voice their concerns and address their issues regardless
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of their religion or ethnicity. One can argue that the phenomenon of people voting for a politician based on
his/her ethnicity, community or religion is visible among all minorities, and not just Muslims. This might be true
to some extent. However, other minorities are not facing issues and threats related to national security like
Muslims are. Therefore, serious efforts should be taken to educate Muslims about the political process and
how to become more politically engaged as American citizens and Muslims at the same time.
• Harness the search for identity:
American Muslim communities should also focus on providing their children with proper religious teachings. As
immigrants come to the US, integrate, and become Americans, their children might feel the need to search for
an identity beyond being an American and try to connect with their ethnic roots. Parents have a role in
monitoring this process and directing it into the dominant moderate path. Enrolling students in Islamic schools
and centers in the US is one way to harness this need for finding an identity. It assures that being a Muslim and
an American is not a mutually exclusive process because both identities do not clash in any way. Having an
American Muslim integrate and interact with other American Muslims like himself, through schools and youth
centers, makes it less likely that he will search for an identity beyond what is available to him, by going on the
Web and getting exposed to radical ideologies. Even if he does, having a sense of community in his own
country, the US, makes it more likely that he will refuse radical ideas and condemn them.

Conclusion
The number of Americans involved in terrorist plots is growing but not at an alarming rate. Statistically speaking, and
when focusing on the number of casualties, the number of cases remains insignificant and this is the first proof that
radicalization of Muslim individuals in the US is not widespread within American Muslim communities. This could be
a source of relief because it indicates that the growing danger from homegrown terror and radicalization can still be
monitored, contained, and ultimately solved. The fact that radicalization occurs with individuals who come from
diverse backgrounds, and who often times suffer from enabling psychological issues,26 is another indication that
radicalization is not a sweeping phenomenon and often times happens with individuals who suffer from mental and
psychological trauma. Nonetheless, when analyzing the evidence and the literature on radicalization and domestic
terrorism, it is evident that the phenomenon does exist even if it is not widespread within the broader American
Muslim communities. If adopted, the policy recommendations offered above can serve as a sound basis towards
reaching sustainable solutions that involve the government, law-enforcement agencies, and the American Muslim
community.
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Appendix
The following panelists took part in the University of Delaware conference on “Understanding and Combating
Radicalism in the United States” on May 12, 2010. The conference was co-sponsored by the Islamic Studies
program at the University of Delaware and by the Institute for Social Policy and Understanding (ISPU).
Charles Kurzman
Dr. Charles Kurzman is an associate professor of sociology at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. He is
the editor of the anthologies Liberal Islam: A Sourcebook and Modernist Islam, 1840-1940: A Sourcebook (Oxford
University Press, 1998 and 2002), and author of The Unthinkable Revolution in Iran (Harvard University Press,
2004). Dr. Kurzman is an expert on Iran and Muslim Politics.
Lydia Khalil
Lydia Khalil is an international affairs fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. She specializes in Middle East
politics and international terrorism. Lydia was a counterterrorism analyst for the New York Police Department
focusing on international terrorism trends and terrorism cases in the Middle East, Africa and Europe. Previously,
Lydia worked in Iraq as a policy advisor for the Coalition Provisional Authority in Baghdad where she worked closely
with Iraqi politicians on political negotiations and constitutional drafting.
Parvez Ahmed
Dr. Parvez Ahmed is Associate Professor of Finance at the Coggin College of Business, University of North Florida.
Dr. Ahmed served as an at-large board member for the American Civil Liberties Union in Florida. He was also
Chairman of the Council on American Islamic Relations (CAIR). Dr. Ahmed writes articles about Islam and the
American Muslim experience. His writings have been published on popular Internet magazines and blogs like
CounterPunch.org; AltMuslim.com; CommonDreams.org; TheAmeriacanMuslim.org; IslamOnline.net.
Jeffrey Reising
Jefferey Reising is a special agent charge of the Delaware Joint Terrorism Task Force. He formerly worked with the
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Page 12

4

[Type text]
INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL POLICY AND UNDERSTAN DING

POLICY BRIEF

Endnotes
1 The

White House, “President Discusses Patriot Act”, June 9, 2009,

http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2005/06/20050609-2.html.
2A

report published by Washington-based Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) defines homegrown
terrorism as “extremist violence perpetrated by US legal residents and citizens.” See: Rick “Ozzie” Nelson and Ben
Bodurian, “A Growing Terrorist Threat? Assessing “Homegrown” Extremism in the United States”, CSIS, March
2010. More specifically, the “Violent Radicalization and Homegrown Terrorism Prevention Act” of 2007 defines
homegrown terrorism as “the use, planned use, or threatened use, of force or violence by a large group or individual
born, raised, or operating primarily within the United States… in furtherance of political or social objectives.”
3 Bergen,
4 Shane,
5

Peter. “The Terrorists Among Us.” Foreign Policy, November 19, 2009.

Scott. “New Incidents Test Immunity to Terrorism on US Soil.” The New York Times, December 11, 2009.

Leiken, Robert S. “Europe's Angry Muslims.” Foreign Affairs, 84, no. 4 (July/August 2005),

http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60829/robert-s-leiken/europes-angry-muslims.
6 Rashbaum,

William K. and Mekhennet, Souad. “L.I. Man Helped Qaeda, Then Informed.” The New York Times,
July 20, 2009.

Johnston, David, and Shane, Scott. “Terror Case Is Called One of the Most Serious in Years.” The New York
Times, September 24, 2009.
7

8 Nelson,

Rick, and Bodurian, Ben. “Behind the New U.S. Terror Cases.” The New York Times, March 18, 2010,
Room for Debate, Blogs.
Nelson, Rick “Ozzie”, and, Bodurian, Ben. A Growing Terrorist Threat? Assessing “Homegrown” Terrorism in the
United States. Center for Strategic and International Studies, March 2010. p. 13

9

10

Khalil, Lydia. “The Threat of Homegrown Terrorism.” The Boston Globe. October 27, 2009, Opinion, Op-Ed.

11 These

findings were also echoed in the 2008 Senate Committee on Homeland Security report “Violent Islamist
Extremism, the Internet, and the Homegrown Terrorist Threat.” The report also notes, however, that recent events
indicate that homegrown terrorist plots are becoming more likely in the US.
12

Schanzer, David, and, Kurzman, Charles, and, Moosa, Ebrahim. Anti-Terror Lessons of Muslim-Americans. Janu

13

New York Police Department. “Radicalization in the West: The Homegrown Threat.” 2007,
p. 2

http://www.nypdshield.org/public/SiteFiles/documents/NYPD_Report-Radicalization_in_the_West.pdf.
14

Ibid p. 5

15

Ibid p. 5

Page 13

4

[Type text]
INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL POLICY AND UNDERSTAN DING

POLICY BRIEF

Cornell News, “Fear factor: 44 percent of Americans queried in Cornell national poll favor curtailing
some liberties for Muslim Americans”, December 17, 2004, http://www.news.cornell.edu/releases/Dec04/Muslim.Poll.bpf.html
16

Jihad means “struggle.” While the Quran talks of jihad to be a struggle to find God and be a better person,
terrorists interpret the concept as a military struggle against the enemy.
17

18 Although

the CSIS report argues otherwise, when going over other cases of homegrown terrorism specified in the
NYPD report, the Schanzer-Kurzman-Moosah report, and when analyzing other experts' analyses, such as the ones
put forth by Lydia Khalil in the New York Times article one can come to the conclusion that the path to radicalization
is the same to all terrorists and applicable in most homegrown terrorism cases.
19 Schanzer,

David, and, Kurzman, Charles, and, Moosa, Ebrahim. Anti-Terror Lessons of Muslim-Americans.
January 6, 2010. p. 10
20 Ibid,
21

p. 11

Charles Kurzman lecture, University of Delaware, May 12, 2010

Chalk, Peter. “Behind the New U.S. Terror Cases.” The New York Times, March 18, 2010, Room for Debate,
Blogs.

22

23

Jeffrey Reising Lecture, University of Delaware, May 12, 2010

The conference was co-sponsored by the Islamic Studies program at the University of Delaware and by the
Institute for Social Policy and Understanding (ISPU). Detailed bios of the panelists are included in the appendix.
24

Khalil, Lydia. “Behind the New U.S. Terror Cases.” The New York Times, March 18, 2010, Room for Debate,
Blogs.

25

Mendelsohn, Barak. “Behind the New U.S. Terror Cases.” The New York Times, March 18, 2010, Room for
Debate, Blogs.

26

Page 14

4

The Institute for Social Policy and Understanding (ISPU) is an independent
nonprofit think tank committed to education, research, and analysis of U.S.
domestic and foreign policies issues, with an emphasis on topics related to the
American Muslim community.
Since its inception in 2002, ISPU has built a solid reputation as an organization
committed to objective, empirical research and continues to be a valuable
source of information for policy makers, scholars, journalists and the general
public. Our research aims to increase understanding of Muslims in the United
States while also tackling the many policy issues facing all Americans. We
provide cutting-edge analysis and policy recommendations through publications,
conferences, government briefings and media commentary. ISPU firmly believes
that optimal analysis and treatment of social issues mandates a comprehensive
study from several different and diverse backgrounds. As social challenges
become more complex and interwoven, ISPU is unique in its ability to bring this
new approach to the human and social problems facing our country. Our
multidisciplinary approach, in partnership with universities, think tanks and
other research organizations, serves to build understanding and effect lasting
social change.

All ISPU Policy Briefs are
available on our website
www.ispu.org

Further information about ISPU can be obtained from our website at
www.ispu.org.

Institute for Social Policy and Understanding
43151 Dalcoma Road, Suite 6
Clinton Township, Michigan 48038
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