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This paper discusses fundamentalism as a root cause of terrorism and seeks to 
establish whether the export of democracy to the Middle East - to the point of 
violent regime change - can be explained as democratic extremism. The regime 
change in Iraq is used as a reference point. The paper focuses on fundamentalism 
and gives an account that will form the premise for the judgement as to whether 
the same way that fundamentalism plays a role in the manifestations of terrorism is 
the same way the use of force to change sovereign foreign regimes must be 
understood.  Also, extremism will be defined vis-à-vis the export of democracy 
through war to the Middle East with particular focus on the 2003 US invasion of 
Iraq and the repercussions thereof. The purpose of this two-pronged discussion is 
to reach a point of culmination and interaction between the actions of terrorist 
groups such as Al-Qaeda and most recently Isis, and the push by the West, most 
notably the US and its allies to advance democracy in the Middle East, and create 
the nexus between a clash of ideologies rooted in extensive actions taken to 
defend or propagate them. 
 
Keywords: Democracy, Fundamentalism, Extremism, Terrorism, War. 
 

 
Author’s Affiliation 
Political and Administrative Studies 
Department, Mulungushi University, 
Kabwe, Zambia. Email: 
mwansaancietos@gmail.com, 
+260978806168 
 
Article History 
Received: 9th April 2021 
Accepted: 11th April 2022 
Published: 30th April 2022 
 
Cite Article: 
Mwansa, A. (2022). Fundamentalism, 
Terrorism and Democracy: The 2003 
Iraq War and the Extremism of 
Ideologies. Archives of Political 
Science Research, 3(1), 1-15. 
 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Socialization is responsible for shaping of the minds of groups of people in a society. The ingredients of society such as 
tradition/culture, opinion, politics, ideologies and religions all inspire great following due to the convictions they inspire in their 
subscribers. At the base of this assertion is the aspect of belief or faith in the aforementioned social ingredients. All groups in a 
society are adherent to and pursuant of particular and varying causes based mainly on this subscription. This is manifest in the 
international community as well. Due to inculcation and indoctrination, adherents to particular traditions, cultures, ideologies and 
religions will go to lengths of extremity to promulgate and defend the said “causes”. This usually entails the employment of any 
method deemed suitable and justified to attain these ends. Ruthlessness and violence are sometimes the ardent predicates of 
the methods used to vigorously defend and propagate these “causes” in some instances. For some fundamentalists in the 
Middle East, terrorism is the method employed to react to any perceived encroachment of western values and ideologies; prime 
among them democracy. For the US and the west, liberal democracy is an ideology that must be propagated across the world 
as the only viable system of governance - even in the Middle East, perhaps as a ramification  of  the  democratic  peace  theory.  
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This has created a stand-off between some fundamentalist 
groups in the Middle East and advocates of liberal 
democracy in the West. 

This paper’s objective is to discuss fundamentalism, 
terrorism and democracy vis-à-vis extremism. The discussion 
on fundamentalism as an informant of terrorism, and 
terrorism as a reactionary function of the perceived 
imposition of western values on societies in the Middle East 
is an already established matter, both on the basis of various 
works on political Islam and the reasons given by various 
Islamic groups for their terrorist acts; this will not be 
exhausted here. On the back of this, it is imperative to note 
here that the relationship between fundamentalism and 
terrorism is an obvious one. However, the crux of this paper 
is to highlight that the insistence on establishing democratic 
regimes in the Middle East, most notably with the use of the 
2003 assault on Iraq as a point of reference, which resulted 
in regime change and the ousting and murder of Sadaam 
Hussein must also be discussed within the same framework 
of extremism that fundamentalism and terrorism are situated; 
and must be seen as a pertinent example of 
democratic/ideological ‘extremism’. With the foregoing, this 
paper will attempt to answer the following question: 
 
Is the insistence of western countries, most notably the USA, 

on the adoption of and installation of democracies in the 
Middle East, a form of extremism? 

 
It is therefore argued that whereas terrorism as a ramification 
of fundamentalism is undoubtedly at the end of the extremist 
spectrum and judged as such, the promulgation of western 
values/ideologies especially western liberal democracy, to 
the extent of effecting violent regime change as was the case 
with the 2003 Iraq invasion, should also be regarded as 
ideological/democratic extremism. 
 
 
Religious Fundamentalism 
Marty and Appleby (1993) stated that: 
 

“Fundamentalist movements have been 
described and self-described as movements 
of religious and political radicalism, 
revitalization, and renewal. This description 
is very much part of their vision. They 
proclaim a loyalty to sacred texts and to the 
goal of creating a truly religious state. If 
secularization calls for the separation of 
religion and politics, here we have the 
resacralisation of politics and the 
politicisation of religion.” 

 
In this paper,  this  assertion  will  be  used  as  the  frame  of  

reference in the tentative discussion on fundamentalism. It is 
considered that the discussion on fundamentalism provides a 
necessary premise for the ultimate argument that this paper 
is anchored on. There is a need to psychoanalyse the 
rationale of the fundamentalist position in order to 
comprehend the mental workings of those that have reduced 
their perspective to fundamental considerations and 
premises. Segal (1957) noted that: 
 

 ‘‘Fundamentalism is born from a primitive 
nature that threatens the immature ego and 
leads to a mobilisation of primitive defences. 
Splitting, idealisation and projective 
identification operate to create rudimentary 
structures made up of idealised good objects 
kept far apart from persecuting bad ones. 
The individual’s own impulses are similarly 
split and he directs all his love towards the 
good object and all his hatred against the 
bad one. As a consequence of the 
projection, the leading anxiety is paranoid, 
and the preoccupation is with survival of the 
self. Thinking is concrete because of the 
confusion between self and object which is 
one of the consequences of projective 
identification.’’ 

 
Armstrong (2000) further provides that: 
 

 ‘‘People or peoples or groups somehow 
come to feel deeply threatened. Poor 
people, disenfranchised people, displaced 
people, embattled people, refugees. In a 
reduced state, people cannot bear 
uncertainty. What people do when they feel 
threatened is to simplify. To simplify in 
psychoanalytic terms is to regress, to 
eliminate the middle ground, to split, dividing 
the world into safe and threat, good and evil, 
life and death. To be a fundamentalist is to 
see the world perpetually in these terms to 
cling to certainties drawn from sacred texts 
or the pronouncements of charismatic 
leaders”. 

 
A most typical example of the foregoing is Al Qaeda and its 
ideology. Hellmich and Redig (2007) opined that, “Al Qaeda's 
philosophical underpinnings render non-combatants legiti-
mate targets and inspire its followers to commit violent acts 
of destruction while being convinced they are fulfilling the 
ordained will of Allah”. As Haynes (2005) puts it, “Osama Bin 
laden issued a statement under the banner of ‘The World 
Islamic Front for Jihad Against the  Jews  and  Crusaders’.  It  
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called on Muslims to kill Americans — including civilians as 
well as ‘those who are allied with them from among the 
helpers of Satan’.” Hurrell (2002) postulates that, “much 
resentment has to do with the far-reaching corrosive 
encroachments of modernization, westernization and 
globalization”. 

One finds that the understanding of extremism is to the 
greatest extent premised on the connection that exists, by 
designation in popular narratives, between religious 
fundamentalism and the terrorist actions of extremist groups, 
commonly and popularly labelled as terrorist groups by most 
Western liberal governments and the United States. This 
designation is what has necessitated and popularized the 
‘global war on terror’ which conjures vividly, images of 
attacks such as 9/11 and the London bombings of 2005 
amongst a few examples. These constructed images of 
fundamentalist Islamic groups as terrorist and inimical to 
western values, and specific to the context of this 
discussion, democracy, has arguably created in the minds of 
many a possible reason for ready acceptability of 
international actions by powerful states to use force in the 
fight against the so-called terrorist/extremist groups. The fact 
that these fundamentalist groups are in the popular image 
constructed as such, may help explain why actions such as 
those taken by the US to invade Iraq, the war in Afghanistan, 
the campaigns against Al Shabaab in Somalia to mention a 
few, may be seen as necessary and justifiable actions 
against “evil” groups that pose a threat to civilized living and 
the values this is anchored on.  

 These assertions must not be seen as apologetic to 
religious fundamentalist groups, or be seen as condoning of 
their terrorist activities, but must be seen as a backdrop to 
an alternative and overlooked analytical picture of actions 
taken by powerful states by the means of use of violence, or 
more appropriately war, to impose ideological values on 
other societies in order to fight terrorism and, in the same 
vein to introduce democracy to such societies in order to 
make the world more peaceful. The analytical oversight here 
is that, the use of violence either by terrorists or powerful 
states on the premises of their ideological convictions, 
exposes fundamentalist grounding that culminates in 
extremist actions: terrorist acts to champion the fight against 
modernization on one hand and, the use of war to force 
societies to adopt ideological values (democracy) of the 
invading countries on the other. 
 
 

The Terrorism-Fundamentalist Nexus 
According to Encyclopaedia Britannica (1999): 
 

“Terrorism is the systematic use of terror or 
unpredictable violence against governments, 
publics, or individuals to attain a political 

objective. Terrorism has been used by 
political organizations with both rightist and 
leftist objectives, by nationalistic and ethnic 
groups, by revolutionaries, by religious 
fundamentalists, by leaders and by the 
armies and secret police of governments 
themselves.” 

 
A fundamentalist position on a given issue provides the basis 
for terrorist action. Like Young (2003) writes: 
 

“Terrorism is the fundamentalist institutional 
violence of the fundamentalist. It has been 
used throughout history. Terrorism lies at the 
extreme end of people killing in a higher 
cause and seeks to wash the impure world 
clean with the blood of innocent victims. 
What they do from hatred is to act out 
unconscious phantasies in which they tear, 
maim, torture, disembowel, put victims’ 
genitals in their mouths, eviscerate and all 
manner of horrible things.” 

 
Beit-Hallahmi (2001), stated that 

 
“Fundamentalism, not surprisingly, has been 
tied to political conservatism, authoritaria-
nism, and prejudice and has been 
responsible for excessive acts of violence 
and terror. This combination of political and 
social attitudes with religious beliefs is an 
ideological complex that characterizes and 
animates fundamentalist groups. It is about a 
confrontation with modernity, and a strategy 
which not only rejects any accommodation, 
but contains a clear, utopian, vision for 
reconstructing society. This is a vision of 
decline, degeneration, and renewal.”  

 
Therefore, it becomes quite obvious that the popular images 
of terrorism are much aligned to religious fundamentalism. 
This poses a particular problem when trying to qualify/ 
understand actions outside the religious-fundamentalist 
framework that involve the use of violence for the purposes 
of transferring ideologically driven objectives especially by 
states. The problem lies in the cloaking of the use of war for 
the purposes of ideological transmission in narratives that 
create dichotomies in how the use of violence is viewed. On 
one end, the violent actions of groups designated as terrorist, 
propelled by religious fervour is “bad”, while the use of force 
by democratic governments against non-democratic ones is 
for “good” purposes and therefore, justified. 
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Ideology and the Iraq War: Democratic Extremism? 
The idea of democracy played a prominent role in the 
invasion of Iraq. The so-called Bush doctrine of the Iraq war 
cited the promotion of democracy as a successor of the 
targeting of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs) held by 
Sadaam Hussein, for destruction. Ideologically, democracy is 
premised on the belief that power should rest in the people 
who must also have liberty. This notion provided the moral 
basis for the justification of the Iraq war, in accordance with 
the Bush Doctrine. It was believed that the establishment of 
democracy in Iraq would provide the equipoise to terrorism in 
the Middle East. Stemming from the democratic peace 
theory, it was thought that the introduction of democracy in 
Iraq would establish peace in the country. By extension and 
drawing from Kant’s theory of the liberal zone of peace, 
introducing democracy to Iraq reduced the probability of war 
between the US and Iraq (Santos and Teixeira, 2013). As 
Cebrian (2004) puts it, “an army drawn from military forces of 
the United States, Great Britain, and Australia began a war of 
occupation in Iraq, defying international laws and the 
mandates of the United Nations”. He further states that: 
 

“the decision to invade Iraq was, to some 
degree, in retaliation for the Al Qaeda 
terrorist attack on the twin towers, although 
the real motive was the great powers’ geo-
strategic interest in controlling oil resources. 
Washington’s desire is to establish and lead 
a new world order in which only China might 
figure as an alternative power to the United 
States” 

 
As contended by Menon (2016), 
 

“Naked imperial ambitions tend to be 
recognizable for what they are. But when 
those global ambitions are cloaked in the 
liberal language of our “right to protect” 
oppressed peoples, prevent humanitarian 
outrages, stop genocide, and to topple 
noxious dictators, then the true motives 
behind such operations become harder to 
recognize…. “liberal interventionist” policies 
end up serving —indeed camouflaging— a 
broad range of military objectives that rarely 
help and often harm the ostensible objects of 
our intervention.”1  

 

                                                           
1
Adapted from Graham Fueller’s review of Rajan Menon 

(2016). The Conceit of humanitarian intervention. Accessed 

from: http://grahamefuller.com/the-conceit-of-humanitarian-

intervention-by-rajan-menon/ 

Therefore, it becomes obvious that meeting political or rather 
foreign policy objectives by means that infer that the values 
underlying actions such as the use of force on a sovereign 
and equal state are for “good” purposes, is a mere exercise 
in legitimizing actions that are inherently egregious and 
illegal. Further, this points to fact that it is imperialistic for one 
state to assume that its values are a universal good that 
must be imposed on others. In this case, the US sacralised 
democracy and found it justified to use aggression on Iraq in 
order to save Iraqis from a brutal dictatorial regime. The 
assumption that societies in the international system must 
subscribe to particular religious or political ideologies 
because their adherents deem them universal values is 
rooted in fundamentalist worldviews, where religious 
(Islamic) or liberal interventionist actions to transmit them on 
target societies must not be seen as being any different from 
each other in their designation as extremist actions. 

Further, the normative nature of democracy as a 
peaceful and moral ideal was employed as a motive to give 
justification for the war and draw in the endorsement of the 
public. The idea that war was being fought for the sake of 
protecting and spreading democratic ideals and preserving 
national security was necessary to create the veneer that the 
war was not waged for the sake of power and economic 
interests. Hence, a perception of the war as a moral one was 
created and ensured mass public endorsement. The 
theoretical position of offensive liberalism, which is basically 
the promotion of ideological values —in this case 
democracy— through the use of military force, was very 
evident in the Iraq invasion. In contending the excess or 
overreach of the Iraq war, Hinnebusch (2007) cited 
Mearsheimer and Walt (2003) who were of the view that 
hegemony is regional, and that hegemons acting as offshore 
balancers outside of their regions is a doubtful excuse for 
offensive liberalism. Seeing that the Iraq war was beyond 
regional power balancing, the war was not necessary to US 
security.  
 

In disputing the liberal interventionist position, Menon 
(2016) poses the following question,  

 
“from a humanitarian point of view, can the 
deaths of half a million Iraqis and the 
dislocation of a million or more be 
considered to have contributed to the well-
being of a ‘liberated’ Iraq?” He further argues 
that, “ultimately the case for ‘humanitarian 
intervention ‘is justified by the quest for 
international justice, protection of civilians, 
and the broadening of democratization and 
human rights. The US has regularly invoked 
these principles in justifying its ongoing —
indeed    nonstop—    wars    over    the  past  



 

 

Archives of Political Science Research, April 2022, Vol. 3 No. 1       |  5 
 
 
 

several decades…. the selective nature of 
US interventions raises serious questions 
about the true motivation  behind  invoking 
such ‘universal values’. US calls for 
‘democratization’ more often operate as 
punishment for its enemies (‘regime 
change’) but rarely as a gift to be bestowed 
upon friends (friendly dictators’).”2 

 
The foregoing has attempted to bring into focus the salient 
aspects of the discussion at hand. It has sought to set the 
parameters of analysis to encompass three essential 
components of the discussion: fundamentalism as a basis for 
terrorism, terrorism as a reactionary tool of fundamentalist 
groups in the Middle East to western values and ideologies, 
and that the Iraq war of 2003 epitomized ideological 
extremism. Most prominently and connected to the last point, 
this paper seeks to explore a gap that is left unsealed in the 
discussions of fundamentalism and extremism. The idea that 
the insistence on the promotion of liberal democracy —a so-
called Western ideology— to the point of violent regime 
change as witnessed through the Iraq War of 2003 is 
tantamount to ‘democratic extremism’. This provides an 
opportunity to make something akin to a theoretical 
contribution in the attempts to ground in theory, our 
understanding of such extreme actions as the Invasion of 
Iraq in 2003, to establish democracy in the country. As 
Hinnebusch (2007) stated: 
 

"Hence, the striking fact is that Iraq posed 
little threat to the US and this was knowable 
before the war; hence we are left looking for 
other explanations for the war. But 
mainstream theories of International 
Relations (IR) prove remarkably inadequate 
in providing such explanations." 

 
Therefore, it becomes fundamentally important to offer a 
possible “theoretical” lens through which we can understand 
the aggressive actions of powerful states like the USA, in 
which ideological imperatives are used to change and 
impose regime types on sovereign states through the use of 
war. Such actions can therefore be explained through 
“Democratic Extremism”, where the designation of 
democracy as a universal value can lead powerful states to 
resort to extreme actions such as the use of war to 
democratize non-democratic states. 
 

                                                           
2
Adapted from Graham Fueller’s review of Rajan Menon 

(2016). The Conceit of humanitarian intervention. Accessed 

from:http://grahamefuller.com/the-conceit-of-humanitarian-

intervention-by-rajan-menon/ 

DISCUSSION 
 
Heads on the same dragon: Fundamentalism, Terrorism 
and Democratic Extremism 
Notably, the psychological configuration of the 
fundamentalist is singularly aligned along the core premises 
of their convictions most notably understood and discussed 
as grounded in religious beliefs. The inner focus of 
fundamentalism leads to a failure to have an external 
perspective that is partial to the convictions of others. This 
definitely leads to viewing of any thought, action, ideology, or 
belief system of any kind that is not within the context of the 
fundamentalist’s province of conviction as antagonistic, and 
therefore a thing of the ‘enemy’ or an inimical external force. 
The pretentions of fundamentalism —one would assume— 
are that there is no middle ground or grey area for 
compromise and concession. That which exists outside of 
the fundamental matrix may be viewed as ‘foreign, incorrect 
and impure’. This disposition potentiates a violent or volatile 
response to any action that is antithetical to the perspective 
of the fundamentalist or is viewed as an attack on their 
values and convictions. The position taken by the 
fundamentalist is that of defence of the basic principles that 
govern their beliefs and corollary, their existence. 

The ideological hatred of American values rooted in the 
Salafist orientation of Al Qaeda for example, attests to this. 
There is a consummate intolerance of any opposing 
ideology, opinion or belief system such that those who 
espouse it are repudiated and perceived as nemeses. The 
preservation of the self and consequently the belief system 
be it religious, political or ideological is the preoccupation of 
the fundamentalist. Here we see as demonstrated by Segal 
(1957)3 that, fundamentalist reasoning involves the 
separating of objects and stratifying them into the dichotomy 
of good and bad. The fundamentalist will identify with that 
which they see as good and base their convictions on this, 
and repudiate the bad and adopt a position of antagonistic 
repulsion. As Moghadam (2008) states: 
 

“ideologies are links between thoughts, 
beliefs and myths on the one hand, and 
action on the other hand. They can be 
instruments of preservation in as far as they 
can help a group preserve its political 
power…however, ideologies are used as 
instruments of competition and conflict, 
whereby a group can utilize ideology as 
means of opposition and contestation.” 

 
A lot hangs on attaining this position. Klein (1946) describes: 

                                                           
3
 Segal’s splitting, idealisation and projective identification. 
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“a fundamental mechanism, involved in all 
communication but in its virulent forms lying 
at the heart of hatred, racism, and idealiza-
tion. It is, you might say, the fundamental 
particle of all the baleful phenomena of 
which fundamentalism and terrorism are 
among the most extreme manifestation.” 

 
She called it “a particular form of identification which 
establishes the prototype of an aggressive object relation. 
“…for these processes the term projective identification will 
be used as this lies at the heart of human nature. By 
characterizing our enemies, we can justify hatred, even mass 
slaughter”. Pagels (1995) says that, “what we view as 
contrary to us mirrors our own confrontations with otherness, 
that is, this is a projection of what we view as contrary. It is a 
quality of going beyond lust and anger and onto brutality.” 

This is familiar territory. If we put this concept of 
projection together with the extreme splitting that was 
described above, we find that history and theology have 
given us a fair account of projective identification in its most 
virulent forms as found in racism, sectarianism, and holy 
wars, all with fundamentalism at their base. Beit-Hallahmi 
(2001) postulates that: 
 

“This cultural aspect of fundamentalism does 
account for some of its clear appeal to not 
just the downtrodden. The deprivations and 
stresses of modernity be they economic, 
psychological, or cultural feed fundamen-
talist movements, as the crisis of globalized 
modernity is felt in centre and periphery 
nation-states. Against the nominal ideas of 
modern liberalism for the individual, such as 
tolerance, individual autonomy, and self-
actualization, and the reality of alienation 
and dislocation, fundamentalism prescribes 
a commitment to gender roles, family and 
community.” 

 
Marty and Appleby (1993) state that: 
 

“Modernity defines itself as committed to the 
values of free inquiry, the centrality of the 
individual, and to basic individual freedoms. 
The ideological complex of fundamentalism 
includes the rejection of modernity, not 
necessarily of modern technology but of the 
ideals of individualism, individual rights, 
voluntarism, pluralism, and the equality of 
women. Fundamentalist movements 
everywhere present a cogent critique of late 
capitalist society, which is portrayed as 

being composed of alienated, atomistic, 
selfish individuals, engaged in the obsessive 
pursuit of pleasure without heed for its 
consequences for others or even for 
themselves. The critique of Western values 
of materialism, selfishness, tolerance for 
uncontrolled sexualities, decline of family 
ties, and urban crime is common to all 
fundamentalist ideologies, and is presented 
as the essential critique of modernity.” 

 
Here, the interaction between the two sides to the discussion 
is evident. The anti-western ideology of groups like Al Qaeda 
is anathema to the western democratic values propagated by 
the United States and its western allies. There is an evident 
repudiation of these values that has resulted in terrorism. But 
rather than making this a cause-and-effect argument, what is 
sought to be established here is that there is a relationship 
between fundamentalism and —the insistence especially by 
the USA—on regime change to institute democratic gover-
nance that makes them “two heads on the same dragon”: 
extremism. The Merriam-Webster online dictionary defines 
the term extreme as, “(b) going to great or exaggerated 
lengths. (c) exceeding the ordinary, usual, or expected. It 
further defines extremism as, “(2) advocacy of extreme 
measures or views”4. While terror caused in the name of 
religion for example, is fundamentalist and obviously 
extreme, the waging of war on Iraq in 2003, with amongst 
other reasons5, for the purpose of establishing democratic 
governance is a form of extremism, where it is unequivocal 
that the use of lethal force through invasion and war as 
justifiable means of regime change was the manifestation of 
the advocacy of extreme measures: the use of lethal force. 
This contention is made on the premises that the abrogation 
of international law, and the circumvention of the procedural 
requirements of the UN before a state can wage war point to 
extremism. The insistence on the need for the establishment 
of democracy in Iraq which led to the hanging of Sadaam 
Hussein, and a subsequent occupation of Iraq can be 
contextually argued to be democratic extremism. 

 The war on Iraq as is common knowledge, was waged 
based on falsehoods with changing narratives. Initially the 
invasion was to destroy Sadaam’s Weapons of Mass 
Destruction programme, and to curb his purported support 
for terrorist groups. The invasion was ostensibly justifiable 
because Saddam Hussein posed a threat to the USA as he 
was (allegedly) predisposed to launching a surprise attack, 

                                                           
4
https://www.merriam-webster.com 

5
Self-defense/anticipatory self-defense and preventative war, 

collective security under Chapter VII of the UN charter, and 

the doctrine of Humanitarian Intervention. As tabulated by 

Simpson (2005). The War in Iraq and International Law. 
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and pre-emptive war/self-defence was necessary for the 
USA to deal with the threat he posed to its national security. 
After the invasion of Iraq in March 2003, it became apparent 
in September 2004 that there were no WMDs plotted against 
the US. This confirmation was made by the CIA’s top 
weapons inspector who concluded that the search for WMDs 
in Iraq had been extensive and yielding no find of the said 
WMDs. These assertions were contained in the Iraq Survey 
Group Final Report, Volume 1, Key findings, p.1-5. The 
findings were further corroborated by the Report of the 
Special Advisor to the Director of Central Intelligence 
concerning Iraq’s WMD program (Santos and Teixeira, 
2013). Discussing the illegality of the 2003 Iraq War, 
Simpson (2005) argues that:  
 

“the pre-emptive self-defence argument 
stretches international law beyond breaking 
point. …international law allows the use of 
force6 in self-defence where there is an 
‘armed attack’. It may also be the case that 
force is permitted where there is a threat of 
imminent attack from the adversary. 
…anticipatory self-defence is permissible 
when there is a ‘necessity of self-defence, 
instant, overwhelming, leaving no choice of 
means, and no moment for deliberation’. 
This does not sound like the description of 
the threat posed by Iraq towards the U.S. 
and the UK. The US was not under attack 
from Iraq, nor was Iraq at the point of 
attacking the US.” 

 
This speaks to the jus ad bellum principle that war must be 
used as a means of ‘last resort’ where all peaceful means of 
resolving conflict have been exhausted as may be consistent 
with principles 3 and 4 of Article 2 of the UN Charter. Further, 
this corroborates the argument that the War on Iraq was not 
justified as it was inconsistent with the reasons that are 
legally authorizing of war. 

It therefore becomes necessary to extensively cite the 
International Commission of Jurists (ICJ) in comments that 
spoke to the legality of the war on Iraq on the premises 
brought forward by the Bush Administration. According to the 
ICJ: 
 

“The ICJ today expressed its deep dismay 
that a small number of states are poised to 
launch an outright illegal invasion of Iraq, 
which amounts to a war of aggression. The 
United States, the United Kingdom and 

                                                           
6
See Article 51 in Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 

Http://www.un.org 

Spain have signaled their intent to use force 
in Iraq in spite of the absence of a Security 
Council Resolution. There is no other 
plausible legal basis for this attack. In the 
absence of such Security Council authori-
zation, no country may use force against 
another country, except in self-defense 
against an armed attack. This rule was 
enshrined in the United Nations Charter in 
1945 for a good reason: to prevent states 
from using force as they felt so inclined", 
said ICJ Secretary-General Louise Doswald-
Beck. A war waged without a clear mandate 
by the Security Council would constitute a 
flagrant violation of the prohibition of the use 
of force. Security Council Resolution 1441 
does not authorize the use of force. Upon its 
adoption, France, Russia and China, three 
permanent members of the Security Council, 
issued a declaration indicating that the 
Resolution excludes such authority. The 
bottom line is that nine members of the 
Security Council, including the five perma-
nent members, need to actively approve the 
use of force - such support is blatantly 
lacking. The competency of the Security 
Council to authorize the use of force is not 
unlimited. It may only do so to "maintain or 
restore international peace and security". As 
States resisting the use of force at this 
moment understand, the determination upon 
whether there is a present threat to 
international peace and security must be 
based on sufficient objective criteria. The 
evidence presented by states pressing for 
war is less than convincing. The ICJ there-
fore strongly urges the Governments of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, Spain 
and other countries, even at this late hour, to 
reconsider their policy choices and desist 
from the unlawful use of force against Iraq.”7 

 
When it was revealed that none of the claims brought 
forward by the US as the basis for the invasion were true8, 
the narrative (which became prominent) shifted to the need 
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for the establishment of democracy in Iraq and  subsequently 
the Middle East, so that corollary, terrorism can be contained 
and eventually stopped. Santos and Teixeira (2013) 
observed that: 
 

“in the second Bush Administration 
motivations and justifications to invade 
Afghanistan and Iraq related to security went 
down, while those that connected 
democracy to the other motives and 
justifications went up. Although concerns 
about security in itself guaranteed almost 
half of the total reasons identified in the 
analysis, these results unequivocally signal 
the grown importance of democracy as the 
best antidote to the ideology of hatred as 
prescribed in the Bush Doctrine and 
relentlessly stated by Condoleezza Rice.” 

 
It is without doubt that the waging of a war that was 
premised on nothing more than prevarications9, breaking 
international law and breaching the sovereignty of an 
independent state —a further breach of international 
law— and the subsequent loss of many innocent lives in 
the name (contextually)10 of establishing democracy is 
nothing more than extremism.  In the introduction of their 
article “The essential role of democracy in the Bush 
Doctrine: the invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan”, Santos 
and Teixeira (2013) state that: 
 

“Everyone knows that democracy played a 
role in the Bush Doctrine. What not everyone 
knows is that this role was essential for the 
doctrine to be put into operation under which 
the Iraq invasion was prepared and 
launched. Preemptive war was the rocket, 
democracy was the fuel, terrorism was the 
target. This is the main argument of this 
article. In fact, George W. Bush was the 
president of the post-Cold War era who very 
explicitly made use of the most radical 
means of exporting democracy —the   use of 
force. He did so by placing the exporting of 
democracy into the core of his National 
Defense Policy and by making of it a 

                                                           
9
Prevarications here denotes falsehoods but also to 

emphasize that it was geopolitical and economic interests 

that were being pursued by the US and its allies on the 

ostensible reasons cited for the invasion. Furthermore, the 

emphasis is on the extremity with which the US and its allies 

acted in order to bring democracy to Iraq. 
10

 As a permutational angle of analysis  

fundamental pillar of his foreign policy after 
September 11.” 

 
The extent —and the repercussions thereof— to which the 
Bush administration went to justify an illegal war is nothing 
short of extreme. Regime change and the establishment of 
governance systems must be internal processes decided 
upon by citizens of a given state. Weiss (2011) puts this well 
when he quotes Professor Bernard Lewis, who in comments 
about the Arab Spring stated that, “I don’t think that we can 
assume that the Anglo-American system of democracy is a 
sort of world rule, a world ideal…. Muslims should be allowed 
—and indeed helped and encouraged— to develop their own 
way of doing things”. Even in the face of actions that 
portended R2P11, as the case of Rwanda provided for 
example, responsibility must be limited to only arresting 
atrocious situations and establishing the conditions that allow 
for the people of the country to decide their fate as it were. It 
is imperative here to state the pillars of post-cold war 
American Foreign Policy which arguably informed the 
Invasion of Iraq on the basis of Democracy. This requires an 
adaptation of the work of Santos and Teixeira (2013) who 
analyzed 391 speeches of George Bush Jr, his secretaries of 
defence and state between the years 2001 and 2008. Santos 
and Teixeira state that: 
 
“Three principles and one American mission, so to speak, 
were recurrent in the speeches analyzed, constituting the 
pillars of the American foreign policy in the post-Cold War 
period: 
 
1. The values and principles of the Western liberal 

democracy are universal, that is, all the peoples of the 
world wish to become democratic. Democracy is not 
culturally bound. Therefore, the promotion of democracy 
is for the good of mankind. 

2. Democracies do not fight each other. Therefore, 
exporting democracy means to promote regional and 
even global peace. Here democracy is linked to regional 
and global security. 

3. The promotion of democracy makes the world safer and 
more prosperous for the United States. Here democracy 
is linked to the security and the economic interests of the 
United States. Mission: the Americans think of 
themselves as having a mission to bring freedom and 
democracy to mankind. 

 
The grave mistake of the Bush Administration on the matter 
of Iraq’s WMDs whilst requiring an explanation showed the 
changing emphasis that was placed on the principles and 
missions of the post-Cold war US Foreign Policy. As Bush’s
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Table 1. The relative use of the pillars of the American foreign policy in the Bush Administration, per year. 
 

Year 1st Principle 2nd Principle 3rd Principle Mission Total number of   speeches analyzed 

2001 8 4 3 14 54 

2002 5 2 5 15 53 

2003 7 9 10 11 84 

2004 15 2 9 15 62 

2005 19 18 15 4 51 

2006 10 10 20 1 42 

2007 3 10 10 1 32 

2008 2 1 9 1 13 

Total 69 56 81 62 391 

Source: Analysis of 391 selected speeches of President Bush and his Secretaries of State, Powell and Rice, and 
Secretaries of Defense, Rumsfeld and Gates, 2001–2008. 
Adapted from Santos and Teixeira (2013) 

 
 
second term started, where it was obvious that the WMD 
threat of Iraq was not true as a basis for continued war in the 
Middle East, the Bush regime shifted to a reinforcement of 
the normative aspects of the Bush Doctrine. The principles of 
the universality of democratic values and the Kantian peace 
were respectively included in 25% and 30% of 125 of 
selected speeches between the years 2005-2007 (Ibid). 

As Table 1 illustrates, the Bush administration on 
changing the narrative justifying the invasion of Iraq from 
Sadaam’s WMDs possession and the threat to US security 
thereof, focused on the normative values of democracy as a 
universal “good” and the central role the US must play in 
ensuring that they bring democracy to mankind as reflected 
in principles 1 and 2. What is evident here is that the 1st and 
2nd principles reflect the largest focus in the speeches 
analyzed by year (2001-2008). Therefore, the abandonment 
of the WMDs narrative shifted to the justification of war on 
the basis of the promulgation of democracy and America’s 
duty to spread democracy both as a universal value and as a 
matter of US security and economic interests. The reasons 
for invasion were ideological, material and exceptional. 
Democracy, as a prized value, the economic interests tied to 
US access to oil and the benefits of war to the Military 
Industrial Complex, the support for Israel and the 
exceptionalism of the US as morally superior to other states 
and thus as a state, is exceptional to the rules-based order 
and international law; where the use of force to meet their 
ideologically-driven foreign policy objectives is deemed 
necessary and justified (Hinnebusch, 2007). What 
Hinnebusch sought to do in his analysis of the Iraq war of 
2003 was to offer an argument that was premised on the 
multifactorial explanations of the invasion. Here it is sought to 
understand the war through the strong role that ideology 
played in the invasion and to emphasize the importance in 

acknowledging the need to explain the war as an example of 
ideological extremism driven by democracy; which in its 
popular construction is not viewed in its capacity to be central 
to manifestations of violent behavior by powerful states 
towards other sovereign states, especially where such states 
are constructed as rogue or enemy states. 

The results of the Iraq invasion have been catastrophic 
and culminated in the begetting of violence, creating 
instability, fomenting fundamentalism and terrorism not only 
in Iraq but in wider portions of the Middle East and North 
Africa, with the birth of Isis, an off-shoot of Al Qaeda. As Walt 
(2018) argues: 

 
“The George W. Bush Administration’s ill-
fated decision to invade Iraq in 2003 was 
based on a complete misreading of the 
situation it faced and the likely response of 
other key actors. Not only did the 
administration overstate the U.S. ability to 
re-engineer a foreign society, it failed to 
recognize that other states (and non-state 
actors) would soon join forces to oppose the 
U.S. effort. Instead of sparkling a democratic 
transformation of the Arab and Islamic World 
—as its architects naively foresaw— the 
occupation became a costly quagmire and 
made the terrorism problem worse.” 

 
While Professor Walt’s assertions here highlight the 
miscalculation of the Bush’s Foreign Policy by invading Iraq 
and the eventual unproductive and disruptive outcomes, the 
author’s emphasis remains anchored on the misrepresen-
tation of facts by the Bush administration in order to justify a 
war and consequent violent regime  change  in  the  name  of  



 

 

10  |               Archives of Political Science Research, April 2022, Vol. 3 No. 1 
 
 
 
democracy which point to ideological extremism. 

With even more vitriol and ambition, Isis seeks/sought to 
establish a caliphate in the Middle East. While this is 
common knowledge, the argument here is that the ideology 
of Isis is partly a reaction to the United States’ occupation of 
Iraq and its insistence on democracy and western values in 
the Middle East. Isis is therefore, a rejection of this ideology 
and even more so a political movement that uses its 
fundamentalist interpretations of the Koran to wage war on 
western ideology and establish a Muslim state premised on 
sharia law: governance based on Islamic principles as it 
were.12 US policy in Iraq has been nothing short of a disaster 
and has contributed to the ideology-informed and reactionary 
nature of Isis. Consider how the Meir Amit Intelligence and 
Terrorism Information Centre (2014) describes Isis ideology: 
 

“from a Salafist-Jihadi perspective, Muslims 
must strive to disseminate and implement 
Islam in all areas of life by liberating the 
lands of Islam from other cultures (especially 
Western culture) through jihad (holy war), 
which is perceived as the personal duty (fard 
‘ayn) of every Muslim. Thus, Muslims must 
fight the enemies of Islam through violent 
and uncompromising military struggle. 
Moreover, according to the Salafist-Jihadi 
perception, the enemies of Islam are not 
only external (mainly the US and the West) 
but also Arab regimes that cooperate with 
the West or secular Arab regimes that are 
considered infidel”  

 
Acts of terror are carried out for many reasons and all of 
them based on strong convictions about something. Most 
acts of terror that we come to know about through the media 
are always reported to have been carried out in the name of 
trying to advance a cause or to show displeasure at and a 
hatred for the contrary views, actions, policies, ideologies or 
belief systems of those on whom the terror is enacted. The 
irony is that more often than not, terrorism is exacted on 
innocent people and not directly on those that the terrorists 
have taken issue with. Evidently, fundamentalism seems to 
have an obsession with purity of a cause, belief or ideology 
and, the need for its protection, promulgation and defence at 
all costs. A cause, belief or ideology is seen as pure or 
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It must be noted here that the author is cognizant of Isis’ 

war on other Muslim sects because of sectarian divisions in 

the Middle East. However, this is a contextual argument 

seeking to expose the extremist ends of fundamentalism and 

regime change as a function of the institution of democracy 

by external powers and how these interact and are 

technically inspired by a similar mind-set. 

“righteous” in what it seeks to achieve regardless of the 
means or its opposing views. Fundamentalism is highly 
reactionary and self-absorbed. Also, it appears that 
fundamentalists see themselves as a people whose beliefs 
are under threat of contamination, oppression, corruption or 
obstruction and also that while these beliefs must be 
protected, they must also be promulgated as a means to 
“sanitize” or civilize those societies that do not hold them. 
This is true for both religious fundamentalists and “political” 
or rather ideological fundamentalists who opt to 
instrumentalize violence for the purposes of defending and 
spreading their values. In this sense, it is inarguable to 
consider the terrorist actions of religious fundamentalist 
groups such as Boko Haram, Isis and Al Shabaab to mention 
a few, and the actions of the US and its allies in 2003 as not 
constituted by fundamentalist convictions of ideologies; and 
that the actions whether carried out in the name of Islam or 
Democracy are the actions of extremists.  

Fundamentalism in its active conceptions is the means 
of entrenchment of a cause, ideology, system, tradition or 
religion. It is a means and reason for action underlined by the 
convictions of absolute faith in something that is seen as 
having the need to be protected from any domineering force 
or counter culture, system, religion, tradition or ideology. 
However, while this is said of fundamentalists vis-à-vis 
terrorist groups and the extremism related to their ideas and 
actions, the same can be said of the of extremism with which 
the US and its allies acted in amongst other arguments, to 
bring democracy to Iraq. The act of waging an illegal war and 
effecting regime change at the expense of Iraq’s sovereignty 
and many innocent lives because it was firmly believed that 
democracy and regime change were necessary in Iraq —and 
all this done by external powers— is nothing but extremism 
informed by a firm belief in advancing the ideology of liberal 
western democracy. It is insufficient to think of or consider 
the lives of civilians that have been lost and keep being lost 
as a result of the Iraq invasion as collateral damage, 
because the war was illegal. By ‘keep being lost’, the author 
is making an inference also to the wider impacts of the Iraq 
war which have most notably been the creation of groups 
such as Isis and the deaths that occurred because of the 
group’s activities in Iraq and beyond. 

Figure 1 captures the number of civilian deaths in Iraq 
due to the invasion of 2003, reflected in the period from 
2003-2021. The most important aspect of this is to capture in 
context, the extent of damage to human life that was caused 
by a war that was unnecessary and as stated erstwhile, 
illegal. What we see here is an exposition of the numbers of 
non-combatant lives that were lost for no real purpose other 
than that the victims were caught in an ideologically driven 
crusade to democratize Iraq by means of war. It then 
becomes contextually clear, that ideological standards, 
whether religious or political (or a combination of both) that 



 

 

Archives of Political Science Research, April 2022, Vol. 3 No. 1       |  11  
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1. Number of documented civilian deaths in the Iraq war from 2003 to December 2021. 

 
 
 
are imposed on others on the basis of the conviction of the 
presumed inherent value that they possess; and thus, 
inspiring a drive to make them universal to the extent of 
using violence/war as a means to proselytize other societies 
or states, is an exemplification of terrorism and its attendant 
extremism. Further to this, and in keeping with the principles 
of jus in bello, combatants can arguably be considered 
legitimate military objectives in a war that is legal or justified, 
to reflect the jus ad bellum principle of “just cause”. 
Therefore, it is arguable that even though Iraqi soldiers that 
fought in defence of their sovereignty are by International 
Humanitarian Law, designated as military objectives, their 
death in a war that should not have occurred (on legal 
grounds) adds further weight to the argument that innocent 
lives were taken for the purposes of promulgating an 
ideology through the vehicle of violence/force. 

Here the argument is premised on the logic that the 
meaning or designation given to terrorism as an “evil” act, 
which indeed it is, must not cloud our judgement or 

designation of actions such as the US-led invasion of Iraq on 
the “virtuous” claims of establishing democracy and getting 
rid of a dictator, as actions of “democratic extremists.” 
Consider further the assertions of the International 
Commission of Jurists (ICJ) when they cited one of their legal 
advisors in comments about the Sadaam Hussein regime by 
stating that, “according to the ICJ Legal Advisor Ian 
Seiderman: “The present regime in Iraq is certainly 
responsible for widespread and systematic human rights 
violations over the years. However, this reprehensible human 
rights record does not by itself provide a legal basis for the 
resort to war. The appropriate method of addressing such 
gross abuses is to treat them as international crimes and to 
use and strengthen enforcement mechanisms, such as the 
International Criminal Court”.13 

The implied meaning of democracy as a “good thing” 
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does not justify the illegal use of force on a sovereign state to 
establish it. The gateway to such extreme actions as those 
taken by the  US  and  its  allies  by  invading  Iraq  to  oust  a 
dictatorial regime to replace it with a democratic one is 
perhaps the logic of the democratic peace theory; 
specifically, the claim that “democracies do not fight each 
other”, and by this claim, that the most desirable mode of 
governance is through democratic regimes, and by that 
token, that the international system must be made up of 
liberal democracies. This “universalized” liberal aspect of US 
Foreign Policy is highlighted by Buzan (2004) when he 
concludes that: it is also in the grip of a belief that liberal 
values are universal, and that the intrinsic moral and practical 
superiority of liberal values gives them the right to claim the 
future of mankind. As Patrick (2002) observes, ‘the validity of 
the country’s liberal principles derives from their presumed 
universality’   and  underpins  a  missionary  element  in  US  
foreign policy. 14  

This is a value-laden claim that negates the diversity of 
the international system and portends behaviour akin to 
imperial activity such as the use of war to impose values on 
other societies. This is inimical to international peace and 
security. The author’s argument must not be construed as 
supportive of brutal dictatorships but must be seen in the 
light of their conviction that “it is not the type of regime that 
matters, but the actions of those who govern”. In this light, to 
insist on the violent change of the regime of a sovereign 
state based on imposing democracy as a “prized value” is 
not only to breach international law but to disrespect its moral 
force, and by that, to exploit the chasm in the democratic 
peace theory which implicitly suggests that because 
democracies do not fight each other, democracies may “fight” 
non-democracies in order to convert them into democratic 
regimes. This implication arguably, mistakenly justifies the 
use of extreme measures, in this case, war to convert 
societies (non-democracies) from their “otherness” in a 
supposed “us vs them” construct. This point is made here to 
invoke constructivist notions under which the US-led invasion 
can be explained in connection to regime change premised 
on democratic ideology and to highlight the danger in the 
belief that the international system must only be made up of 
democracies. The framework for analysis here is the concept 
of inter-subjective awareness, which is central to construc-
tivism. Therefore, “otherness” here is used to denote the 
implications of the democratic peace theory and how it 
arguably implies liberal interventionism where western liberal 
democracies (in this case the US and its allies) “constructed” 
the non-democratic regime of Sadaam Hussein’s Iraq as a 
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 As cited by Santos, Maria Helena de Castro, & Teixeira, 

Ulysses Tavares. (2013) in The essential role of democracy 

in the Bush Doctrine: the invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan 
pg. 133 

“bad regime” and an “enemy” that needed to be ousted and 
replaced with a democratic regime that was more likely to co-
operate with western democracies and not be a threat to 
them. As alluded to erstwhile, this worldview is suggestively 
imperialistic, oblivious to, and to some extent seemingly 
dismissive of the politico-cultural diversity in the international 
system. The imposition of values on sovereign states, 
through forceful means and illegal regime change, is 
contradictory to the peace that liberal interventionism seeks 
to establish premised on the logic of the democratic peace. 
In fact, and in this context, it is argued that liberal 
interventionism can be misapplied to expose ‘democratic 
extremism’. 

It should be made clear here that terrorism has many 
causes. So, in this context it should be understood that 
fundamentalism is one such cause and not the only one. 
Evidently, Religious or political fundamentalism, to denote in 
this particular context, forceful regime change in sovereign 
states, is extremist in its convictions and assertions, and as a 
result may culminate into terrorism; and such actions as the 
latter may be seen in the light of terrorist/extremist behaviour 
of states acting under the banner of liberal interventionism. It 
is worth accepting that it is not all the time that 
fundamentalism results in terrorism, but it is also a fact that 
more often than not, it is because of fundamentalist belief 
and grounding that terrorism occurs. It remains a great 
source of debate and much probing as to whether every act 
of terror is predicated on fundamentalist ideologies or belief 
systems. In advancing the argument, it is always needful to 
examine the conditions in which acts of terror are committed, 
by whom, for what and on what basis. Pursuant to the latter, 
it is necessary to highlight the thesis of Professor Robert 
Pape, whose seminal work on suicide terrorism titled Dying 
to Win: The strategic logic of suicide terrorism, argues 
against the almost automatic conclusion that suicide 
terrorism is as a result of religious fervor. Pape (2006) 
argues, after an empirical analysis of more than 400015 
suicide bombings that, “what 95% of all suicide attacks have 
in common, since 1980, is not religion, but a specific 
strategic motivation to respond to military intervention, often 
specifically a military occupation, of territory that the terrorists 
view as their homeland or prize greatly. From Lebanon and 
the West Bank in the 80s and 90s, to Iraq and Afghanistan, 
and up through the Paris suicide attacks we’ve experienced, 
military intervention —and specifically when military 
intervention is occupying territory—  that’s what prompts 
suicide terrorism more than anything else.” 
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While Professor Pape’s work is a colossal and great 
addition to the academic and empirical understanding of 
terrorism, it perhaps confines terrorism strongly only within 
the parameters of suicide terrorism. While this may be 
puritanical, it is an inarguable fact that Pape’s work greatly 
revises how we think about terrorism. The most salient point 
of his thesis is that terrorism is not only about religious 
bigotry but also political in nature. However, the difficulty in 
reaching consensus when discussing terrorism is that 
perceptions are plenty and divisive. However, as Pape has 
shown, an aversion to military occupation or more 
generically, external meddling in the Middle East, has 
provided sufficient fuel to drive terrorists to the point of 
employing suicide as a means to resist and protest foreign 
influences (Ritchie et al., 2013).16 Whereas the evidence 
provided by Pape is undeniable, this paper offers that at the 
very core, the clear distinction between religion and politics 
as a reason for terrorism is not an easy delineation to make 
or perhaps does not even exist at all. However, Pape’s 
argument does well to dispel —and does so emphatically— 
the notion that all terrorism is associated with Muslims and 
only to spread religious dogma, and this provides us with 
sufficient grounds to argue that the construction of groups 
that use violence to meet politico-religio ends as 
terrorists/extremists is an act in the utilisation of plausible 
deniability for those that use violence to meet their own 
political ends, such as regime change as was witnessed with 
the Iraq war of 2003. 

Furthermore, and even more important to the argument 
of this paper, is that the actions of groups like Isis and the 
invasion of Iraq by the US and its allies helps to create a 
clear-cut basis for analysis of  two  ideologically  driven  
extremes.  Whereas the Isis ideology claims to be steeped in 
Salafi jihadism connoting that their terrorist acts are products 
of fundamentalism which sufficiently exposes religio-political 
and even economic ambition; the invasion of Iraq in 2003, 
eventually explained as a move to institute democracy17, was 
by the very nature of the excess of falsehoods promulgated 
to justify the war, and the action and manifestations of the 
war itself, democratic extremism, and more blatantly, fit to be 
designated as a terrorist action.  There is a seeming clash of 
ideologies. One coming from a fundamentalist (religio-
politico) front and the other coming from the need to spread 
the ideology of democracy through the commencement of an 
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 As part of the changing narrative in which the allegation 

that Sadaam Hussein was in possession of WMDs was 

proved false. 

illegal war at the detriment of lives, breach of state 
sovereignty, international law (subsequently) and the 
circumvention of the required UN mandate.  

It is relevant to underscore here that, the loss of 
innocent lives due to the War on Iraq in 2003 should not be 
viewed as any different from the loss of innocent lives that 
emerge from terrorist acts, and that perhaps illegal wars 
must be designated as terrorist acts as well. These actions 
are both extreme and mutually reinforcing, because the war 
in Iraq fueled among other things, the rise of groups like Isis 
who have sworn to fight external forces based on Islamic 
ideology and the aversion to western ideas with the 
insistence on creating an Islamic state. This created more 
fighting as opposed to driving out terrorism, creating stability 
and entrenching democracy. For some clarity, take the 
account of Stern and McBride (2013) that states that, “among 
the rationales of invading Iraq after 9/11 was to prevent Iraq 
from becoming a breeding ground for terrorists. But after the 
invasion, there were 78 terrorist attacks in the first twelve 
months, in the next twelve the number rose to 302. In 2007 
with war at its crescendo, 5,425 civilians had died due to 
terrorist attacks with 9,878 civilian injuries”.  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, Fundamentalism as has been amply 
discussed gives the author much reason to accept with 
certainty that fundamentalism can graduate into terrorism. 
Fundamentalism exists only in an undulated state of mind 
and creates a psychological environment of volatility and 
high potential for extreme manifestations or rather violent 
external manifestations. It is worth accepting that 
fundamentalist groups like Isis and Al Qaeda use religion to 
further their more political ambitions. It is however, not easy 
to completely dispel the notion that religion is the key driver, 
in some instances of terrorism. More importantly, it was 
sought to be established here that the invasion of Iraq in 
2003 for the purposes of establishing democracy as 
eventually argued, can well fit into the analysis or 
categorization of the action as a manifestation of extremism. 
The thesis here lies in the indictment of hypocrisy we can 
make on the USA for portraying the actions of fundamentalist 
groups as extremist and terrorist premised on Islamic fervor, 
which indeed they are in most instances, but portraying US 
actions as was witnessed in Iraq in 2003, as means of self-
defence and ‘civilizing’ Iraq through ‘violent’ democratization 
and saving Iraqis from the grip of a dictator. What is the 
difference between the acts of terrorism of Islamic 
Fundamentalists and those of the USA other than the 
fundamentals of the ideologies they propagate?  This is 
simply evidence of manufacturing narratives that attempt to 
subtly mask actions that are no different from those that are 
designated as terrorist, as well-intended and justified, even
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when the bases of and methods of such actions are exactly 
as those attributed to so-called terrorists.   

The insistence by the US and its allies on establishing 
democracy in Iraq through misrepresentation of facts and an 
illegal war exposes the extreme nature of the belief in 
democracy as having the capacity to bring stability to Iraq 
and by ramification, the Middle East. Whereas terrorist 
groups, inspired or informed by fundamentalist ideology take 
actions that are by their results very extreme, the same can 
be said of the desire to institute democracy in Iraq by the US 
and its allies through an illegal war. The decision to invade 
Iraq and proffering the argument that Iraq, a sovereign 
nation, needed democracy through forceful regime change is 
arguably tantamount to extremism on the part of the US. The 
results of the Iraq war, saw the emergence of Isis which 
spread instability to Syria and Libya and shook Europe with 
suicide attacks. Worse still is the number of innocent lives 
that have been lost, and continue being so, due in part, to the 
ramifications of the 2003 Iraq invasion. 
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