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To win the “dirty war,” French authorities resorted to harsh countermeasures
“with little regard for moral considerations,” including strict censorship in
Algeria, summary executions, indiscriminate seek and destroy missions, sys-
tematic use of torture, and the policy of regroupement, which deracinated and
resettled over a million Algerians under miserable conditions.”” The policy
of pacification likewise trammeled on French civil liberties at home: news-
papers were seized on 265 occasions, strict curfews were imposed on large
segments of the population, and Maghreban immigrants were the target of
frequent harassment and killings by the police.™

Albert Camus once wrote that these illiberal tactics “did more harm to
France's cause than a hundred armed enemy bands.””® Specifically, the illib-
eral countermeasures eroded the support of the three constituencies essential
for French victory. First, public anger over the repressive and often brutal
policies both at home and in Algeria created profound fissures in civil-military
relations. Majority support for war ended in 1957, the same year as the no-
toriously savage Battle of Algiers. As stories of French conduct spread in
January 1958, support for staying the course further fell to 44 percent. This
figure dropped to only 22 percent on the eve of negotiations with the FLN in
April 1961.%0

Second, extreme countermeasures prevented the French authorities from
winning the proverbial hearts and minds of moderate Muslim villagers. In his
firsthand account of commanding French troops during the war, Lt Col David
Galula writes, “The general consensus was that this war could only be won if
we succeeded in divorcing the rebels from the population. It was imperative
that we isolate the rebels from the population and that we gain the support of
the population.”®! Hoffman points out, however, that France’s extreme tactics
were “counterproductive” because their “sheer brutality alienated the native
Algerian Muslim community. Hitherto mostly passive or apathetic, that com-
munity was now driven into the arms of the rLn, swelling the organization'’s
ranks and increasing its popular support.™?

Third, French tactics alienated the international community. Accord-
ing to one typical account, “It was in the international diplomatic ‘the-
ater of operations'—for this is what it was—that France and the cause of
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Algerie Francaise suffered its most mortal blows.”® In sum, Algerie Francaise
demonstrates that even highly committed and endowed countries compro-
mise their counterterrorism efforts when they adopt unrestrained counter-
measures. For target countries, maintaining the support of their own publics,
moderates, and the international community is generally more valuable than
the presumed benefits of using unrestrained force.

Liberal Intolerance for Civilian Losses Creates High Motivation
to Fight Terrorism

It is commonly assumed that terrorists prefer targeting liberal countries be-
cause their risk-averse publics have low cost tolerance for withstanding at-
tacks on their civilian populations. The evidence, however, suggests that the
liberal aversion to incurring civilian losses does not result in craven politi-
cal concessions but rather in extraordinarily high motivation for combating
terrorism.

Since the publication of Perpetual Peace in 1795, the democratic peace
theory has dominated research on the relationship between regime type
and war. Scholarly attention has focused on what Kant called the “pacific
union” among republican governments, that is, the tendency of democracies
to avoid fighting each other because of their shared norms. Yet Kant also
predicted that liberal states would not be pacific in their relations with illib-
eral states. The very respect for individual rights that creates comity among
liberal states would exacerbate relations between liberal and illiberal states.?*
Empirical research confirms that although democracies have historically re-
frained from attacking each other, they have fought numerous wars against
non-democracies since the late eighteenth century. Studies have shown that
democracies are especially eager to fight weak illiberal states,®> but they have
not addressed the related question of how democracies react to terrorism in
particular. Kantian theory predicts that democracies would be extremely mo-
tivated to fight terrorists. Terrorists, after all, are quintessential enemies of
liberalism: liberalism is a political philosophy founded on the natural good-
ness of the individual, and terrorists, by definition, intentionally attack civilian
targets.

Empirical evidence suggests that democracies do not relate to terrorists
in a purely strategic way. Since the late 1960s, the number of Americans
killed by terrorism has been surprisingly small; in fact, the number is about
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the same for those killed by lightning, deer in roadways, or allergic reac-
tions to peanuts. In Europe as well, terrorism’s direct effects have been mi-
nor compared to other international threats, yet terrorism invariably elicits a
disproportionate response.® In public opinion polls, citizens of the United
States and more than a dozen European countries have consistently rated
terrorism as a greater threat than such perennial concerns as hunger, domes-
tic problems, ams, oil dependency, nuclear weapons, poverty in developing
countries, global trade and economy, China, and Russia. Not surprisingly,
then, democracies have expressed a greater willingness to use military force
1o defeat terrorism than to achieve any other policy objective. Democratic
publics have held these views for decades, well before policy experts began
regarding terrorism as an overriding security threat.?’

In public opinion polls, abstract support for the principle of using mil-
itary force to combat hypothetical aggressors does not always translate into
public support for real-life military actions.?® The American public has been
polled extensively on its willingness to use military force in response to
two terrorist incidents: the 5 April 1986 Libyan sponsored bombing of a
West Berlin nightclub that killed two American servicemen and the attacks of
September 11. Contrary to the widespread belief that liberal governments are
inclined to seek political settlements because of their high sensitivity to civil-
ian costs, Americans responded to both attacks by offering overwhelming
support for military action.

In a well-known study on American public opinion, Bruce Jentleson
compared nine major u.s. military campaigns in the 1980s in terms of their
popular support. Support for antiterrorism missions against Libya ranked first
(80 percen), higher than the support for any of the other eight campaigns in
the study, none of which were directly related to terrorism. Jentleson’s intra-
case analysis demonstrated that before the nightclub attack, polls showed
only 10 1o 25 percent support for military action against Libya. Moreover,
when asked whether military action should be taken against Iran or Syria
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if allegations of state-sponsored terrorism against either was confirmed, un-
matched levels of support were again found. Jentleson concluded that the
nature of the policy objective—restraining the use of terrorism—was the de-
cisive factor behind the unparalleled support for military action.?” Similarly,
the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations showed that the American public,
in response to the nightclub bombing, was more supportive for countert-
errorism operations than for any of the five non-terrorism related military
campaigns included in the sample

The September 11, 2001 attack is the other terrorist incident for which
there is substantial polling data on the American public’s response. Ameri-
cans again offered overwhelming support for military action. The vast ma-
jority of Americans (91 percent) supported the decision to target al-Qaeda in
Afghanistan.”! Following Operation Enduring Freedom, the Bush administra-
tion proceeded to sell Iraqgi regime change in the context of 9/11, claiming
there was “bulletproof evidence” of a link between Saddam Hussein and al-
Qaeda. On the eve of the invasion, two out of three Americans believed Irag
“provided direct support to the al-Qaeda terrorist group,” the exact same per-
centage which supported regime change.”” When respondents were asked
to specify the most important reason they supported the invasion, the most
common answer cited was to “prevent future terrorism.” Throughout the
2004 presidential election campaign, Americans believed by an almost two
to one margin that George W. Bush would do a better job than his less
hawkish opponent, John Kerry, in “defending the country from future terror-
ist attacks.”®? Although Bush’s reelection was not a direct referendum on the
decision to invade Iraq, those who voted for him were most likely to attribute
their vote to his strong stance against terrorism.”* The American public has
hecome increasingly disenchanted with the Iraq war since late 2003. Studies
suggest, however, that the declining support is due less to the costs of the
war than the growing perception that it is unrelated to the war on terrorism,
counterproductive to the war on terrorism, or simply un-winnable
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ultimately jeopardize the outcome of counterterrorism campaigns, creating
new incentives for rational terrorist actors to attack.

This study provides the strongest empirically grounded argument for
democracy promotion in the context of the war on terrorism. The Bush ad-
ministration’s stated position is that “freedom and democracy are critical to
defeating terror” because “when the citizens ... cannot advance their inter-
ests and redress their grievances through an open political process, they
retreat hopelessly into the shadows to be preyed upon by evil men with
violent designs.”” There is, however, scant evidence that elections reduce
terrorism by providing a peaceful alternative for extremists to achieve their
goals. On the contrary, in the post-Cold War era, the terrorism threat has
intensified throughout much of the world instep with the rising number
of electoral democracies; in the past several years, free parliamentary elec-
tions have legitimized and empowered Islamists in Morocco, Bahrain, Yemen,
Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and the Palestinian territories.”® Most importantly,
Operation Iragi Freedom has demonstrated that foreign interventions to de-
pose itliberal rulers sometimes exacerbate the terrorism threat—at least in the
short-to-medium term. Open, competitive elections are clearly not a panacea
for terrorism.

The best course of action for the international community is not to pro-
mote electoral democracies per se but rather to foster a steady, worldwide
improvement of civil liberties especially in the face of terrorism. In this coun-
terintuitive fashion, the international community should encourage govern-
menis to become superior counterterrorists by not only granting their citizens
greater freedom of expression, assembly, association, education, and even
religion but, equally important, by restricting indiscriminate attacks, torture,
searches, seizures, and infringements on due process. These restraints are es-
sential for isolating terrorists, marshalling support for counterterrorism oper-
ations, and consequently denying terrorists the ability to achieve their policy
goals, which is key 1o deterring their radical sympathizers from even entering
the fray.
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APPENDIX

Terrorism against these countries was coded as strategically ineffective for the following
reasons:

The United States did not announce its intent 1o withdraw its troops from Iraq despite the
difficulties sustaining the occupation.

Britain was not compelled by the Irish Republican Army to unify Ireland.

France was not compelled by the National Liberation Front of Corsica to establish a Corsican
state.

italy was not compelled by the Red Brigades 1o go communist.

Spain resisted the ETA's demand to establish a Basque state.

Greece was not compelled by the Revolutionary Organization of 17 November o go
communijst,

Germany was not compelled by the Red Army Faction to go communist.

Australia did not withdraw from Iraq and actually boosted its troop levels in early 2005.

Canada was nol compelled by the Front de Liberation du Quebec to establish an
independent state.

Cyprus resisted pressure from Turkish ultra-nationalists to unify the island.

Japan was not compelled by the Chukakuha to go communist.

Portugal was not compelled by the Popular Forces of the 25th of April to go communist.

Nethertands was not compelled by the Free South Moluccan Youth Organization to establish
a Moluccan state.

Northern Ireland loyalists were not compelled by the Irish Republican Army to support the
unification of [reland.

Belgium was not compelled the Communist Combatant Cells to go communist.

Sweden was not compelled by the Global Intifada to go communist.

Denmark did not withdraw its troops from Iraq.

Romania did not announce its intent to withdraw its troops from Irag despite the difficulties
sustaining the occupation,

Iran was not compelled by the Mujahedin-e Khalg Organization to end its clerical rule.

Afghanistan, as of 2004, was not ruled by the Taliban.

Russia was not compelled to allow the establishment of an independent Chechen state.

Algeria was not compelled (o replace its secular government with an Istamist one.

Egypt was not compelled by the Islamic Group to become Islamist.

Somalia was not compelied by the Oromo Liberation Front to allow the establishment of an
Oromo state.

Ching was not compelled by the East Turkestan Islamic Movement to establish an
independent Uighur state.

Burma was not compelled by the Karen National Union to establish an independent Karen
state,

Uzbekistan was not compelled by the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan to adopt Islamist rule.

Terrorism against these countries was coded as strategically effective for the following reasons:

Since Operation Iraqi Freedom, Traqi governance has been challenged by Sunni extremists.

The Communist Party of Nepal controls 70 percent of the countryside, forcing the leadership
o enter a power-sharing agreement,

The Islamic Army of Aden has operated with impunity throughout large tracks of Yemen.

The Sudan People’s Liberation Army was granied autonomy in southern Sudan.

Forces for the Defense of Democracy were able to set up parallel administration with the
government throughout Burundi,

The Musharraf government has been forced 1o turn a blind eye to Islamist extremism in
Pakistan.

Pro-Syrian terrorism has silenced opposition to Syrian encroachment on Lebanese
sovereignty.
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Haiti's President Jean-Bertrand Aristide was violently overthrown by several rebel factions in
February 2004.

The House of Saud has been continuously unstable owing to its inability to reign in Islamist
influence in Saudi Arabia.

Poland announced in 2004 that it would be withdrawing its troops from Iraq.

Bulgaria announced in 2004 that it would be withdrawing its troops from Iraq.

Rally for Congolese democracy was decisive in marginalizing and ultimately overthrowing
Laurent Kabila.

The Forces Nouvelles took control of northern Cote d’'Ivoire, compromising President
Laurent Gbagho’s rule of the country.




