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This dissertation identifies the determinants délfuopinion in coercive terrorist crises and
explores how the effects of coercive terrorism ablig opinion incentivize the decisions of
democratic leaders. Using a multi-method resedesign, the project includes innovative
randomized survey experiments fielded in Lebanahtha United States, statistical modeling of
Israeli public support for the Oslo Peace Procasd,interviews with government officials and
policymakers. | find that public attitudes in coge terrorist crises are highly dependent on the
intensity of terrorist campaigns, government cosimes and intransigence, prior population
exposure to terrorism, prior attitudinal strengtidl ambivalence, partisanship, and the reaction

of the political opposition. Yet, the data reviwdt publics are surprisingly resilient to thipay



of coercive diplomacy across all of my case studiégerrorism provides any sense of urgency
to change course, it is likely the result of inaete leader perceptions rather than being
grounded in strong empirical reality.

These findings have important policy implicationsaders coping with the aftermath of
terrorist attacks can use the results to genepgipriate policy responses to the changing
international and domestic environments. They ®international mediators important
intellectual capital as they work to facilitate amgolve longstanding international disputes.

They increase our knowledge of how the threatwbtesm, not just the act itself, can affect
government policy. As al-Qaeda and other terrgristips attempt to coerce governments across
the globe, such information is of critical importarnto policymakers. Lastly, they improve our

understanding of the nature of coercive diplomauy iaternational conflict in general.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction:

The Domestic Politics of Coercive Terrorism

On 7 October 2001, the United States launched “@joer Enduring Freedom” in Afghanistan.
The Taliban regime had allowed al-Qaeda, the orgdion responsible for the September 11
terrorist attacks that claimed the lives of ne&;00 people, to operate freely within her borders
and refused to surrender the group’s leadership$o authorities. Moments after the first
airstrikes, Ayman al-Zawabhiri, al-Qaeda’s numbeo twcommand at the time, attempted to
appeal to the self-interests of the American publio a tape released to al-Jazeera, he called on
Americans to dissociate themselves from their gavent, which was leading them “into a new
war it is certain to lose, and in which [they] wise [their] children and [their] property. The
following year, Osama Bin Laden, the leader of akQg, released a statement justifying the

group’s need to target civilians:

“It is a fundamental principle of any democracytttiee people choose their
leaders, and as such, approve and are party ctloms of their elected
leaders.... By electing these leaders, the Amempeaple have given their consent
to the incarceration of the Palestinian people dimmolition of Palestinian homes

and the slaughter of the children of Iraq. The A@ar people have the ability

! Quoted in Gilles KepelThe War for Muslim Minds, trans. Pascale Ghazaleh (Cambridge: The BelknegsP

of Harvard University Press, 2004), p. 76.



and choice to refuse the policies of their goveminaad even to change their
government, yet time and time again, polls show i@ American people
support the policies of the elected government..sThiwhy the American people

are not innocent. The American people are activebees in all these crime$.”

The message was unequivocal: pressure your govatrimehange its foreign policy or al-
Qaeda would hold you accountable and continueitstist campaign against you.

This grim narrative brings into focus several elatseritical to our understanding of
terrorism. First, aggrieved groups often use testattacks for coercive purposes — to convince
a government to take (or not take) a particularsewof action. Second, it highlights the causal
mechanism of how coercive terrorism is supposetiaidk. Extremists use terrorism in attempt
to decrease popular support for the incumbent gorent and its policies because of the
government’s failure to protect the public. Thigeg the government an incentive to comply
with terrorist demands in order to stop future&saand maintain public confidence.

As the specter of terrorism looms over the post-%brid, few policy issues are more
pressing to understand than the consequences @iveéerrorism on public opinion and
government policy. Yet, we actually know veryléton the extent to which terrorism shapes
public opinion and how the public’s reaction getesgressure on decision-makers to change
their policies. As a result, some of the most ameéntal questions on the topic remain

unanswered. What are the determinants of massoopmcoercive terrorist crises? Who is

2 Bin Ladin, Usama Bin Muhammad., “Azzam Exclusiketter from Usama Bin Muhammad Bin Ladin to the
American People,YWaagiah.com, 26 October 2002, in “Compilation of Usama Bin lta8tatements 1994-January

2004,” FBIS Report, GMP20040209000243, 9 Februaga2



most susceptible and resilient to this violent camroative message? Can terrorism exert a
coercive influence on democratic leaders by cauaiskift in public approval, and if so, under
what conditions?

The answers to these questions are tremendousbytiamp for international security. Most
clearly, if counter-terrorist efforts fail, it imperative to quantify the consequences of terrorism
on public opinion. This is particularly importdmtcause terrorist attacks are often strategically
timed to disrupt elections and international neggains (Kydd and Walter 2002; Braithwaite et
al. 2010). Policymakers coping with the aftermattkerrorist attacks can use this information to
generate appropriate policy responses to the chgmgiernational and domestic environments.
It also provides international mediators importatellectual capital as they work to facilitate
and resolve longstanding international disput@saddition to these benefits, research into these
guestions increases our knowledge of how the tlofet@rrorism, not just the act itself, can affect
government policy. As al-Qaeda and other terrgristips attempt to coerce governments across
the globe, such information is of critical importarnto policymakers. Lastly, the answers to
these questions help to improve our understanditigeonature of coercive diplomacy and
international conflict in general.

In the pages that follow, | demonstrate that puatttudes in coercive terrorist crises are
highly dependent on the intensity of terrorist cargps, government concessions and
intransigence, prior population exposure to tesrariprior attitudinal strength and ambivalence,
partisanship, and the reaction of the political@pfon. Yet, while terrorism produces horrific
bloodshed and national tragedy, | find that pubdics surprisingly resilient to this type of
coercive diplomacy. That is, contrary to commamigde assumptions, terrorism does little to

actually change public approval of governmentstaed policies. Mass opinion is quite stable



and resolute. This outcome holds in a varietyti@itegic environments, from communities in
conflict-prone territories highly exposed to padéi violence to those in much more peaceful
places. As such, terrorism should only generatemall, if any, coercive pressure on leaders to
alter their policies. This research, however, atseals that while terrorism affects public
opinion on the margins, policymakers often opeusiger the assumption that terrorist violence
has a significant effect. If terrorism provideyaense of urgency to change course, it is likely

the result of inaccurate leader perceptions ratrer being grounded in strong empirical reality.

1.1  The Definition of “Terrorism”

This research aims to uncover the origins of magsi@n in coercive terrorist crises and to
investigate the extent to which changes in publetgrences generate political incentives for
leaders to alter their policies. Before divingitthese complex issues, it is important to address
a very sensitive and controversial issue. Whattixdo | mean by “terrorism?”

Terrorism is quite an elusive concept. In the 18®0’s, Schmid and Jongman (1988)
recorded 109 different definitions. Some expevenesuggest that if an energetic researcher
updated this study, it is likely that there wouklearly twice as many definitions todajthe
problem is that “terrorism” is a pejorative terii.someone is sympathetic to a cause of an
aggrieved group, he or she might be less inclinddliel it as a “terrorist” organization
irrespective of the group’s tactics. He or shehhjgstify the use of terrorism on the basis of

moral equivalency. “Yes, they target civiliansifeomight say. “But the people they are

3 See, for example, Andrew Silke, “An IntroductianTterrorism Research,” iResearch on Terrorism: Trend

Achievements and Failures, ed. Andrew Silke (New York, NY: Frank Cass, 2Q02). 1-27.
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fighting for also have suffered at the hands of the governmentdouying forces].” The
cliché “one man’s terrorist is another man’s fremd@hter” captures the problem of perception.

Nevertheless, it is critical to start on commonugrd. While there is no universally accepted
definition of terrorism, most scholars agree tleatdrism involves the use or threat of politically
motivated violence against noncombatants by annizgton other than a state to cause
intimidation or fear among a target audience. Thibe definition that | will use throughout this
study?

There are several fundamental elements that stainidoon the definition. The first is the
obvious use of violence. The archetypical weapdrsrrorism include explosives and
incendiary devices, delivered conventionally orshicide attacks, but other types have been
used including chemical weapons, hijackings, kighmags, snipings, and stabbings. Although
terrorist groups have never used biological agantsatomic devices, these weapons in the
hands of extremists remain a primary fear of govemts as well as their publics (Gurr 1979;
Schelling 1982; Levi 2004; Allison 2005; Bunn andeW2006).

The second element is terrorist groups commit wigdeagainst civilians or noncombatants.
In this way, the definition makes an importantidistion between political terrorism and what is
referred to as “guerilla warfare.” Terrorist cangpes mainly target a country’s civilians. In
contrast, guerilla campaigns mainly target a coiminilitary (Wilkinson 1986; Laquer 1987,
Abrahms 2010). Over the course of a guerilla cagmyaggrieved groups attempt to establish

liberated areas and build small military units, eththey hope will gradually grow in strength,

* This definition is similar to how American law dteds terrorism, as “premeditated, political motacht
violence perpetrated against non-combatant tatgessib-national groups or clandestine agents, lysiénded to
influence an audience.” See “Patterns of Globaidresm 2001,” The United States Department ofe&5ta002.

Accessed 1 October 201&tp://www.state.gov/documents/organization/10286.p




number, and equipment. They then try to estalbfislr own institutions, conduct propaganda,
and engage in other open political activities iesth liberated areas (Laquer 1987). A prime
example is the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam jabhsought to establish an independent
Tamil state in the northeast of Sri Lanka by matalgeting the Sri Lankan military, conquering
territory, establishing independent institutionsg &ngaging in open propaganda campaigns.

The goals of terrorist organizations and gueritiaugs can, and often do, overlap. The
difference, however, lies in the means of achievimagr objective. Guerilla campaigns attempt to
coerce governments by mostly engaging militaryderc In contrast, terrorist campaigns rely on
indirect coerce measures by mostly targeting thdiam population. Thus, the causal
mechanism involved is quite different. This studguses on cases in which civilians and
noncombatants are the primary targets.

The third element is terrorist violence comes framorganization other than a state, what
Martha Crenshaw (1986) calls “bottom-up” terroristhough states can suppress, put down,
or constrain segments of a population through brataession (Wilkinson 1986), this study’s
definition of terrorism captures a unique powerawic. Rather than a “strong” actor (e.g., a
state) attempting to coerce a “weak” actor (eggnsents of a population), terrorism involves a
weak actor attempting to coerce a strong actorKyd and Walter (2006) note, “Terrorists are
too weak to impose their will directly by force affms. They are sometimes strong enough,
however, to persuade audiences to do as they wishtdring the audience’s beliefs about such

matters as the terroristability to impose costs and their degree of comnaithio their cause®”

® Andrew H. Kydd and Barbara Walter, “The Strategie$errorism.”International Security 31(2006), p. 50.



The fourth element is terrorist groups use violefocgoolitical ends. Historically,
terrorism has had three purposes: to gain attetmi@ancause, to gain supporters, and to coerce
opponents to change or maintain the status quegJamd Libicki 2008). Although these
purposes are seemingly separate, the first twdamqa in more detail below, are usually a
means to the third. Terrorist groups want to gaiantion to their cause and boost sympathy to
improve their bargaining position and increaserthbility to coerce governments. The long-
term goals of terrorist groups have varied oveetibut five have had enduring importance:
regime change, territorial change, policy changeias control, and status quo maintenance
(Kydd and Walter 2006).

The last element is that terrorism attempts taigrice an audience. Several audiences are
central in this dynamic: governments, the governra@onstituency, and the terrorist group’s
constituency. As mentioned above, aggrieved grofies use terrorism for coercive purpo$es.
It is difficult, however, for terrorist groups tarelctly coerce governments with brute force
against military targets because they are “weakdrac Thus, terrorist groups rely on a different
strategy. They employ relatively small bouts aflence against a vulnerable civilian population

in an attempt to generate a disproportionate pubsponse relative to the number of people

® Research thus far has found little support thaotism is a psychological phenomenon charactetinea
unique set of psychological traits or mental paib@s (Kruglanski and Fishman 2006). Althoughated,
individual motivated acts of terrorism occur, mssholars agree that there is no common “terrogssgnality.”
See, for example, Martha Crenshaw, “The Psychotddolitical Terrorism,” inPalitical Psychology:
Contemporary Problems and Issues, ed. Margaret G. Hermar{San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 1986).

" On coercive terrorism, see Stohl 1979; DeNarddb188edman and Hill 1986; Wilkinson1986; Crenshaw
1990; Kydd and Walter 2002, 2006; Pape 2005; AbsaRD6; Kydd and Walter 2006; Jones and Libicki®00

McCormick and Fritz 2010; and many more.



directly harmed (Wilkinson 1986, p. 51). Theseup®hope that the victimized population will
exert enough political pressure on their governni@mtake concessions. As Schelling (1966)
long ago pointed out, “The victims of coerciontlee individuals most sensitive to coercive
threats, may not be directly in authority...they nmaye to bring bureaucratic skill or political
pressure to bear on individuals who do exerciskaity, or go through processes that shift
authority or blame to others®.’Pape (2005) agrees, arguing that terrorism ateftpinflict
enough pain on the opposing society to overwhednnterests in resisting [their] demands, and
to induce the government to concede, or the poipul& revolt against the governmenit.”

Terrorist groups are not only interested in forgygwernments and their citizens. They are
also interested in influencing their own constittxenBy building sympathy to their cause,
aggrieved groups hope to recruit new members tlganeibeasing their ability to inflict costs on
the state (DeNardo 1985; Wilkinson 1986; Kydd analtdr 2002; Lake 2002; McKormick and
Fritz 2010). For instance, terrorist groups maytita provoke a major response from the
targeted country as a form of collective punishni&efpel 2002; Lake 2002). Lake (2002)
explains that massive retaliation of this sort destredit the targeted state and push the
moderates within the terrorist group’s constitueimty their arms. As a result, the capability of
the terrorist organization, in terms of membershge, willingness to fight, and financial

assistance, increasts.

8 Thomas C. Schellingdrms and Influence (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1966), &. 8

° Robert PapeDying to Win: The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism (New York, NY: Random House, 2005),
p. 28.

%1n contrast to Lake’s mechanism, Laqueur arguastte strategy of provocation hopes to draw inomaf
party states rather than moderates from the tstimiGonstituency. See Walter Laquelhig Age of Terrorism

(Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company, 1987), @-75.



For example, Islamic extremists seemed to havetaddhis strategy in the latter part of the
20" century. During the 1970s and 1980s, militargrtsbm grew in popularity across the
Muslim world due to the successes in the IranianoRgion and in Afghanistan against the
Soviet Union. In the 1990s, however, Islamistetha series of setbacks in Egypt, the Gulf,
Bosnia, Algeria, and Turkey. Kepel (2002) argues their inability to retain political power
and maintain popular support in these cases exqlany extremists have resorted to spectacular
acts of terrorism such as the September 11 attahks.purpose, in Kepel's view, was to reverse
the process of decline with incredibly destructh@ence, which would provoke massive
retaliation and garner popular support for theeists among the victimized masses.

Although terrorist groups are interested in recneitt, it is important to remember how
popular support and sympathy translate into palittapital to change or maintain the status quo.
Terrorist organizations want to build support irittdomestic constituency to help embolden the
group as they pursue their international agend&at®r group membership and sympathy
increase the capability of extremist groups, the@dlmwing them to perpetrate more terrorist
acts. In other words, it is a means to an encerdtitan an end in itself.

Finally, in addition to these five definitional elents, terrorism can be further differentiated
between domestic terrorism and international tesnor Domestic terrorism involves dissidents
within a country attempting to displace the polayleadership of their country. By setting an
example of malcontent, domestic extremists hommtmurage latent supporters to actively
express their support for the terrorist cause armtdate a revolutionary environment (DeNardo
1985; Crenshaw 1990; Chenoweth and Stephan 204 tpntrast, international terrorism

involves nationals of one country attempting tqtiise the policy or leadership of another



country (Wilkinson 1986; Schelling 1990). Unlessaywise specified, this study confines itself

entirely to cases of international terrorism.

1.2  The Mechanism of Public Opinion

Given the central importance of public opinion oercive terrorist crises, it is essential to
discuss this causal mechanism in more detail. &fiave seen, terrorist groups are not strong
enough to coerce governments directly. They caweler, try to increase coercive pressure on
leaders by using indiscriminate violence againgtians in order to alter their evaluation of the
incumbent government. Although this dynamic islexp it raises two important questions.
How are terrorists able to access mass opinion?tdmdat extent do leaders fret over
attitudinal changes in their domestic audience?

Extremists are able to access mass opinion latzgdguse of three factors. First, since
terrorist groups target civilians, they are abléitectly affect the immediate victims and those in
close proximity to the violence. Indeed, survivisrgwitnessing a terrorist attack can have a
profound effect on the psychology of any individ(tdayes and McAllister 2001). Second,
terrorism is able to reach peofleyond the immediate victims because the attackage a
novel and sensational news story. Advances iratieand mass communication have greatly
empowered terrorist groups by facilitating a muabrenextensive reach to the public (Schmid
and de Graaf 1982). This is especially true tammthe internet, 24-hour cable news stations,
and social media provide viewership with constaigtas to shocking imagery and details about
terrorist violence. Lastly, terrorism has a straggnda-setting function. As Crenshaw (1990)

writes, “If the reasons behind violence are sKilfarticulated terrorism can put the issue of
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Figure 1.1: Basic Causal Mechanism of Coercive Tegrism

Terrorism # Public Attitudes Change # Government Policy
Outcome

political change on the public agenda. By attrerattention it makes the claims of the
resistance a salient issue on the public mifid.”

Having access to public opinion and theoreticdligrang foreign policy preferences,
however, is not enough to generate coercive pressuteaders. It can only create bargaining
leverage if (1) mass opinion changes and (2) lesackme about such changes. Putting aside the
first condition for a moment, since it is the fo@fghis project, it is germane to consider the
second. Why would leaders care about public opimahe first place?

At the most basic level, leaders almost alwaysatio remain in power (Downs 1957). As a
result, their preferences are strongly influencedhe preferences of the “selectorate,” the subset
of the population that sustains a leader in off@eeno de Mesquita et al. 2003). In democratic
societies, this influence derives from the opinddivoters and manifests in the form of electoral
reprisal (Aldrich, Sullivan, and Borgida 1989; Maand Ostrom 1989; Sobel 2001). Public
opinion takes on an even greater role when intemnaitagreements need a popular referendum
for ratification and implementation (Putnam 198&rslvscik 1993; Trumbore 1998; Shamir and

Shakiki 2005), an important dimension to IsraelieBanian peace talks for instance.

" Martha Crenshaw, “The Logic of Terrorism: TerroB&havior as a Product of Strategic Choice Oiigins
of Terrorism: Psychologies, Ideologies, Theologies, Sates of Mind, ed. Walter Reich (Washington, DC: Woodrow

Wilson Center Press, 1990), p. 17.
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A number of studies and anecdotal evidence inditatiepublic approval and disapproval
matter to democratic decision-makers (Edwards 1B&gsdale 1984; Marra, Simon, and
Ostrom 1989; Russett 1990; James and Oneal 199tekK&997; Cohen 1995; Baum and
Kernell 2001; Ostrom and Job 1986). In the aref@m&ign policy, for example, Hinckley
(1990) draws on his personal experience as Spassastant to the Senior Director for Crisis
Management on the National Security Council Staffrey the Reagan administration. He
claims that public opinion polls were at the hedithe President’s decision-making. Similarly,
Russet (1990) finds a strong statistical relatigmbletween public opinion in a given year and
changes in military spending in the subsequent. ya&drich, Sullivan, and Borgida (1989)
conclude that foreign policy attitudes play an imaot role in voting in U.S. presidential
elections and, in fact, explain why candidates dgene campaigning on foreign policy themes.
Oded Eran, former Israeli Ambassador to Jordanhaad of Israel’s negotiations team with the
Palestinians from 1999 to 2000, witnessed the ghimg in Israel. He reports that Israeli Prime
Ministers were briefed every day on the mood ofl¢haeli public. During the 2000 Camp
David talks, Prime Minister Ehud Barak even reasksthbriefs before any of the other reports
because “he was very sensitive to what the pubtioght about [the peace talksf.”

Political leaders do not blindly follow opinion p&l It is one of many considerations that
they take into account while gauging policy optiomit — and this is the key point — if decision-
makers neglect significant changes in public opiroa highly salient policy issues such as
national security in times of crisis, they becorasceptible to domestic costs that could
jeopardize their political survival or disrupt fillinent of their domestic and international

agendas. In this way, mass opinion incentivizessten-making even if it does not fully

120ded Eran. Interview by author. 2 September 2012.

12



characterize leader preferences. As Senator Ex@&r&sen famously quipped, “When | feel the
heat, | see the light.” It is through this meclsamithat terrorist groups hope to coerce
governments. This research, therefore, exploesxkent to which terrorism generates political
incentives for democratic leaders to change govemrpolicy by creating shifts in public
approval, which has been shown to correlate wighpttobabilities of winning elections
(Campbell and Lewis-Beck 2008). This approachiéntical to a growing number of
experimental studies (Tomz 2007; Trager and VavB&Kl; Horowitz and Levendusky 2012)
and formal models (Schultz 2001; Ramsay 2004; Lagdn and Tarar 2005).

At this point, it is essential to discuss the lielaghip between regime type and terrorism.
Many scholars argue that democracies are moretsens the effects of terrorism than
authoritarian regimes for many reasons. First,@@acies allow freedom of organization,
expression, and movement for its citizens, whidinegmists can leverage to perpetuate attacks
with relative ease (Engene 2004; Hamilton and Hamil983; Wilkinson 1986; Savun and
Phillips 2009). Second, democracies usually corddree news media, which eagerly reports
on sensational acts of violence. This helps teagpifear among the targeted population and
increase awareness of the demands of the aggrngwag (Li 2005; Nacos 1994; Wilkinson
1986). As citizens become stoked with fear oveirthulnerability to terrorist violence, they are
more likely to demand an end to the attacks. htrest, authoritarian regimes have more control
over the media and can underreport terrorist addsgaievances, thus limiting its effects on the
public (Kydd and Walter 2006). Third, democragiestect civil liberties, which can make
counterterrorism measures more difficult (Wilkins2001). Search and seizure laws, for
instance, can mean very different things in dentaceand authoritarian regimes. Lastly, as

mentioned above, political institutions and pulojgnion constrain and incentivize democratic
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governments in ways that might not happen in autr@aan regimes (Schmid 1992; Li 2005;
Wilkinson 1986). Consequently, terrorist groupsdtéo view democracies as “soft” targets
because publics perceptibly have a low cost thidsdmad a high ability to affect state policy
(Pape 2005).

Authoritarian regimes are not entirely immune tonéstic costs (Gourevitch 1978; Weeks
2008; Trumbore and Boyer 2000). Dictators stikahéo gain political legitimacy, placate
political elites who might challenge their lead@psland achieve approval to avoid uprisings,
coups, and revolutions. Domestic groups in authiean regimes conflict among themselves,
and politicians and bureaucrats who run the stave Bome leeway in policy decisions, thereby
providing an opening for societal input (Gourevii®v8). Dictators also tend to be illegitimate
in the eyes of the regime’s citizenry because efwhy they came to power. In short, if an
autocrat fails to gain support from political elit¢he military, or even society, the executive may
face a fate even worse than losing an electioiceua d’état or revolution that will lead to their
demise or exile. As Trumbore and Boyer (2000) myia..no leader, no matter how autocratic,
is completely immune from domestic pressure, whtiat takes the form of rival political
parties seeking partisan advantage, as in demosettings, or rival factions jockeying for
influence and power in bureaucratic-authoritarigstems.**

Empirically minded scholars have focused on thelizapons of the regime type arguments
rather than directly investigating if terrorismnmore effective in democratic states than
authoritarian states. As the argument goes,ribtism is more likely (or perceptibly more

likely) to be effective in democratic regimes, tHereign terrorist groups should target liberal

13 peter F. Trumbore and Mark A. Boyer, “InternatioBesis Decision Making as a Two-Level Process.”

Journal of Peace Research 37 (2000), p. 680.
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states at a higher frequentlyPape (2005) finds that suicide terrorists alneastusively

attacked democracies occupying contested territetyeen 1980 and 2003. In contrast, Wade
and Reiter (2007), who use a more comprehensiasefator the same period, find no
significant relationship between regime type andida terrorism. Turning to a broader
definition of terrorism, other scholars (Schmid 29Bubank and Weinberg 1994, 1998, 2001, Li
and Schaub 2004, Li 2005) find that democracy eragms transnational terrorism. Yet, Savun
and Phillips (2009) disagree. They find that trert®nal terrorist groups are more likely to
target democracies, but it has less to do withmeglype and more to do with activist foreign
policies that correlate strongly with democratitioss.

Overall, it is difficult to draw any firm conclusis from this literature. Terrorist groups
might not be able to choose what regime to resgyrhare than they can choose what family,
culture, sect, or geographic space they belondrtm.example, Arab militants probably would
have committed terrorist attacks in Israel follogvihe 1948 War of Independence or Nakba
(meaning “catastrophe” in Arabic) regardless ofés$is choice of political system. Although |
am sympathetic to the regime type arguments, thdysonfines itself entirely to cases of

international terrorism that occur in democracieg apen societies. This does not preclude that

1 While not speaking to terrorism’s effectivenesss important to note that other scholars (e.genShaw
1981, p. 383; Schmid 1992; Eubank and Weinberg pafijue that democracies discourage terrorism teyiong
access to the political process, for instance uffincelections and forming political parties. Thiguanent, however,
is more applicable to incidents of domestic temarrather than international terrorism. Somewlhaizfing, many
studies examining this claim have relied on dasatett only contain incidents of transnationaldgsm (e.qg.,
Eubank and Weinberg 1998, 2001; Eyerman 1998; Qb20T his would imply, for example, that foreigmrteist
groups such as al-Qaeda would be dissuaded froorigsn because they could vote in U.S. electiorf®on their

own political party, which of course is not possibinless their members were U.S. citizens.
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the findings cannot be generalized to other redypes. Authoritarian regimes may be
vulnerable to the effects of terrorism throughraiksir public opinion mechanism. Nevertheless,

the causal mechanism is much clearer and precentocracies.

1.3 Is Terrorism an Effective Coercive Instrument?
The fundamental issue that lies at the heart efghidy is how much coercive pressure terrorism
generates on leaders to grant concessions to agtrgraups. Current research on the topic
typically rely on large-N empirical analyses thatrelate outcomes, usually “success” or
“failure,” with the use of political violence (GuiQ79; Pape 2005; Abrahms 2006; Cronin 2009;
Jones and Libicki 2008; Gaibulloev and Sandler 2@@@ many more). By focusing almost
exclusively on policy outcomes, they thereforettrynfer the degree of coercive pressure
exerted on leaders rather than measuring it dyrectl

From the 1970s to the 1990s, the prevailing views that terrorists groups fail to obtain their
stated political demands (Gurr 1979; Cordes €1984; Laquer 1987; Freedman and Hill 1986;
Wilkinson 1986; Schelling 1993; but see MichaelB®(1979) interpretation of Palestinian
terrorism in the 1970s). For instance, lookingeatorist activities in 87 countries from 1961 to
1970, Gurr (1979) was unable to identify one ungmbis case where political terrorism
yielded any sort of revolutionary changeSimilarly, investigating international trendslif82
and 1983, Cordes et al. (1984) found that “Tertsimve been unable to translate the

consequences of terrorism into concrete politie&thgy Nor have they yet revealed a

15 See Ted Robert Gurr, “Some Characteristics ofialiTerrorism in the 1960s,” iRolitics of Terrorism, ed.

Michael Stoll (New York, NY: Marcel Dekker, Inc.919), p. 24.
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convincingly workable strategy that relates tesbviolence to positive political powet®
Schelling (1991) concludes that “Acts of terroriahmost never appear to accomplish anything
politically significant. True, an intermediate meaoward political objectives could be
attracting attention and publicizing grievancesit ®ith few exceptions it is hard to see that the
attention and the publicity have been of much valsiends in themselve¥.”

Following the collapse of the Oslo Peace Proceddlanaftermath of the September 11
terrorist attacks, scholars began to reevaluateahtical utility of terrorism. Indeed, if
terrorism is a strategy of futility, why would e&tmist groups continue to engage in such violent
and costly activity? This empirical puzzle has$edhe scholars to conclude that it “pays” (e.g.,
Dershowitz 2002; Lake 2002; McCormick 2003; Papex&ydd and Walter 2002, 2006).
Alan Dershowitz (2002) argues that Palestiniarotesm from the late 1960s to the early 1990s
was a highly successful case because it broughRatestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) to
the negotiating table with Israel and helped totuthe Oslo Peace Process. In turn, this lesson
has inspired other groups to engage in similaewibactivity. In an important study, Kydd and
Walter (2002) claim that terrorism can be a remlalikaffective strategy at sabotaging a peace
process. In their view, terrorist attacks can padsuthe targeted population that the moderates in
the terrorists’ constituency are weak and untrugtwo thereby undermining attempts to reach
and enforce a peace settlement. Pape (2005) donaesimilar conclusion about the coercive
effectiveness of terrorism. Surveying 315 incideritsuicide terrorism around the globe from

1980 to 2003, he finds that terrorist campaignseaehpolitical gains about half of the time.

'8 Bonnie Cordes, Bruce Hoffman, Brian M. Jenkinsnkal Kellen, Sue Moran, and William Satérendsin
International Terrorism, 1982 and 1983 (Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation, 19841%.
' Thomas C. Schelling, “What Purposes Can ‘Intéomal Terrorism’ Serve?” iviolence, Terrorism, and

Justice, ed. R.G. Frey and Christopher W. Morris (New Y,ddl: Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 20.
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Yet, several recent studies have found empiricalezxce consistent with the earlier
scholarship that rejects the efficacy conclusiobrghms 2006, 2008, 2010; Jones and Libicki
2008; Cronin 2009). Abrahms (2006) looked at tiecess rate of terrorist campaigns for 28
active foreign terrorist organizations as desighdtgthe U.S. State Department in 2001. He
concludes that terrorism is an ineffective stratbgyause these groups had only obtained their
stated political objectives by targeting civiliahgercent of the time. Cronin (2009) examined
more than 400 terrorist organizations from the MtRifabase. She found that less than 5
percent of these terrorist organizations had sutembé achieve their stated political dematids.
Using an updated version of the RAND-MIPT databdeags and Libicki (2009) looked at all
terrorist groups between 1968 and 2006. They fahatlonly 10 percent of the 648 terrorist
organizations had achieved their goals.

What can be made of this rich and lively debateRy\ate the conclusions so different
between these scholars? Why is it so difficuldétermine the level of coercive pressure that
terrorism can generate on leaders from these sttidie

Although this literature has contributed greathoto understanding of the consequences of
terrorism, their approach introduces several madlogical issues that generate skepticism about
some of their conclusions. The first issue is ngdiubjectivity of the dependent variable.
Researchers tend to define “success” accordingetio dwn criteria — typically whether the
terrorist group obtained some or all of its demandsereby inviting allegations of confirmation
bias. On the one hand, focusing on the statetiqablobjectives is a maximalist rubric for

success and will deflate the success rate of temorFor instance, the PLO, which started as a

18 See Audry CroninHow Terrorism End: Understanding the Decline and Demise of Terrorist Organizations

(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 200981.
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terrorist organization, helped to keep the Pal@stiquestion alive and eventually created a
semi-autonomous government in the West Bank an@ Ga#p. The organization, however,
failed to produce a viable Palestinian state. uBha researcher consider the PLO a failure?
The first criteria might indicate that it is. Gmetother hand, focusing on any semblance of
government appeasement or policy change is a miisinnabric for success and will inflate the
success rate of terrorism. Was al-Qaeda succefsf@xample, because air travelers can no
longer bring large quantities of liquids onto commana airliners in the United States? The
second criteria might indicate that it is. Withautiniversally accepted standard, the dependent
variable “success” will remain an arbitrary threlsh@and many of the empirical findings on the
efficacy of terrorism are contingent on how theeggsher defines it.

Terrorism studies also tend to measure “successrding to whether the terrorist group
obtained some or all of its demands across time.prbblem is that terrorist groups often
change their demands with time, or issue ambigdeusands or none at all, at least publically.
In some instances, the stated demands might natraeet the expectations of aggrieved groups.
They might issue maximalist demands in hope ofrggetnore from the government than limited
demands would otherwise achieve. Some terromgtpg also might change their political
behavior without changing their stated politicajembves. Hamas comes to mind as a possible
example. While the movement espouses the destructilsrael in its charter, Hamas has
offered a long-term “hudna” or armistice to Israeeéxchange for a Palestinian State. Israelis,
western politicians, and academics rightfully qisesthe sincerity of this offer, but suppose that
Hamas and Israel were able to reach a deal thdidéf players intact and Hamas’ charter
remained unchanged. Would Hamas still be courdedfailure? In short, it is difficult to pin

down an appropriate metric of “success” or “failupased solely on terrorist demands.
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The second issue is spurious correlation. Reseggditen allow terrorist groups to operate
under an indefinite time horizon. As long as agregyed group publicized a political demand at
some moment in time, any movement on that issueieespective of how long it took or why it
occurred could appear to be a terrorist success, itvis difficult to determine if an apparent
concession was the direct result of terrorist wviokeor spurious with some other exogenous
phenomenor’ As a result, we do not know how much of an efféwiuld be attributed to
terrorism, or to what extent the relationshipsaracidental.

The third major issue is strategic selection biasthe real world, we cannot test for
counterfactuals, and the observable decisionsiarist groups likely depend on political
context. Extremists might resort to terrorism owlyen they think it will be successful or when
they have no other option available and thus mishyl will fail anyway. The former would
inflate the strategic value of terrorism while tater would deflate it. If terrorist tactics avet
the only option available, a comparison betweerotessm and alternative strategies such as civil
resistance provides valuable insight — that iangwers the question effective compared to what
(Chenoweth and Stephan 2011). While this apprpaatides a useful benchmark, it too is
vulnerable to selection bias because the choistrategy, violence or non-violence, is
endogenous. Civil disobedience and protest mighkadopted only when its practitioners believe
it will be successful and avoided in difficult emMiments such as in regimes governed by the
most ruthless of leaders. Would a non-violentgsitfor example, have been more successful
than terrorism in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq? Withaihlstrategies being tried under identical

conditions, it is difficult to be sure (Gould andbK2010). The progression of the recent Syrian

9 Lawrence Freedman, “Terrorism and Strategy Térrorism and International Order, ed. Lawrence

Freedman, and Christopher Hill (London: Routledi§86), p. 65.
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Civil War might provide some insight. What beganaanon-violent movement in March 2011
transitioned into an armed insurrection following$tdent Bashar al-Assad’s incredibly brutal
crackdown on the demonstrators. Still, this casesdot provide a perfect counterfactual
because one strategy preceded the other.

The unobservable introduces another serious clgglefierrorism might be most effective
when it is not used, similar to nuclear weapon$ié8ing 1966). If the threat of terrorism is
credible, extremist groups might not have to us€ibncerned governments might reason that it
is best to appease the extremestante rather than risk serious domestic castpost.

Therefore, the threat alone could be enough toceogovernment appeasement assuming the
domestic costs of terrorism are high enough.eriforist demands and government concessions
are made in private, however, this outcome wouldoecobservable. By excluding these
unobservable incidents, a researcher biases ticessicate of terrorism downward.

Lastly, most observational studies on coerciveoteam do not systematically examine
public opinion even though its influence is centcatheir claims. There are several good
exceptions (Hayes and McAllister 2001; Berrebi &hat 2006, 2008; Davis and Silver 2004;
Bali 2007; Fielding and Penny 2009; Gould and KI010; Montalvo 2011; Jaeger et al. 2012),
but they still do not overcome selection bias issareaddress terrorism in a coercion
framework®® Their conclusions also tend to be applicablerte specific case without providing
a sense of how their results are valid beyonddhse.

For instance, the American response to the Septebibierrorist attacks provides one

seemingly uniqgue example. On 11 September 200&teen Islamic extremists affiliated with

2 Regarding terrorism’s effect on public supportlfmiting civil liberties, see Hetherington and Wazi2009;

Merolla and Zechmeister 2009.
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al-Qaeda hijacked four U.S. commercial aircraftatépg from Boston, Washington, and
Newark. The hijackers flew two of the planes itite twin towers of the World Trade Center in
New York, and one into the Pentagon in Arlingtomgihia. The fourth plane crashed into a
field in Pennsylvania, most likely on its way t@tWhite House. The attacks killed nearly 3,000
people and injured more than 6,000. Shocked amifiad, Americans rallied behind President
George W. Bush, and his approval rating soared Btrpercent on September 10 to 86 percent
on September 15 (See Figure 1.2). Hetheringtor\eesbn (2003) point out that the American
reaction is distinctive for three reasons. Fitst, 35 percentage point rally of support for George
W. Bush is the largest in recorded history, neddybling all previous presidential bumps in the
polls. Second, Bush’s approval rating of 90 perocenSeptember 22 was the highest rating of
any U.S. president in history. Third, the rallynal-the-flag effect (Waltz 1967; Mueller 1973)
lasted longer than any other in history.

Some argue that the Madrid train bombings genewatditferent reaction. On 11 March
2004, three days before the Spanish election, aelvembs exploded at three railway stations in
Madrid resulting in almost 200 deaths and injuchigse to 2,000 people. Polls conducted in
early March 2004 had the ruling party in Spain,Rogular Party (PP), in the lead by an average
of 4.7 percent. The results of the March14 electevealed a clear turnaround in the margins
for each party. The main opposition party, thei&mst Party (PSOE), won the election with
42.6 percent against the PP’s 37.7 percent ofdke VAs a result, many observers attribute the
9.6 percentage point swing in approval and the RRiag of the election to the Madrid attacks.
Others cite the mishandling of the crisis by thar8gh government and its attempt to blame the
Basque separatist movement ETA as the main caadie2®7; Rose, Murphy, and Abrahms

2007; Montalvo 2011), thus demonstrating the paaéptoblem of spurious correlation.
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Figure 1.2: Presidential Job Approval of George WBush

September 11, 2001
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* Participants responded to the question: Do you approve or disapprove of the way George W.
Bushis handling hisjob as president? Source: Gallup, Inc.

Research into the effects of terrorism in Israasily the most studied case, reveals mixed
and contradictory results (Kydd and Walter 2002r8ga and Klor 2006, 2008; Fielding and
Penny 2009; Gould and Klor 2010). Berrebi and KR08) examine how terrorism affected
party preferences of Israeli voters in the parliatagy elections of 1988, 1992, 1996, 1999, and
2003. They find that district-level attacks witlihree months of the elections cause a 1.35
percent increase in that locality’s support offiight bloc of parties. Given the closely divided
body of voters in Israel, Berribi and Klor concluthat this is a significant political effect and

could hinder peacemaking efforts by increasingnim@ber of politicians opposed to the peace

process.

The use of party support as the dependent variabigever, introduces a lack of statistical

control. Party platforms often change, and whey tho, analysts cannot infer voter preferences
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from grouped electoral outcomes across time. AsHing this issue, Gould and Klor (2010) find
that the increase of support for the right-wingtiearin Israel is in fact due to the shifting
political landscape toward the left. That is, ¢eism did not increase the number of right-wing
hawks opposed to the peace process, but increaseditnber of right-wing moderates who
were more accepting of it. What is more, they fingt Palestinian terror attacks can cause
Israelis to be more willing to make territorial @@ssions as long as the violence is below a
certain threshold. In their view, terrorism is meking the population more intransigent toward
concessions, as Berribi and Klor suggest, but roongiliatory.

In another important study, Fielding and Penny @Q@halyze the effect of terrorism on
Israeli monthly support for the peace process duttiie al-Agsa Intifada. They find that a 1%
increase in monthly Israeli military causalitiecdEases public support for the peace process by
0.09%. Civilian causalities, they argue, has alnoear effect. Four or fewer civilian causalities
in a month (not including Israelis in the West BamkGaza) have no effect on public support of
the peace process. They predict, however, thatcarmigher number of civilian causalities
(e.g., 20 people) in a month, though rare evemduthis period, would significantly decrease
the ratio of supporters to opponents. Thus, Fgldind Penny conclude that short-term
variations in the intensity of violence translat®isignificant changes in the degree of support.

While this study makes an important contributiomsinisraelis had believed the peace
process already had failed during the al-Agsa peritiethodologically, this means that the
dependent variable, monthly public support forpkace process, did not vary much and, thus,
the effect of terrorism is likely undervalued. Stamtively, we still do not know the extent to
which extremist violence is coercive on decisiorkera by shifting public approval during

active and serious negotiations, that is, when sheilmges would matter politically.
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Turning to the Troubles in Northern Ireland, Hagesl McAllister (2001) investigate how
political violence can sustain a conflict. Fron6830 1998, violence between the Catholic
republicans, Protestant loyalists and British siégfwrces claimed the lives of 3,289 people and
injured over 40,000 people. Analyzing surveys fro#68, 1973, 1978, and 1998, Hayes and
McAllister find that widespread exposure to tersarienhances latent approval of paramilitarism
and reduces public support to decommission parmjiliveapons. As a result, exposure to
violence can make populations less willing to mesecessions and end conflicts peacefully. It
is important to note, however, several caveats l@ilge space of time between surveys makes it
difficult to conclude whether the changes in podtiattitudes can be fully attributed to violence
or other external factors. The questions in eachey are not identical, thereby making it
unclear how much of the variation can be attributequestion wording. In addition, the
multivariate analysis reserved to the 1998 surgealso unclear on the substantive and statistical
significance. Although this study is quite suggesstit still does not get at how terrorism affects
approval of incumbent governments and their pdicie

Finally, it is important to discuss two importatdies that investigate the relationship of
terrorism and public support in limiting civil linees. Hetherington and Weiler (2009)
investigate how authoritarian values structurel diiverty preferences in combating terrorism in
the United States. According to their theory, udiials who score high in authoritarianism
view the world in black and white terms, expresead for closure, and tend to affiliate with the
Republican Party. Those who score low on authiaitésm are more comfortable with
ambiguous shades of gray, are less needing ofreloand tend to affiliate with the Democratic
Party. Using parenting and child-rearing pract@es measure of authoritarianism, they find

authoritarian individuals are more supportive thagir less authoritarian counterparts on the use
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of wiretaps without a warrant and the use of vidameras in public places to fight terrorism.
They also find that authoritarians prefer thatriexlia should not report on “secret measures” in
fighting terrorism and do not think it is appropedo criticize the president on issues relating to
terrorism. This division between high and low awitarians, however, diminishes as threat
perceptions increase because of a natural tendenail people to seek safety and security.
Thus, they find that authoritarianism has no eftectivil liberty preferences when individuals
are highly worried about terrorism.

Merolla and Zechmeister (2009) offer another thiecaieframework on how citizens cope
with terrorist threats. Drawing on survey resaltsl experimental research in the United States
and Mexico, they identify three coping strateglest titizens adopt to decrease the anxiety and
fear associated with the threat of terrorist agackhe first technique is to increase distrust,
hostility, intolerance, and punitiveness towardeotimdividuals in society. The second
technique is to turn control over to a strong paditfigure and project an extraordinary
leadership capability onto him or her. The thedhnique is to support a “dual objectives”
policy that protects the homeland by limiting ciMderties and adopts an aggressive foreign
policy posture abroad. Merolla and Zechmeistechkate that these coping mechanisms can put
a democracy at risk by denying the civil libertigertain segments of a population, using
biased evaluations of leaders while voting, angbelllng a state into an overly interventionist
foreign policy.

Although these studies make very important contiiims, they do not evaluate public
opinion in a coercion framework. Moreover, autteranism, as Hetherington and Weiler note,
should not have an effect in terrorist crises bseanf the heightened sense of threat. It is also

unclear if Merolla and Zechmeister’s coping meckanwill apply to other cases, particularly
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regarding the American predilection toward an aggjke foreign policy when under the stress
and anxiety induced by terrorism. For instancegdigenot see this reaction in Spain where
voters strongly opposed Spanish participation énlthq War before and after the Madrid train
bombings. Thus, the reader is left to wonder umdeat conditions their findings hold.

In summary, a growing body of literature has soughinderstand the efficacy of terrorism
in shaping government policy. These studies haagena significant contribution on the
consequences of terrorism, but they exhibit senssises associated with defining the dependent
variable, spurious correlation, selection effeats] neglect of the casual mechanism of public
opinion. The few studies that have addressed oy@agn face similar operationalization issues
as the large-N observational studies or do notesddierrorism in a coercion framework. What
IS missing is a strong theoretical basis to exphdmat factors influence public attitudes in
coercive terrorist crises and how much coerciveguee these types of crises generate on

governments to change their foreign policies.

1.4  Plan of the Dissertation

| have argued that terrorist groups are weak agtbrscannot directly coerce a foreign
government through brute military force. They daowever, target civilians of that country in
hope of radically changing their political prefeces. This attitudinal change is what is
supposed to generate coercive pressure on goversitoesiter their policies. Therefore, the key
to understanding the effect of terrorism on govesntpolicy and decision-making is to
elucidate what shapes public attitudes in terrarises and what leader incentives are induced
by such concerns. The subsequent chapters giribjisct develop and test several important

theoretical expectations that will do just that.
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In the next chapter, | discuss the threat of ational and capricious public on democratic
governance and present competing hypotheses onsiwapés mass opinion in terrorist crises.
The main variables that | identify include the mgy of the terrorist campaign, government
concessions and intransigence, prior populatiom&xe to terrorism, prior attitudinal strength
and ambivalence, partisanship, and the reactidheobpposition political elites. The chapter
concludes with a multi-method research designulhlaestablish a clear causal relationship
between these variables and public opinion andméte their relative importance in coercive
terrorist crises. The design includes innovataediomized survey experiments fielded in
Lebanon and the United States, time series analysisraeli public support for the Oslo Peace
Process, and interviews with government officiadd policymakers.

Chapter 3 provides a historical overview of the Aigen experience with terrorism, which
represents a case with low exposure to terroridénce. It then discusses the results from the
first survey experiment fielded on a large représtare sample of the U.S. voting-age
population.

Chapter 4 provides a historical overview of the &mdse experience with terrorism as a point
of comparison to the American experience. Aftéaldshing it as a high exposure case, it
discusses the results from a parallel experimeiddd on a large representative sample of the
Lebanese voting-age population. Taken togetherctbss national results in Chapter 3 and
Chapter 4 elucidate the most important variablas gbvern public reactions in coercive terrorist
crises and demonstrate the extent to which pubiicides hinge on environmental factors.

Chapter 5 provides a historical overview of modemorism in the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict and background of the Oslo Peace ProcAssone of the world’s longest ongoing

disputes inundated with terrorism, this case htlkelmendous policy implications for conflict
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resolution and peacemaking. It is also an idesg ¢ecause it provides ample public opinion
data to test the theoretical arguments made irptioigct.

Chapter 6 investigates how terrorist attacks, pareyerences, and individual attributes
affected Israeli support for the Oslo Peace Pro@ssconsiders the extent to which terrorism
sabotaged the peacemaking efforts. The public@pidata come from the Tami Steinmetz
Center for Peace Research, which monitored Ispalic support for the peace process with
monthly public opinion surveys. The event data edrom an original dataset that | constructed
using newspaper archives. | also incorporate pgireaurces and interviews with government
officials to determine their perception on how ¢eism affected public opinion.

Chapter 7 concludes the dissertation with a disonsm how the results contribute to our
understanding of terrorism and coercion. It disesshow the findings fit into the larger public
opinion literature regarding what influences theoteof public opinion during major
international crises. Finally, it provides a serid policy implications that will assist decision-

makers as they cope with the aftermath of terreraence.
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CHAPTER 2

The Deter minants of Public Opinion in Coercive Terrorist Crises

On 5 October 1995, Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabirostbefore the Knesset, Israel’s parliament,
requesting the ratification of the Israeli-Palastminterim Agreement on the West Bank and
Gaza Strip. Characteristic of Rabin, his speech wisionary and blunt. It outlined many of the
important components of the deal, also known as @sand reiterated the government’s desire
for peace with the Palestinians. He also expregssat concern over the threat of extremist

violence that, in his view, could derail the pepoecess:

“The primary obstacle today, to implementing thageeprocess between us and
the Palestinians, is the murderous terrorism ofdlecal Islamic terrorist
organizations, Hamas and Islamic Jihad, which@reefl by the rejectionist
organizations...it is their political aim to murderadelis, because they are
Israelis, through acts of terror, in order to catirgecessation of the Israeli-
Palestinian peace process. Because this is timejivee have no intention of
shirking from the efforts toward peace, even ifélaés of terrorism continue to

harm us. We, on our side, will make every efforiagt the terrorists.”

! Yitzhak Rabin, “Remarks by Prime Minister YitzhRlbin at the Ratification of the Israeli-Palestimia

Interim Agreement,” Israel Ministry of Foreign Affa, 5 October 1995.
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The source of Rabin’s fear was a sudden negatifieiisithe Israeli public’s approval of the
peace process, which would prevent his governmment €arrying out negotiations and
implement the terms of any future deal. But hovioses was this threat as a result of extremist
violence? To get at this issue, we need to unctineedeterminants of public opinion in coercive
terrorist crises.

This chapter identifies the factors that influepeblic opinion in coercive terrorist crises.
Drawing on the public opinion and internationabtelns literatures, it begins by discussing the
threat of an irrational public on decision-makinglaxplores the extent to which foreign policy
preferences are stable and respond in sensibletavdlye changing international environment.
Subsequently, it identifies several key variabhed theoretically have an independent influence
on how publics react to terrorism. The chapterctaies with a research design that will
establish a causal relationship between theseblasiand public opinion and determine their

relative importance in moving mass opinion.

21 TheThreat of an Irrational Public

Scholars have long been interested in the ebblandof public opinion on foreign policy.
Early theoretical works in the liberal traditiorpesised the necessity of the public to put a
constraint on decisions-makers, especially on msattbwar. As Immanuel Kant, arguably the
most famous philosopher of liberalism, declareché®Basiest thing in the world to do is to

declare war. Here the ruler is not a fellow ciizbut the nation’s owner, and war does not

2 For an excellent discussion on the historical tEpment of public opinion in foreign affairs, se&e@R.
Holsti, Public Opinion and American Foreign Poli¢nn Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Presk996), pp.

1-37.
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affect his tables, his hunt, his places, of pleashis court festivals, and so ch.3ome Liberals
even assert that public opinion is “a repositoryifdom” that possesses the ability to weigh the
available evidence in a reasonable way and supptidn that is ultimately prudefitin fact,

many academics and political elites explain theated democratic peace, the empirical
regularity that democracies rarely, if ever, gover against each other at least partly on the fact
that democratic publics ultimately constrain batignt leaders in times of crisis (e.g., Small and
Singer 1976; Doyle 1983; Maoz and Abdolali 198%Mer 1992; Russett 1993; Ray 1993;
Chan 1997§.

Not all political theorists maintain such optimisegarding the role of public opinion in
foreign affairs. Early political “Realists” insesd that defense of the national interest relies on
strategies that maintain the balance of powerenrkernational system, and the public is not
capable of maintaining support for such long-terojgrts. Alexis De Tocqueville, for instance,
a French philosopher sympathetic to American spagtl politics, foresaw a threat to
democracy resulting from altercations in politiattitudes of intense, private self-interest and
passionate enthusiasm. In particular, he was keduty the instability of moods, “the
propensity that induces democracies to obey impaleer than prudence, and to abandon a

mature design for the gratification of a momengaagsion,” and its relative free sway over

® Immanuel KantPerpetual Peace and Other Essays on Politics, IHis@nd Morals trans. Ted Humphrey
(Indianapolis, IN: Hackett Publishing, 1983), p311

* Holsti 1996, p. 3.

® As Gartzke (1998) notes, however, this explanagamsatisfying because democracies are no lesly lio
fight wars than non-democracies. The democragcedypothesis only holds when democracies aregapainst
other democracies. This begs the question: whyulbdics constrain their leaders in crises with deratc states,

but not with non-democratic states?
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foreign policy® In his mind, as well as the minds of other Réslis was doubtful that
democracies could satisfy the requirements necefsaeffective international diplomacy.

With the advent of scientific polling in the Unit&lates, nascent public opinion research
seemed to agree with the Realists. Early findswggested that the masses were neither wise
nor prudent, but rather capricious, lacking intl&al structure and volatile. Gabriel Almond
(1950), a prominent American political scientigferred to this finding as the “plastic mood” of
the public. He wrote that on questions of a renmatieire, such as foreign policy, the public
tends to react “with formless and plastic moodsciwhindergo frequent alteration in response to
changes in events. The characteristic respongedstions of foreign policy is one of
indifference. A foreign policy crisis, short of mediate threat of war, may transform
indifference to vague apprehension, to fatalisngrtger; but the reaction is still a mood, a
superficial and fluctuating response.”

Walter Lippmann, another prominent American intl&l, also struggled with the role of
public opinion and its influence on foreign policyh 1925, Lippmann wrote that he was
disenchanted by the liberal ideals of the “sovereand “omnicompetent” citizen because
people generally do not vote, when they do it istlfie head of a ticket, and the public is not
informed about the policies for which they holdtattes. Rather, he saw public opinion as a
reserve of irrational force brought into actionidgra crisis® Later in his life, Lippmann

derided mass opinion for being destructively wrahguch critical junctures:

® Quoted in Gabriel A. Alimondihe American People and Foreign Poli¢yew York, NY: Hancourt, Brace
and Company, Inc., 1950), p. 32.
" Ibid., p. 53.

8 Walter Lippman;The Phantom PubliéNew York, NY: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1i@25), p. 69.

33



“The people have imposed a veto upon the judgnantdormed and responsible
officials. They have compelled the governmentsciviusually knew what would
have been wiser, or was necessary, or was moraliexpeto be too late with too
little, or too long with too much, too pacifist peace and too bellicose in war, too
neutralist or appeasing in negotiation or too imsigent. Mass opinion has
acquired mounting power in this century. It hasveh itself to be a dangerous

master of decision when the stakes are life anthdéa

The dynamics of public opinion on foreign policymied Almond and Lippmann with good
reason. Although the American public had suppodesl military action during World War |
and World War I, it was not clear that such popslgpport could be sustained in the post-war
era. After all, the United States had historicken an isolationist great power prior to World
War |, and she quickly returned to her old wayoiwing the capitulation of the Central Powers
in 1918. Would the United States go back to alatsmist foreign policy following World War
[I?7 With the growing threat of the Soviet Uniondats challenge to democratic and liberal
ideals, a veto from the public in the Cold War evald cause the dominoes to fall in favor of
international communism.

These sentiments — that public opinion is shortsigjhcapricious, unpredictable, and even a
danger to foreign policy — parallels with contenmggrresearch on terrorism. Under the
backdrop of another serious threat to internatisealrity, scholars and governments alike
worry about the ease to which attitudes could baysw by small bouts of intense violence. If

extremist groups are able to mold the plastic mafdtie public in their favor, and these changes

° Walter Lippman;The Public Philosoph§Boston, MA: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1955), pp. 20-
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induce an ample amount of coercive pressure orsideemakers to change their foreign policy,
then extremists will not only continue to use tesm, but they will increase their reliance on it.
Thus, much of the debate on terrorism’s coercifecéfeness, as well as the prudence of public
support in times of crisis and war, hinges on tkterd to which publics are rational, or at least

respond in sensible ways to the changing internatienvironment.

2.2  TheEmergence of a Rational Public?
As polling methodology improved, analytical techueg became better, and voluminous
amounts of data across time became available ghéuybum of an irrational and capricious
public began to swing in the opposite directiory. tBe 1970s, public opinion research started to
indicate that the masses were much more “rationdfiat is, stable and form coherent and
mutually consistent patterns — than had previobsbn thought® For example, Caspary (1970)
investigated the degree of stability in Americatemtion to foreign affairs and their support for
international programs and commitments abrdadising polling data from the National
Opinion Research Center (NORC), he found that the#can public maintained a strong and
stable “permissive mood” toward international inkgrhent. In fact, he suggests that if there
should be any concern about mass opinion, it idbacause the public is too fickle as the
Lippmann-Almond “mood” theory suggests, but thas imuch too complacent.

Why then did we see the unstable attitudes in #nky @ublic opinion results? Achen (1975)

attributes the preliminary finding to measuremeantreand the “fuzziness” of polling questions,

12 Benjamin I. Page and Robert Y. Shapifhe Rational Publi¢Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press, 1992),
p. Xi.
" participants of the survey responded to the qure&Bo you think it will be best for the future tife country

if we take an active part in world affairs, or iEwstay out of world affairs.”
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not the instability of a public modd. When correcting for these issues, he found g$har
increased estimate of stability and coherence fargopolitical thinking. Page and Shapiro
(1982, 1992) agree, attributing the “instabilitymobods” finding to the wording of survey
guestions and sampling error. In their seminalkywtirey collected a large volume of data from
several reputable polling agencies, including NORE,American Institute of Public Opinion
(Gallup), and the Survey Research Center/Centdpdbitical Studies (SRC/CPS) at the
University of Michigan, over the period of 19351879 (Page and Shapiro 1982), and later to
1990 (Page and Shapiro 1992). After investigatepmpated questions that had a similar
wording, they found that changes in foreign policgferences (e.g., a desire for the United
States to take an active role in internationaliedfaupport for military aid abroad, declining
support of the United Nations, and military speglidid not undergo any significant changes,
and when they did, the changes were not usually laege. Foreign policy preferences only
changed rapidly in response to major events suehvea, confrontations, or crises, and seldom
“snap back” immediately after a change had occuriddreover, Page and Shapiro stress that
rapidity of opinion change is not sufficient inatkto constitute evidence of capriciousness. The
changes were often reasonable responses to thgieganternational environment.

Why do we observe these stable and “rational” tprgiolicy preferences in public opinion
surveys? Page and Shapiro explain that individaalsvell as the public in the aggregate, have
real policy preferences based on underlying neeadses, and beliefs held at any given moment.
Researchers can ascertain this central tenderityng-term preference” by averaging the

opinions expressed by the same individual at diffemoments in time. As long as an

2 For an excellent discussion on framing effectstirvey questions, see James N. Druckman, “The

Implications of Framing Effects for Citizen Compete,” Political Behavior23 (2001), pp. 225-256.
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individual’'s opinions fluctuate around the samet@niendency, his or her long-term
preferences will be stable despite observed momefitectuations in opinion. More

importantly, researchers can accurately measulectiok preferences of a population by
averaging its opinion at any given moment. Thisa$ecause any random deviations of an
individual from their long-term preference, duejtgestion wording for example, cancel out over
a large sample of individuals. As a result, anyasuegement error in collective public opinion is
largely free of the random error associated witviat®ns of individual attitude’

With this conception of a rational public, scheléegan to search for dispositions that help
to explain the stable attitudinal trends in theaiyits of foreign policy preferenc&s. Hinckley
(1992) identifies four basic dispositions that haad special attention in the literature since
World War 1I: (1) Isolationists who oppose any kiofdinvolvement in international affairs; (2)
accommodationists who believe in international @apon and shun military intervention; (3)
internationalists who favor international involvemebut believe some instances require
unilateral military action; and (4) hardliners wkawor international involvement and support

more unilateralist military actions. Others (Jestin 1992; Jentleson and Britton 1998) argue

13 page and Shapiro 1992, pp. 15-17.

14 Scholars have identified several long-term tréndsmerican foreign policy preferences. From the ef
World War Il to the Vietham War, Americans displdy&nsistent support for the use of force abroatiwart the
spread of international communism, what is refetoeds the “Cold War consensus.” In the post-\detnVar
period, Americans became much more risk adversernv@ntions and aggressive foreign policies bedas®
popular. At the conclusion of the Cold War, somieotars (Jentleson 1992; Jentleson and Britton 11998see
Oneal, Lian, and Joyner 1996) identified a thishtt in American preferences, the so-called “post-petnam”
pattern of American opinion on the use of forceecérding to this trend, the public became “prettydent” and

judiciously determined support based on the “ppaktpolicy objective.”
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that since the end of the Cold War, the princigaiqy objective is also important. Public
opinion supports the use of force if the missiodagensive in nature, to coerce an aggressive
power such as Iraq after it invaded Kuwait in 1990ey do not support the use of force if the
mission is offensive in nature, to impose politichhnge within another state. In a similar way,
Hermann et al. (1999) find that isolationism vemsuiernationalism, assertiveness versus
accommodativeness, and the geopolitical contexrdegg what is at stake (e.g., state interests,
relative power, perceptions on the adversary’s vestiand judgments about the cultural status)
all influence support for military intervention.

With a slightly different conceptualization, Hurwiand Peffley (1987) propose a
hierarchical model on how public attitudes aredtrted. At the uppermost tier, core values
such as ethnocentrism and moral beliefs aboungiiln warfare dictate second-tier or abstract
beliefs concerning the role of government in harglforeign affairs (e.g., militarism,
anticommunism and isolationism). These abstralifisen turn determine the third-tier:
specific policy preferences on issues like defapanding, involvement of U.S. forces overseas,
international trade, and nuclear armaments.

Although these dispositional dimensions are usefuhderstanding long-term foreign policy
preferences, at least in the United States, thdittons for when the public would sustain
support for military engagements are less cledterAll, what would explain declining support
for a conflict over time if the distribution of plibdispositions and the geopolitical context
regarding what is at stake remain relatively cam&taro this end, some researchers emphasize
the role of events during a war, such as the nummbenilitary casualties (Mueller 1973; Gartner

and Segura 2000; but see Larson 1996; Feaver dpd2664) or the perception of success
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(Kull and Ramsay 2001; Feaver and Gelpi 2004; G&lpaver, and Reifler 2005/2008).
Indeed, this research agenda has had a direct imapdg.S. policy during the Second Iraq War,
and helps to explain why George W. Bush gave ihtag 2003 speech on the USS Abraham
Lincoln with a banner saying “Mission Accomplishadthe background. Such an image, it
was argued, should generate the perception thaéssi@lready has been achieved and thus
garner favorability in the American public.

In contrast to this event-driven scholarship, otleeearchers focus on the public’s reliance
on elite cues as carried in the news media. Becawst people are uniformed about foreign
affairs (Holsti 1996), they are ill-equipped to @mkndently assess complex international events
(Baum and Groeling 2007) as the aforementionedteasgrianations suggest. Thus, the elite-
cue scholars argue that publics rely on informati@hortcuts or heuristic cues (Sniderman et al.
1991; Popkin 1994) to gauge approval. In politibese cues include party identification (Stanly
Jr. and Mirer 1974; Rahn 1993; Popkin 1994; Neksoth Garst 2005) and elite rhetoric,
especially from the political opposition (Brody I99ordan and Page 1992; Baum and Groeling
2007, 2010) as well as dissenting elites from tle@mbent’s party (Baum and Groeling 2010).

How do these elite cues influence the tenor ofipwgalpport during the course of a war? At
the beginning of a conflict, decision-makers geltenjoy strong public support because of
elite consensus supporting the president (MueB&B31Brody 1991; Jentleson 1992; Zaller
1992; Baum and Groeling 2010; Berinsky 2010). iAeentives of the news media and political

elites, however, help to unravel this support @=all992; Baum and Groeling 2010; Berinsky

15 Larson (1996) and Feaver and Gelpi (2004) find pldlics are willing to incur causalities as lcagjthey

understand and agree with the importance of theeigader dispute.
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2010)*® Baum and Groeling (2010) demonstrate vividly thatmedia has an interest in
reporting on stories that are novel, and politeddes have an interest in receiving media
coverage. As information becomes available thaaiais not going well, politicians have an
incentive to criticize the incumbent’s conduct ofdign policy, and the media have an incentive
to disproportionally over report this criticism pegially from members of the incumbent’s own
political party due to its novelty. The uninformedblic uses these negative cues from the
political elites as carried in the news media wh#eiging leader approval. From this
perspective, mass opinion is not completely ratiasgrevious research indicated. Rather, the
public is following the lead of rational, self-inésted elites.

Needless to say, the existing public opinion litier@a has made great strides in explaining
long-term foreign policy preferences and what cbads affect the tenor of public support
during major conflicts, at least in the Americamiaxt. Although it is not unified on whether
the public is a “rational” force, scholars todaygerally agree that collective opinion reacts in
sensible ways to events, elite rhetoric, and imtligl-level dispositions. Unfortunately, the
literature has largely neglected short-term chamgesiblic opinion, such as during times of
crisis, because these events have been perceieghasieral and thus of little political
consequence (Baum 2004; Berinsky 2010).

This study takes issue with this conclusion becatset-term shifts are exactly what should
generate coercive pressure on leaders in coemik@ist crises. They matter politically because

attacks are often strategically timed to correspeitd elections, international negotiations, and

'8 The public opinion literature (lyengar and Kind@®87; lyengar, Shanto and Adam Simon 1994) has long
identified the powerful role of the media in agersedting, the ability of the news media to define tsignificant

issue of the day,” especially in foreign policy.
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conflict resolution. In this realm, public opiniomay prove to be capricious and irrational.
Temporary moments of passion and anger could lbepdige to government policy and
jeopardize leader tenure. Therefore, to understaamthreat of terrorism, we must identify the
factors that likely shape mass preferences duiegctve terrorist crises and examine the

conditions under which they will generate politicadentives for government decision-making.

2.3  What Shapes Public Approval in Coercive Terrorist Crises?
Similar to the scholarship on long-term foreignipplpreferences and public views of war, mass
opinion during terrorist crises can be generalinéa two types: “event-driven” hypotheses and

“elite-cue” hypothese¥’

2.3.1 “Event-Driven” Hypotheses

The “event-driven hypotheses” suggest that theraattiinternational events and political
context directly determine public opinion in teisbrcrises. Recall that terrorist groups use small
bouts of violence against a vulnerable civilian @agon in hope of generating a disproportional
reaction relative to number of people directly hadm The public response might be anger, fear,
or apprehension, but in all cases the aim is ta@nussapproval of the incumbent who has failed
to protect its citizens as well as disapprovalisfdr her policies which have motivated
extremists to adopt terrorist tactics. The sudusgative shift in approval is supposed to
generate incentives for the government to appegisarist demands in order to stop future

violence, provide a sense of national security, mathtain public confidence.

1" Berinsky (2010) makes a similar distinction whdiscussing American public views of war.
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As this causal story suggests, there are two irapgrbut countervailing mechanisms
embedded in the “event-driven” tradition. Thetfireechanismthe costliness of attacks
underscores the conventional view that publicshagkly sensitive to the number of attacks and
casualties. As attacks and casualties mount, ggibBcome conciliatory and disapproving of the
status qud® Indeed, this argument is not just theoretical,aiso is found within statements of
aggrieved groups. For example, Marwan Barghouog, af the most prominent leaders of
Fatah’s young guard, saw violence as a meanstarreggotiations between the Israelis and
Palestinians during the al-Agsa Intifada. In a2@@erview with Ben Caspit, Barghouti
asserted “Our challenge is to prove to you [Issdhiat there will be no security without peace.
Only an agreement, and nothing else...We will coiaur struggle, until you
understand...This Intifada will lead to peace in¢nel. We need to escalate the conflict.”

The second mechanisithe costliness of concessipesmphasizes that publics are
disapproving of government appeasement of terroriSms can be due to four main reasons.
First, concessions are inherently costly becauseattite is giving up something that its citizens
prefer to possess. The public’s desire for thputesd good might be based on its strategic,
monetary, moral, spiritual or ancestral worth, ibuall cases the population believes it is worse
off without it. Second, a concession in the neamtcould increase the capability of the group

allowing it to commit more attacks in the futur€eded territory, for instance, could be used as a

18 See Pape 2005; Kydd and Walter 2002, 2006. Schbéare also discussed this mechanism in the cootext
nuclear weapons (Schelling 1966), and public viefwsar (Mueller 1973; Gartner and Segura 2000; Eeand
Gelpi 2004; Karol and Miguel 2007).

9 Ben Caspit, “You'll Miss Me Yet: Interview with Mavan Barghouti,"Ma’ariv, November 9, 2001, in
Charles D. SmithPalestine and the Arab-Israeli Confli&" ed. (Boston, MA: Bedford/St. Martin’s Press, 2004)

pp. 527-30.
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staging ground to launch more attacks againsttdte.sOn a smaller scale, monetary-based
concessions could be used to fund the group’s astmadgle. Third, government appeasement
could create a reputation that the state is a \mettk. Common knowledge of this sort could
encourage other aggrieved groups to adopt sinaitdics against the state. “If it worked for
them,” an extremist group might reason, “why canwork for us?” Lastly, governments and
publics might believe that terrorist groups aremymnsatiable and thus appeasement would
provide no benefits, only costs as the previousares explicate. According to the “commitment
problem,® for example, uncertainty about whether terrorisugs will uphold their end of a
deal — stopping future attacks in exchange forrecession — can prevent leaders from
negotiating with terrorist grougs.

Overall, it is likely that both of these evemiveén mechanisms, the costliness of attacks
and the costliness of concessions, are at leatty pght. That is, publics will react negatively
concessionandwill react negatively to continued attacks. Thihg Terrorist Campaign

HypothesisandConcession Hypothesase quite straightforward.

2 See Fearon 1995.

2 Abrahms (2006, 2008) argues that this uncertaiatyoccur because of a psychological heuristicoplee
tend to draw a direct correspondence between tineregness of terrorist acts and its desired ersdscéating
violence with enmity toward the population rathwari the legitimacy of the demand or grievance efektremist
group. Consequently, the targeted public beli¢ghasappeasing the terrorist group by making a ession will not
stop future attacks since the attacks are perdgtitout hatred. A similar outcome could be attidolito a
constructed belief, an intersubjective understagtiat one should never concede to terrorist viiderirhe popular
government line, “we will not negotiate with terigis” could help to reinforce this norm. The difface is
Abrahms argues that the mechanism is psychologitdlseemingly cannot be changed whereas a comgstict

acknowledges the malleability of ideas.

43



Terrorist Campaign HypothesisA terrorist campaign will decrease leader

approval.

Concession Hypothesis€oncessions to a terrorist group will decreasediea

approval.

Yet, a leader has an incentive to make a concedsama only if additional attacks prove to
be more costly than granting a concession. Tlmesissue of whether terrorist violence is
coercive depends entirely on whether the publictszaorenegatively to concessions or
terrorist attacks. It becomes imperative to inigagseé when each mechanism is likely to take a
dominant role in shaping mass opinion. We mustgtore, explore other factors that shape
voter perceptions of terrorist attacks and appeasem

The effect of terrorist violence on public opinioray depend on the strategic environment of
where the attacks occur. On the one hand, popakatiould become desensitized to the effects
of terrorist violence as they become inundated witlConsider a place where the threat of
terrorism remains random and unusual. In sucheplaotential victims cannot adjust to the
uncertainty. In contrast, consider a location \elterrorism is so constant as to become normal
or expected. In such places attacks are moreyltkdbecome a fact of life than a continual
source of shock (Crenshaw 1983, 1986; Horowitz 1@88des et al. 1984). Indeed, the
cognitive psychology literature underscores thaegvi@rning and predictability cause resistance
to persuasive messages (Johnson et al. 2005).

Anecdotal evidence seems to support this mechanimexample, following a 2012

suicide attack in Baghdad that killed 32 people ianded nearly 60 others, an Iraqgi doctor

44



somberly explained that the attack was horrifid, duents like this have become normal in Iraqg.
“These attacks happen so regularly that dealing thikm becomes a skill you have. It's terrible,

but true.’?

What this implies, as tH2esensitization Hypothedisys out below, is that terrorism
should have a marginal effect on mass opinionratesgic environments where terrorism is
constant and routine; and terrorism should hawegel effect in strategic environments where

terrorism is limited and variable.

Desensitization Hypothesisihe negative effect of terrorism on approval rgéin
will be higher in security environments with infuet exposure to political

terrorism than in security environments with frequexposure.

On the other hand, terrorist attacks may generatditive effect on public opinion in the
opposite direction. Populations constantly subjedao the horrors of terrorism could become
more outraged than populations with little expogorg and, as a result, will be less willing to
stand by their leader during a terrorist crisigafor she does not provide adequate security and
safety. They may reason that “enough is enouditérnational relations scholars (Richardson
1960; Toynbee 1954; Blainey 1973; Levy and Morg@86l Pickering 2002; Garnham 1986;
Most and Starr 1980; Nevin 1996) have identifiesinailar mechanism at the public opinion
level regarding military intervention. According the “war-weariness hypothesis,” war induces
its participants to be less willing to engage ibsequent wars until the memory of war and the

pain associated with it fades. The so-called “va@h Syndrome” in the United States is the

22«Car Bomb Attack Near Funeral in Baghdad KillsR&ople."BBC News27 January 2012. Accessed 9

October 201 2http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-16758.34
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most well-known example, but there are other péssiandidates such as British and French
sentiments after World War. Following a similar logic, th@errorism Fatigue Hypothesis
posits that populations highly exposed to terrongithbecome fatigued by it, and thus will have
a higher propensity to disapprove of their leaderterrorist violence increases than in

environments seldom exposed to terrorism.

Terrorism Fatigue HypothesisThe negative effect of terrorism on approval
ratings will be lower in strategic environments lwibfrequent exposure to

political terrorism than in environments with freznt exposure.

In addition to the strategic environment, the githrof an individual’s political attitudes can
also influence the effect of terrorism. Attituserhation can be thought of as process similar to
Bayesian updating (Baum and Groeling 2010). Aceaydo this theory, attentive individuals
incorporate new political messages as they redaem, and the size of the effect depends on
the strength of their prior political attitudes ([8a 1992; Baum 2002). Those with strong
attitudes resist changing their minds in the facgissonant messages. Those with weak
attitudes, however, are easily swayed by new palitnessages.

Research has shown that most citizens become afvereorist attacks due to the close
symbiotic relationship between terrorism and theliméSchmid and de Graff 1982; Laquer

1987; Livingston 1994; McKormick and Fritz 2010h other words, the media eagerly reports

% Although public opinion may reflect war-wearingsadencies, international relations scholars haued
little to no evidence that it affects subsequemnisiens of leaders to engage in military intervens. See Singer

and Small 1972, 1974; Levy 1982; Levy and Morga&6L9
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on terrorist incidents because they provide nomdlsensational news stories. In turn, most
individuals receive these communicative messagesuse images and details about the attacks
saturate the airwaves and, in modern times, diseoom the internet. As a result, targeted
audiences are rarely ambivalent in the contexéwbtist crises (Crenshaw 1983). This would
be true regardless of the targeted community’segir@a environment or level of prior exposure to
terrorism. Thus, thattitudinal strength hypothesexplains that while terrorism should have the
largest effect on those who are ambivalent, itseffett will not be very large because any

targeted population should contain few ambivaledividuals.

Attitudinal Strength HypothesisThe effect of terrorism on approval will be
higher among ambivalent individuals than amongrsgroninded individuals.
Since terrorism generates little ambivalence irg&ed societies, however, its net

effect should not be very large.

Because the world is a very complex place, eshgamathe realm of terrorism where acute
violence can create chaos and general disarrgyesions help individuals to interpret
international developments. Similar to Zaller (289 define a disposition as an individual-level
trait that helps to interpret events and accepeéject incoming political communicatioRs.

There has been considerable convergence in theepgahion literature that foreign policy

attitudes are structured around dispositions atangm (e.g., Verba et al. 1967; Mandelbaum

%4 See John R. ZalleFhe Nature and Origins of Mass Opinifidew York, NY: Cambridge University Press,
1992), p. 22. Note that my use of the word “digfms’ is synonymous to Zaller’s use of the word

“predisposition.”
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and Schneider 1979; Wittkopf 1986; Hurwitz and RgffL987; Russet 1990; Zaller 1992; Holsti
1996). On the one hand, “hawkish” voters emphasiegemportance of a strong military to deter
adversaries and exhibit a willingness to use femgeromote the national interest. On the other
hand, “dovish” voters emphasize the importanceooperation and accommodation to prevent
conflict and avoid unnecessary provocatiorin a similar way, public attitudes in coercive
terrorist crises could be structured along a cpording hawk-dove dimension. Hawkish
individuals will be more resistant to the demantiteoorist groups than their more dovish
counterparts even if appeasement were to stopefatiteicks. Dovish voters will be more willing
to consider negotiating with terrorist groups anahging a concession if it will produce a
cessation of violence. Therefore, téitarism Hypothesigostulates that dovish voters will be

more approving of government appeasement than Bawkiters.

Militarism Hypothesis:Approval ratings for government appeasement of
terrorism will be higher among individuals holdifdovish” dispositions than

among individuals holding “hawkish” dispositions.

2.3.2 “Elite-Cue” Hypotheses

In contrast to the event-driven hypotheses, thiée*elie hypotheses” suggest that the impact of
events depends less on the viewer’s direct inteapoa, even with the help of dispositions, and
far more on the interpretations offered by politeltes as carried in the media. Although this

mechanism is fundamental in the public opiniorrditere, it has been largely ignored in the

% These are, of course, idealized characterizatam extremeness in either position is rare. ®eexample,

Verba et al. 1967; Russet 1990.
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coercive terrorism literature.  Studies in Amangolitical behavior have long found that party
identification has a strong bearing on politicéitaties (Campbell et al. 1960; but see Kelley, Jr.
and Mirer 1974). When individuals have very lifthdbormation, as they usually do on foreign
policy (Holsti 1996; Baum and Groeling 2010), tlegien adopt the positions of their political
party rather than independently forming their owdgment (Campbell et al. 1960; Mueller
1973; Stanly Jr. and Mirer 1974; Rahn 1993; Pofikia4; Nelson and Garst 200%jor

instance, Campbell et al. (1960) find that votersitto cast their vote according to party rather
than campaign issues. Similarly, Mueller (1978)§ that voters use the position of the
leadership of their party as cues on how to vdteis insight generates tiiartisanship

Hypothess.

Partisanship HypothesisApproval ratings in a coercive terrorist crisis Wie
higher among individuals affiliating with the samerty or coalition as the

incumbent government.

As discussed earlier, more recent trends in thdigapinion literature focus less on blind
partisan voting and party reputation and much nooréhe degree of opposition party support
and the balance of elite rhetoric — the ratio dfifiee messages to negative messages coming
from the political elites. According to this bodf/scholarship, if political elites from the

opposition party approve of a leader during a fpreolicy crisis the attentive public (i.e., those
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who receive new political messages) will likely egmith that messag®. This has long been
cited as the source of “rally-round-the-flag” eve(Brody 1991; Zaller 1992, 1994; Baum and
Groeling 2010; Berinsky 2010). If opposition etitdisapprove, the attentive public will mirror
that split along partisan lines. Thus, both patignment and opposition elite cues can influence
public perceptions in coercive terrorist crisehie Dpposition Praise Hypothesexplicates this

dynamic more formally.

Opposition Praise Hypothesi$olitical opposition praise of the incumbent’s

decision-making in a terrorist crisis will increagpproval relative to criticism.

What remains unclear, however, is why politicaleslichoose to rally behind the executive
during some political crises and choose to disaenther times. This issue is particularly
important if elite cues shape public perceptionsaarcive terrorist crises. The explanation
given in the existing literature is that politiedites are simply hedging their bets. Criticizthg
executive during a high profile international csig very risky. If the decision-maker’s policy
is successful the opposition would be in a badtimmscome election time if they opposed it. As
a result, members of parliament are risk adversgeabeginning of a crisis. If the decision-
maker’s policy fails after some time oppositiortedifeel safe to criticize his or her policy

(Zaller 1994; Zaller and Chiu 2000; Baum and GragR010)’ One senior congressional

% See Zaller 1992. Berinsky (2010) adopts Zallgt®92) model, but with a twist. Rather than foogssolely
on the balance of elite rhetoric, Berinsky argineg prominent elites such as the president caasaatstrong cue-
giver. The position of this politician has the @utial to polarize opinion similar to the balandelite messages.

%" Elites could be supporting the president in @sdsie to an informational gap between the exeeutivd the

public. According to Baum and Groeling (2010)the beginning of a conflict the executive has catgl
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foreign policy aide in the United States expredbeliogic when discussing the congressional
vote to support President George H. W. Bush in8®#l Persian Gulf War: “Why not support
the president when he stands up for American istg?e You can always withdraw your support
later if you want to. In the meantime, go aloAd.”

Yet, office seeking elites in the opposition migbt be playing a “wait and see” game at all.
Public opinion dynamics also generate politicabmtoves for the opposition that limits their
freedom of reaction. On the one hand, memberseobpposition might experience backlash if
they criticize a leader at the onset of a terramistis regardless of early policy success or failu
For example, imagine a politician who believed that United States “had it coming” following
the September 11 terrorist attacks because of Aaisrimisguided foreign policy in the Middle
East.” It seems unthinkable that an office seekiolitician would have made such a public
statement out of fear of a backlash. If terraaisacks continued in the United States, however,
such an argument might have been more acceptable.

On the other hand, public approval of the opposithight be the result of how closely

opposition rhetoric adheres to public expectatidfishe public strongly believes that the

information regarding the “reality” of the crisisut the general public does not have any informagixcept what
the administration is providing. As a result astinformation gap, there are no countervailing sages available
for the opposition to seize upon. Over time, hosvetreality” begins to assert itself because theslia and political
elites begin receiving and transmitting informattbat is independent from the administration arad dontradicts
the presidential message.

% Quoted in John RzZaller, “Elite Leadership of Mass Opinion: New Egitte from the Gulf WaltIn Taken
by Stormed. Lance BennetndDavid Palet4Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1994)256. Also see
Matthew A. Baum, and Tim J. Groeling/ar Stories: The Causes and Consequences of Pdiblics of War

(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 20hf),29-30.
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government should not appease extremist group&thploy violence, they would approve of
opposition criticism when the leader makes a caioaseven if that decision stops future
violence; they would disapprove of opposition crgm when the leader does not make a
concession. In short, to generate a completengiciwhat influences public reactions in
coercive terrorist crises, it is essential to labkhe political incentives of both the incumbent
government and the opposition. This discussiorgdas two more important expectations, the
Opposition Incentives with Attacks Hypothesisl Opposition Incentives with Appeasement

Hypothesisabout how the public incentivizes opposition dhniet

Opposition Incentives with Attacks Hypothesi®pposition approval ratings will
be higher if the opposition elites criticize theumbent government if terrorist

attacks increase and are highly deadly.

Opposition Incentives with Appeasement Hypothes)aposition approval
ratings will be higher if the opposition elitestirize the incumbent government

when the leader appeases the aggrieved group.

To summarize, this section identified several intgarhypotheses on what likely influences
public evaluations of the incumbent governmentiggolicies during coercive terrorist crises.
The key determinants include the level of violergm®/ernment concessions, the strategic
environment, attitudinal strength, militarism, peathship, and the reactions of the opposition
elite. Table 2.1 summarizes these determinante hiypotheses above the dotted line are the

event-based hypotheses and those below the doteedrk the elite-cue hypotheses.
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Table 2.1: Deter minants of Public Opinion in Coercive Terrorist Crises

Hypothesis

Expected Effect

Attacks Hypothesis

Concession Hypothesis

Desensitization Hypothesis

Terrorism Fatigue Hypothesis

Attitudinal Strength Hypothesis

Militarism Hypothesis

Decreasen approval as attacks Increase
Decreasdn approval if concession is made
Decreasen approval will be highest when

population exposure to terrorism is low

Decreasean approval will be highest when
population exposure to terrorism is high

Decreasen approval will be highest among
ambivalent voters

Decreasan approval given a concession will be
highest among hawkish voters relative to
dovish voters

Partisanship Hypothesis

Opposition Praise Hypothesis

Opposition Incentives with
Attacks Hypothesis

Opposition Incentives with
Appeasement Hypothesis

Increasein leader approval if voter affiliates
with the incumbent’s party or coalition

Increasein approval if opposition elites praise
incumbent

Increasein opposition approval if opposition
criticizes incumbent as attacks increase

Increasein opposition approval if opposition
criticizes incumbent after the incumbent
makes a concession
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The next section introduces a research desigmiiialuminate the origins and consequences
of public opinion in coercive terrorist crises whdlso overcoming the methodological issues

identified in chapter 1 that have impeded previ@sgarch.

24  Research Design

This project adopts a multi-method research desigast the above hypotheses. First, it makes
use of innovative randomized survey experimentddin Lebanon and the United States.

This approach overcomes the shortcomings of obsenz research because the experimental
design allows us to isolate the key variables,rdatee their relative causal influence, and
address important counterfactuals that would beosaible to explore in the real world. To help
demonstrate that the results are externally valdtireot the manifestation of a pseudo-lab setting,
this project also conducts a series of statisaoalyses on Israeli public support for the Oslo

Peace Process.

2.4.1 Experimental Survey Research

Because it is difficult to evaluate the effectsoércive terrorism with observational data —
largely due to biases associated with coding stilsjgcof the dependent variable, spurious
correlation and strategic selection effects — Ipadewo randomized survey experiments
administered on large, nation-wide representatvepes of the Lebanese and U.S. adult
populations. In the survey vignettes, respondieats about a terrorist attack in their respective
country. The perpetrator demands the releasae@®bbits leaders from prison or it will commit
more terrorist attacks if the government does alaase him. | then independently and

randomly vary three potential sources of publicrapal in coercive terrorist crises: (1) the
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government’s policy response regarding appeaserf®rihe aggrieved group’s decision to
execute more terrorist attacks; and (3) the palitopposition’s reaction in parliament. Thus, the
research design creates a fully crossed 2 X 2 Xp2rgment, generating 8 distinct treatment
groups in each country.

After respondents read about the crisis and outctimeg were asked whether they approved
or disapproved of how their democratic leader heahdhe situatioA? To help respondents
digest the information, | provided bullet point smaries for reference as they answered the
guestions. | asked several open-ended questidrapgaconfirm that respondents fully
considered the vignette information while answerihgaddition, respondents had the
opportunity to provide demographic information dhelir partisan affiliation, as well as answer
guestions about their experience with politicsétednine if these indicators predict response
outcomes. Figure 2.1 summarizes the structureeoéxperimental design.

By measuring leader approval at all outcomes @fcthercive terrorist crisis within a
confined bargaining context, this study is thetficsavoid methodological issues common in
empirical studies on terrorism’s coercive effeatigss. First, randomized experimental
manipulation guarantees statistical control anthtss the causal effect of all the independent
variables. Thus, we know that the effects arespatious. Second, the research design focuses
on the coercive mechanism of terrorism, public apgl, rather than on so-called terrorist
“successes” or “failures,” a common dependent Wégian terrorism research that is highly

vulnerable to confirmation bias. Third, we obseallgpossible outcomes in the crisis including

% Respondents gauged approval according to a 5 paiitial scale. In the analysis, | transform apptdnto a

binary variable in which approval includes thoseowstrongly approve” and “somewhat approve.”
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Figure 2.1: Experimental Survey Resear ch Design
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those that real-life leaders may choose to avdius allows us to make unbiased estimates of
the coercive pressures leaders face and avoidrbiasselection effects.

Lastly, Lebanon and the United States are ideakres sites. The American and Lebanese
cases, as will be discussed in more detail inaleviing chapters, represent two very different
security environments with respect to terrorisneréoy making the results more generalizable.
Figure 2.2 helps to show this difference by displgythe ratio of fatalities from terrorist attack
per 100,000 people in each population (START 201®)th exception to the September 11
terrorist attacks, the United States has had fewl@mces of political terrorism or major threats
to its national security® In contrast, Lebanon underwent a very violent eiar lasting from
1975 to 1990 killing more than 150,000 Lebaneseiajuding over 200,000 others (O’Ballance
1998). During the 1980s, it was a lightning rodesforism, mostly in the form of
assassinations, bombings, hijackings, kidnappicgyshombings, and suicide attacks (Wills
2003). Terrorist activities continued in the 199@sl still persist today, such as (but far from
limited to) the car bomb that killed former Primenidter Rafig al-Hariri and 22 others in
February 2005. Focusing on these locations alkxs he address the issue of survey timing and
their proximity to actual attacks. In Lebanonegrdrist attack targeting UN peacekeepers
occurred during the survey, demonstrating thatltddation continues to weather perpetual
attacks. In contrast, no terror incident occuirethe United States during the course of the
survey. In addition to different security enviroants, both countries have democratically

elected leaders and parliaments with oppositiotitwas. This allows us to study how

% The United States has faced sporadic periodsawfritensity terrorism since the end of the AmeriGivil
War (Blin 2007; Lutz and Lutz 2007). While the Sapber 11 terrorist attacks were the worst in huhiatory, it

was quite small when considering the proportiothefU.S. population directly victimized.
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Figure2.2: Modern Terrorism in Lebanon and the United States
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partisanship and opposition reactions influencdipwiews in coercive terrorist crises.
Moreover, these locations provide easy accessfmrelents. The United States has a
democratic and open society, and Lebanon is seffily democratic to meet the needs of this
study and has a relatively open society for thebAvarld.

Survey experiments are excellent tools to idert#ysal relationships (Druckman et al.
2006). Atthe same time, they do have their litotags. They can lack realism or the treatment
manipulations may not be strong enough to prodoeexpected effect (Barabas and Jerit 2010).
Pessimists might also question the extent to wthelresults are externally valid. | have
adopted several strategies to help minimize thesgbtcations. First, | crafted the vignettes to
describe an event similar to those found in Inteonal Terrorism: Attributes of Terrorist
Events, 1968-2005 (ITERATE 5), which contains dethinformation from over a thousand
international terrorist incidents. This datasehdastrates that prisoner release, a plausible
demand that could made in both Lebanon and theediStates, was the third most common
demand following money and country-specific positidemands (Mickolus et al. 2008).
Second, the language, syntax and tone of the t&rdemand in the vignette come from a real
terrorist statement. Third, | described additicaetions that democratic leaders would likely
take in terrorist crises such as increasing sacatiairports, train stations, government buildings

and other major public spaces. This is importatlise leaders adopt a package of responses,

3L Although it is possible that the nature of theddst demand could have an impact on the dynamics
previously discussed (DeNardo 1985; Pape 2005; KydhHWalter 2006), it is important to emphasizé this
would only affect the absolute measurements rati@ar thecomparisonsacross treatment groups and countries.
Moreover, this demand might not be as perceptibstlg relative to others, such as moving militasyces or
relinquishing territory. Therefore, prisoner redeacts as a “hard” test if terrorism is not coertiecause

individuals could be more willing to concede tolsacrelatively modest demand than endure increasatgnce.
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not just one, such as making a concession. Firalllyespondents were shown an identical
image of an actual terrorist attack to evoke enmstieelated to coercive terrorist crises. In
combination, these strategies arguably generate neatism and external validity than many
survey experiments in the international relatiotesature. To demonstrate further that the
experimental results are externally valid, thigigtinvestigates the extent to which the above
variables affected the peacemaking efforts in dimgést running conflict in modern times, the

Israeli-Palestinian dispute.

2.4.2 Statistical Analysis on Israeli Public Opinion
The second method in this project involves staé$tnodeling that explores how Palestinian
terrorism and party politics influenced Israeli palsupport for the Oslo Peace Process. The
public opinion data come from the Tami Steinmetnt€efor Peace Research, which monitors
Israeli public support for the peace process witinthly public opinion surveys. The event data
come from an original dataset that | constructedgusewspaper archives. The dataset contains
all incidents of Palestinian terrorist attacks thatnarily targeted Israeli civilians while also
recording the number of casualties, the locatiotihefattacks, and whether the perpetrator used
suicide tactics or more conventional methods sscthaotings, stabbings, or explosive devices.
Because it is possible that decision-makers mag h@sperceived the actual impact on public
opinion, | also interviewed Israeli, Palestiniandamerican officials directly involved in the
negotiations.

This case has several unique features that madkesik for studying how terrorism impacts
mass opinion. First, Israel is a democratic couttitat holds regular elections and its prime

ministers are subject to a vote of no confidenamngttime. Thus, Israeli leaders are particularly
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sensitive to changes in voter preferences. Sedendyism during the Oslo period occurred
regularly in this small Jewish state and the Isfdatistry of Foreign Affairs and other major
international media sources have done a good jobrdenting these attacks. Third, Israel is an
attractive case because unlike most countriesg iseample public opinion data. After the
signing of the Oslo Agreements in September 1988 Tami Steinmetz Center for Peace
Research began monitoring Israeli public suppartHe peace process with monthly public
opinion surveys. Lastly, the results have tremesdmlicy implications. As governments
bargain in international negotiations and mediasttsmpt to support and advise the involved
parties, it is essential to understand how politic@lence affects public opinion.

It is critical to emphasize that Palestinian cauils have also been victims of Jewish
extremism and state retaliatory policies, and #®ipation of the Gaza Strip and West Bank has
created tremendous hardships for Palestiniansdailyabasis. Although these points are
incredibly salient for understanding why peacema@lgfforts have been so difficult, they lie
outside the scope of this research. The core corhat pertains to this project is what factors
govern public reactions in terrorist crises and/t@t extent changes in mass opinion create
political incentives for government decision-makirigesearch on Israeli reactions gets at this
issue. Moreover, unlike on the Palestinian side,Israeli side has ample public opinion data to

investigate these issues in a systematic way.

25 Conclusion
In this chapter, | reviewed the scholarly debatevbether public opinion is an irrational force
that is brought into action during times of crigrgf foreign policy preferences are coherent and

respond in sensible ways to international evetits, #hetoric, and the dispositions of
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individuals. Recent findings in the literature vet® signal a reasonable public, but these
patterns speak much more to the long-term and metkum trends in mass opinion and far less
to short-term shifts in preferences during intaoradl crises. This is problematic because
terrorist attacks could engender sharp changesbhgopinion, which can jeopardize elections,
international negotiations, and conflict resolutiofhus, the extent to which public opinion is
rational in the short-term is immensely importangenerating theoretical expectations on what
influences public opinion following terrorist atiesc

At this point, it is still unclear whether massmpn responds in sensible ways to
international crises in the short-term. | havevpted, however, seven important variables that
theoretically structure and influence public preferes. These include the intensity of the
terrorist campaign, government concessions andnsigence, the strategic environment of the
targeted country, individual dispositions of mitisan, prior attitudinal strength, partisanship,
and the reaction of the opposition political parfyo determine the conditions under which these
variables influence public reactions to terrorismroposed a two-pronged research design: (1)
original experimental survey research fielded m lthnited States and Lebanon; and (2)
statistical analyses on Israeli public opinion dgrihe Oslo Peace Process. The next chapter
will begin to analyze the American experience vighorism and determine the influence of

coercive terrorism on U.S. public opinion.
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CHAPTER 3

Terrorism, Coercion, and Public Opinion in the United States

On the day that the United States launched Oper&mmuring Freedom, George W. Bush
addressed the nation from the treaty room of th&&\Hhouse. He cited the failure of the

Taliban to heed to American demands and introddegalls about the U.S. military operation
underway in Afghanistan. He also emphasized #rabtism was a new threat to the United
States. “We're a peaceful nation. Yet, as we heamed, so suddenly and so tragically, there
can be no peace in a world of sudden terror. drfake of today’s new threat, the only way to
pursue peace is to pursue those who threaténThis newness narrative would appear in
President Bush’s statements throughout his presydelm a speech during his second term, he
stated that following the September 11 attackdyédame instantly clear that we’'d entered a new

world, and a dangerous new war.” He added:

“Free nations have faced new enemies and adjusteet threats before — and
we have prevailed. Like the struggles of the lasttary, today’s war on terror is,
above all, a struggle for freedom and liberty. &dgersaries are different, but the
stakes in this war are the same: We're fightingoiar way of life, and our ability

to live in freedom. We’'re fighting for the causehafmanity, against those who

! George W. Bush, “Address to the Nation on Openatio Afghanistan,” The Treaty Room of the White
House, Washington, DC, 7 October 2001.

http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/infdmustirecord/documents/Selected Speeches George WpBus

df.
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seek to impose the darkness of tyranny and tepon the entire world. And

we're fighting for a peaceful future for our chiédr and our grandchildreR.”

President Bush captured a real sentiment in theedi@tates. Terrorism seemed to be
something new and relatively foreign to AmericaR®r some, it might be a surprise to learn
that the United States actually has faced severaklof terrorism throughout her history. The
American experience with terrorism, however, haanbmostly of the domestic variety.
International terrorism, with only a few exceptiphad occurred overseas, far from U.S. soll.
Moreover, the instances of terror in the Unitedé&ttdad been sparse, variable, and inconsistent.
For these reasons, the perception that terrorian isusual phenomenon prevails in the United
States even in the post-9/11 world. It is far frameveryday fact of life.

This chapter explores the extent to which terrorisioercive through public opinion in a
low-exposure environment, the United States of AcaerIt begins with a historical overview of
the American experience with politically motivatedrorism. Most of the events described do
not fully fall under the definition of coercive terism as used in this project. They are
important to discuss, however, because they fuhtextualize terrorism in the United States
and justify its use as a low-exposure case. Theesquent sections introduce the randomized
survey experiment fielded in the United Statescdies the methodology that | used to obtain a

large, nation-wide sample of the U.S. adult popoilgtand then present the results.

2 George W. Bush, “Address on the Creation of Mijit€ommissions to Try Suspected Terrorists,” ThetEa
Room of the White House, Washington, DC, 6 Septerabée6.

http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/infdmustirecord/documents/Selected Speeches George WpBus

df.
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3.1 A History of Sporadic Terrorism

3.1.1 TerrorismintheEarly Years

In the early years of U.S. history, North Americiéin@ssed only a few instances of what could
be loosely defined as terrorisiAs the colonists moved ever closer to the American
Revolutionary War, mobs of dissidents spearheageaatdmanizations such as the Sons of
Liberty, opposed British laws (e.g., the Stamp Act)l other British practices in the colonies.
These actions were almost exclusively non-lethdltargeted the property of the British Crown,
as was the case with the Boston Tea Party.

The period between the Revolutionary War and thd @iar, known as the Jacksonian era,
was much more violent. Warfare between the Urfiitades and the Native Americans, the
arrival of more settlers, and federal and statecgsl of removal (particularly in Georgia) pushed
the indigenous tribes westward in what resulteetimic cleansing. Prejudice and intolerance
sparked organized mob violence against minorityroomities, chiefly against Hispanics,
Chinese, Blacks, Irish Catholics, and Mormonsthi1850s, the Know-Nothing Party
intimidated voters on Election Day, and streettisgbccasionally broke out as a result. Slavery
was also an important flashpoint. This issue mégidassaults, murders and tarring and
feathering between abolitionists and pro-slavepugs, especially in Kansas, leading up to the
American Civil War.

Following the Civil War, the assassination of AbaahLincoln is arguably the first well-

known example of modern terrorism in the United&ta On 14 April 1865, John Wilkes

3 For an excellent overview of terrorism in the @nitStates, see Arnaud Blin, “The United States utifhg
Terrorism,” inThe History of Terrorism, ed. Gérard Chaliand and Arnaud Blin (Berkeley,: CAiversity of
California Press, 2007); and Brenda J. Lutz ande3avh Lutz,Terrorismin America (New York, NY: Palgrave

Macmillan, 2007). For a good discussion on incidéntthe early period, see Lutz and Lutz 2007,1{353.
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Booth, a famous stage actor at the time, shot tesid®ent in the back of the head at Ford’s
Theater. Although Booth acted on behalf of the f€derate cause, the war by that time had
ended and the leadership of the Confederacy waseolam. As a result, there was no specific
political objective in mind nor was it intendedspark a campaign of terrorish.

One of the earliest domestic terrorist organizatialso formed at this time. Founded in
Pulaski, Tennessee in December 1865, the Klu Klian KKKK) feared the consequence of
black enfranchisement, a constituency that outnuetbe&hite Americans in many parts of the
South and voted uniformly Republican, the politipatty of Abraham LincolR. From their
point of view, this meant that the radical regini&keconstruction and Republican dominance
would remain in the South.

Accordingly, the purpose of the KKK was to combangGressional Reconstruction and
suppress the African American population. Klan rhem dressed in white hoods and garb to
intimidate, torture, and murder former slaves whallenged the existing social and political
order. They drove out Northern school teachergatled “carpetbaggers,” who they believed

would encourage an insurrection. They assaultéggs,, intimated juries, and attacked officials

* Blin 2007, p. 401.

® For background on the Ku Klux Klan, see David Nhaners Hooded Americanism: The First Century of the
Klu Klux Klan, 1865-1965 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1966Jester L. QuarleFhe Ku Klux
Klan and Related American Racialist and Antisemitic Organizations. A History and Analysis (Jefferson, NC:
McFarland & Company, Inc., 1999); and Rory McVeighe Rise of the Ku Klux Klan: Right-Wing Movements and
National Poalitics (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Pres§08). The actual date of the first meeting of
the Ku Klux Klan is debated among historians. Maokolars, however, agree on December 1865. SadeQu

1999, p. 30.
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who did not give whites priority or who had foresdal their propert$. The Klan also had an
important impact on the political process, as thelped segregationist white Democrats win
elections. This contributed to the federal govesntis decision to end Reconstruction in 1877.
Once federal troops and the “carpetbaggers” withidtiee Southern status quo returned, and the
KKK was no longer needed. As a result, Klan attideclined. Yet, the KKK would reemerge
two more times in U.S. history: in 1915 againstttimeat of communism, increasing
immigration, as well as social vices (e.g., boailag, moonshine, gambling, and prostitution),

and again after World War Il to oppose desegregatial the Civil Rights Movement.

3.1.2 TheAnarchist Wave

The first major wave of modern terrorism to hit #i®res of the United States was anarcHism.
Growing out of the struggle between labor unions amployers, this movement called for the
abolishment of government in favor of voluntary aodperative social interactions. The first
American anarchist group was the Molly Maguireseeret organization of Irish Catholic miners

in Pennsylvani&. From 1865 to 1875, the Mollies were responsibteafvariety of violent acts,

® Chalmers 1965, pp. 9-21.

" In a very important work, David Rapoport origirétée thesis on four modern waves of global tesrori
anarchist, anti-colonial, new left, and religiodde defines a wave as “a cycle of activity in aggiperiod — a cycle
characterized by expansion and contraction pha&esucial feature is its international charactmilar activities
occur in several countries, driven by a common @nadant energy that shapes the participating groups
characteristics and mutual relationships.” Seeidd&v Rapoport, “The Four Waves of Modern Terroxisim
Attacking Terrorism: Elements of a Grand Strategy, ed. Audrey Kruth Cronin and James M. Ludes (Wagtoin,
DC: Georgetown University Press, 2004), p. 47.

& The term Molly Maguire originally referred to didents opposed to English landlords in Irelande Betz

and Lutz 2007, p. 70.
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including arson and murder that targeted bossesrenpolice. U.S. authorities eventually
dismantled the group, but its members became airat®n to the global anarchist movement.
In fact, Mikhail Bakunin, who is considered thehfat of modern anarchist theory, prepared to
visit the United States to see the group’s ac#sifirst hand in 1874 until his health made the
trip impossible’

In 1882, Johann Most immigrated to the United Stated through his periodicBie
Freiheit, he became the spokesman of the anarchist movemiotth America. With the help
of Albert Parsons and Augusts Spies, Most credtednternational Working People’s
Association, also known as “Black International’he leadership of this group played a
significant role in the infamous 1886 Haymarket &guncident. During a worker’s strike in
early May, a policeman opened fire on the crowtlinkj one person and wounding several
others. In response, August Spies wrote an editorithe anarchist periodic&he Alarm calling
on his followers to take up arms in revenge. ‘dtiyare men, if you are the sons of your grand
sires, who have shed their blood to free you, freanwill rise in your might, Hercules, and
destroy the hideous monster that seeks to destoy Jo arms we call you, to arm¥}”
Approximately 3,000 people attended the rally agHarket Square in Chicago to support their
fellow workers. Suddenly, an unknown assailargwhdynamite at the police. The blast from
the explosive as well as the exchange of gunfiée¢hsued claimed the lives of 11 people,

including seven policemen.

°Blin 2007, p. 402.

19“Revenge! Workingmen to Arms!!” Single-page lepterss broadside, 4 May 1886.
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Over the next three decades, the anarchist movenwidl turn to assassination as its tactic
of choice* On 6 July 1892, one important episode occurreReinnsylvania at the Homestead
Steel Works where strikers and private securitthefCarnegie Steel Company clashed killing
about ten people. The state of Pennsylvania relggbhy sending in its militia with orders to
break the strike. Furious over these events, agyamarchist named Alexander Berkman
entered the office of Henry Clay Frick who had arigad the suppression of the strike, pulled
out a pistol and shot him several times. Frickysted the assassination attempt. Berkman was
sentenced to twenty-two years in prison, thoughvag eventually released in 1986.

The most notorious anarchist assassination in thiet) States occurred on 6 September
1901. Leon Czolgosz, a 28 year-old anarchist regddy the assassination of Italy’s King
Umberto | in 1900, concealed a pistol under a haradkef and shot President William
McKinley at the Pan-American Exposition in Buffalew York. Doctors were unable to find
one of the bullets lodged in McKinley’s abdomend ass a consequence, he died 8 days later. In
the aftermath of the assassination, Czolgosz wastad, tried, and sentenced to the electric-
chair. Vigilante mobs, outraged over McKinley'sassination, targeted other known anarchists,
and the police arrested scores of them includingn&r@oldberg, a popular anarchist speech
writer. Using language similar to that of Presid@&eorge W. Bush following the September 11
attacks, President Theodor Roosevelt declaredhratause of the anarchist is “to be found in

his own evil passions and in the evil conduct osthwho urge him on, not in any failure by

1 Although not part of the anarchist movement, jaitassassinations became a recurrent theme INethe
Mexico territory at the end of the #@entury. See Lutz and Lutz 2007, pp. 67-68.

2 Blin 2007, pp. 402-403.
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others or by the State to do justice to him or’'te added, “Anarchy is a crime against the
whole human race; and all mankind should band agé#ie anarchist'®

Despite heightened awareness of anarchism, aesvitiits name continued for several more
decades in the United States. Three events atieiparly noteworthy. On 1 October 1910, John
and James McNamara, two union members of the kierral Association of Bridge and
Structural Iron Workers, detonated a bomb at tfieesf of the Los Angeles Times, killing 21
newspaper employees and wounding over 100 moreyears later, a bomb exploded at the
Preparedness Day parade in San Francisco, kilbngebple and wounding about 40. Then, on
16 September 1920, unknown anarchists planted & labtie J. P. Morgan Bank in New York;
the blast claimed the lives of 34 victims and iephmore than 400 people. Following the J. P.
Morgan attack, the U.S. government orchestratedbast and expansive crackdown involving
the arrests of thousands of anarchists, whichl§immit an end to the anarchist “Red Scdfe.”
With exception to a number of race riots that brokein various parts of the country, terrorism
would largely disappear in the United States waftiér World War I1*®
3.1.3 TheAnti-Colonial Wave
In the post-war era, the anti-colonial wave ofagam was at its height around the globe, and

many of the great powers had been consumed witbrigtrand guerilla activities. The United

¥ Theodore Roosevelt, “First Annual Message,” 3 Ddaemi901. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T.

Woolley, The American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsh.edu/ws/?pid=29544so see Richard

Bach Jensen, “The United States, Internationakingliand the War against Anarchist Terrorism, 12004,”
Terrorismand Political Violence, 13 (2001), pp. 15-46.
* Blin 2007, pp. 404-405.

5 See Lutz and Lutz, p. 88.
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States had largely avoided this wave because itimiteéd overseas territorial possessions and
often pressed for the elimination of colonial erapir The liberation of Puerto Rico, however,
became the focal point for two very important egdantthe United States that fall under anti-
colonialism.

In 1898, the United States acquired Puerto Ricmf&pain as part of the Treaty of Paris that
concluded the Spanish-American War. Determindibévate the territory, Griselio Torresola
and Oscar Collazo sought to assassinate President 5. Truman at the Blair House in
Washington, D.C. in 1950. They failed, and bothtamts were shot dead in a gunfight with
police outside the Blair House. Four years |d@eerto Rican nationalists would try again to
send a message to the United States to abandotw Rien. On 1 March 1954, Lolita Lebrén,
Rafael Cancel Miranda, Irving Flores, and AndréguEroa Cordero opened fire on congress at
the House Representatives Chamber of the U.S. @ #&pitiding. Five congressmen were
severely injured, but no one was killed. The dasts were immediately arrested, tried, and
sentenced to life in prison. Cordero would beasésl in 1978, however, and President Jimmy
Carter exchanged the remaining dissidents for a€ @A operatives who were being held in

Cuba on espionage charges.

3.1.4 TheNew Left Wave
The New Left wave of terrorism hit the United Staite the 1960s and 19785 .The Civil Rights
Movement, the Vietnam War, and other wars of nafitiberation played an influential role in

shaping this movement. In particular, the effemtiess of the Viet Cong’s primitive guerrilla

'8 While very important, the assassination of Pragidehn F. Kennedy in 1963 does not appear to have

common characteristic with any wave of terrorisir, does it appear to have links to any particutditipal cause.
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tactics against the American military goliath destoaited to some that the contemporary system
could be overturned despite the seemingly insurraile strength of the U.S. governméht.
The New Left focused on student activity as theguamd to mobilize the proletariat against the
bourgeoisie, and political activism grew across ynaajor universities, especially the
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor and the Univitysof California at Berkeley®

The most important group that embodied the New ideftlogy was the Students for a
Democratic Society (SDS). Vehemently anti-wanfganized the first “anti-Vietnam War”
march to Washington in 1965), the SDS organizedwiolent protests across college campuses
and various American cities. These protests oonally gave way to violence and rioting, as
had occurred at the 1968 Democratic Conventionhic&gjo, lllinois where police attacked the
protestors and vice ver$a.As the Vietnam War escalated, the group attragtede militant-
minded members who called for more drastic acti®onsequently, the organization splintered

and new radical groups formed including the Weatttzer Undergrouné® This group was

" Rapaport 2004, p. 56.

18 Blin 2007, pp. 405-6.

' The Democratic National Convention protests of8LBSgely consisted of members from the SDS as agell
two other youth-oriented counterculture revolutigngroups — the National Mobilization CommitteeBod War in
Vietnam and the Youth International Party.

2 The Weatherman faction got its name from a pasipiaper it submitted at the Chicago national cotivan
of the SDS in June 1969 titled “You don’t need athierman to know which way the wind blows,” lyrfcem the
Bob Dylan song “Subterranean Homesick Blues.” 3e8. Senate, Subcommittee to Investigate the
Administration of the Internal Security Act and @thnternal Security Laws of the Committee on theidiary, The

Weather Underground. 94" Cong., ' sess. 30 January, 1975, p. 9.
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responsible for a string of bombings targeting gmligovernment buildings, public property, and
banks throughout the 1970s, but it had little regdact on American politics:

Other New Left groups followed a similar path ofigesm and militancy. The Black Panther
movement, for example, was responsible for nonevibprotests, shootings, as well as murder.
Created in 1966, the Black Panthers espoused Blatknalism as their major focus, but would
later turn to a more inclusive doctrine of antiitalsm and socialism. Another important group
was the Symbionese Liberation Army (SLA), whichrad out a number of deadly attacks and
bank robberies. They are best known for the kigmapand brainwashing of Patricia Hearst,
heiress of William Randolph Hearst’'s media empire.

Ultimately, the New Left extremists were unablethieve any radical change in American
society, and law enforcement efforts severely hiedeheir activity. As the movement began to
wither away, only a few individuals unaffiliatedtiviany group carried out attacks at least partly
on behalf of the New Left (as well as for persaiealsons). For instance, Theodore Kaczynksi,
better known as the Unabomber, was responsiblég@eparate mail and package bombings
that killed 3 people and injured 23 others.

It is important to highlight several other signéitt events during this period, even though
they do not fall under the New Left wave of tersoni. On 22 November 1963, President John F.
Kennedy was killed as he rode in an open-top cdiikerin Dallas, Texas. On 4 April 1968,
Martin Luther King, Jr. was assassinated whileditagnon a balcony of the Lorraine Motel in
Memphis, Tennessee. Three months later, on 6 Roleert F. Kennedy was fatally shot at the
Ambassador Hotel in Los Angeles, California by 8mfsirhan, a Palestinian immigrant

outraged over Kennedy’s support for Israel.

2L On Weatherman Underground activities, see U.Sat8et975, pp. 13- 42.
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3.1.5 TheReligiousand Far-Right Wave

The United States is currently weathering a fowdlve of terrorism in the form of religious and
far-right extremism. More than at any other pamAmerican history, this threat has come from
both domestic and international sources. On tmeestic side, there are communities on the far-
right who oppose any form of government and whaehaithdrawn themselves to remote parts
of the country waiting for the Second Coming argteat racial war. These “survivalists” are
often heavily armed, and on occasion have clashédrederal agents and law enforcement
officers with deadly consequences. This was tise,dar example, with the Weaver family at
Ruby Ridge, Idaho in 1992 and the Branch Davidladdy David Koresh at Waco, Texas in
19937 In fact, Timothy McVeigh and Terry Nicols statédt the incidents at Ruby Ridge and
Waco motivated them to bomb the Alfred P. Murraddtal Building in Oklahoma City on 19
April 1995, which killed 168 people and injured 0&80 others.

Far-right extremists often draw on passages frarChristian Bible to justify racist, anti-
homosexual and anti-abortion positions, and theséipns have persuaded some to become
terrorists. In the 1980s and 1990s, these radizale been responsible for nearly one hundred
arson fires, around forty bomb explosions (ofteakadrtion clinics), physical assaults on about a
hundred people (usually medical personnel and matet abortion clinics), and the murder of

seven peoplé& Another notorious incident occurred at the CemigdrOlympic Park in Atlanta,

22 0n various survivalists groups including the Ramiovement, the militia movement, and other fghi
extremist groups in America such as Covenant, Swodithe Arm of the Lord (CSA), the Aryan natioasd
Skinheads, see Quarles 1999, 129-153. It is imapbtd note that some far-right groups are notusietly
Christian and white. For example, the Jewish Defdreague, formed by Rabbi Meir Kahane, commiteze sl
terrorist acts in the United States since its fongdh 1968. See Lutz and Lutz 2007, p. 105.

% See Blin 2007, pp. 407-8.
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Georgia. On 27 July 1996, Eric Robert Rudolph edptl three pipe bombs during the Olympic
Games, killing 2 and wounding 111 others. In gest@nt, Rudolph explained that he was
motivated by U.S. abortion laws, his hatred towawthosexuals as well as his disdain for the
Federal governmenit.

On the international side, the United States has li@cing a growing threat from Islamic
and Middle Eastern terrorism. These attacks haea Inostly overseas thereby only having a
limited effect on Americans back home. The wavgamewith the 1979 Iranian Islamic
Revolution and the student seizure of the U.S. esypm Tehran that resulted in a 444 day
hostage crisis. Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini udeelincident to embarrass President Jimmy
Carter and hurt his chances of reelection. In¢brgtext, it is not surprising that the hostage
crisis ended minutes after the inauguration of iBesd Ronald Reagan. The timing was meant
to be a final political jab at Carter for suppogtithe recently deposed leader of Iran, Mohammad
Reza Shah Pahlavi.

Throughout the Reagan years, the United Stateburaened with kidnappings, ransoming
and killing of its citizens abroad. This was especially true in Lebanon as the couspiiraled
deeper into its civil war (discussed in more datathe next chapter). The United States had had
a strong diplomatic presence inside of Lebanon,falholwing the Sabra and Shatila Massacre in
1982, Washington sent troops to Lebanon as patadltinational force to protect Palestinian

civilians, help stabilize the Lebanese state, arefsee the evacuation of foreign forces

24 Eric Rudolph, “Full Text of Eric Rudolph’s Conféss.” National Public Radio. 14 April 2005. Accessed 28

November 201 2http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?stds4600480

% For an excellent discussion on terrorism durirggReagan years, see David C. Willee First War on
Terrorism: Counter-Terrorism Policy during the Reagan Administration (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield

Publishers, Inc., 2003).
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including the Palestinian Liberation Organizatitstael, and Syri&® This increased

international involvement only invited attacks froadical Islamists. On 18 April 1983, a bomb
exploded at the U. S. embassy in Beirut killingpgdple. Six months later, on 23 October, a
suicide truck bomber struck the U.S. marine bassaclBeirut, killing 243 servicemen. The

U.S. embassy, now relocated just north of BeirlAwkar, was bombed again in September

1984, killing 11 and injuring 14. Americans alseceme the target of assassinations, such as the
murder of Malcolm Kerr, former Professor at the \émsity of California at Los Angeles and
President of the American University in Beirut.

Similar events would play out elsewhere in the @6fl In 1983, a suicide bomber attacked
the U. S. embassy in Kuwait, killing 6 people anghiing more than 80 others. Americans were
killed in bombings at the airports in Rome and Viamn 1985, the La Belle Discotheque in West
Berlin in 1986, and onboard Pan Am Flight 103, wahexploded on 21 December 1988 over
Lockerbie, Scotland, killing 270 people. U.S.z#s were also victims in the infamous
hijackings of Kuwait Airways Flight 221, TWA Fliglg47, and the Italian cruise ship Achille
Lauro.

What began as a globally successful upsurge ahlstamilitancy — the overthrow of the
Shah, the assassination of President Anwar Séaatise of Hezbollah in Lebanon, the defeat of
the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, and the coup d’&ts&Sudan that brought the Islamist Hassan
al-Turabi to power — quickly turned into a seriésetbacks in the 1990s. In Egypt, Sunni

extremist failed to spark a revolution by usingaesm against western intellectuals, regime

% see Ronald Reagan, “Address to the Nation on Evaritebanon and Grenada,” 27 October 1983. Aecess

4 December 2012http://www.reagan.utexas.edu/archives/speeches/198383b.htm

2" For a list of terrorist incidents of significanegnitude between 1981 and 1989, see Wills 200374.
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supporters, and the country’s tourism industrythi Gulf, Saudi Arabia rejected the offer from
veteran jihadists of Afghanistan to protect thed¢iom from Iraq following the Iragi invasion of
Kuwait in 1990. Instead Riyadh turned to the Ushi&tates, which outraged Islamists like
Osama Bin Laden because it brought non-Muslimsi¢oes! soif® In the aftermath of the Gulf
War, the United States in partnership with the 8pMinion launched the Madrid Peace
Conference, which for the first time brought Isragld Arab leaders together for direct peace
negotiations. In late 1992, President George HBWsh authorized Operation Restore Hope,
which deployed 25,000 American troops to Somaliadpe of reversing the deteriorating
security situation in the Horn of Africa. Manytime region interpreted this move as a U.S.
attempt to destabilize and overthrow Turabi’s regimSudan.

These events convinced some radical Islamistgdffa¢r than targeting the “nearby enemy,”
autocratic regimes that ruled with an iron-fisthe region, their efforts should focus on the
“faraway enemy,” Western states that had proppetthese regimes and supported IsfaelAt
the top of the hit list was the United States ofekia. On 29 December 1992, Islamic militants
bombed a hotel in Aden, Yemen, in hope of killingiérican servicemen. This attack is
believed to be the first committed by al-Qaedare&€months later, on 26 February 1993, a
1,500 pound bomb stashed inside of a Ryder truddlarexploded in the underground parking
area of the World Trade Center in New York CityheTblast killed six people and injured over

1,000 others. Law enforcement agents swiftly aeethe conspirators, which included

2 See Gilles Kepellihad: The Trail of Political ISam, trans. Anthony F. Roberts (Cambridge, MA: The
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 20023.1p6.

# For an excellent discussion on the evolution &f sirategy among Islamic extremists, see Gillegek@he
War for Muslim Minds: 1slam and the West trans. Pascale Ghazaleh (Cambridge, MA: The Bell@rass of

Harvard University Press, 2004), pp. 70-107.
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Mohammad Salameh (who rented the truck), Nidal Ayfy@ho acquired the chemicals for the
bomb), Mahmoud Abouhalima (who help to mix the cluais), Ramzi Youssef (who was
central to the planning), and Sheikh Omar Abdel+Raih (the “Blind Sheikh” who acted as the
spiritual guide and was a founder of Gama’a Islamiiyn Egypt)*

Despite the success of Federal agents in the afthraf the World Trade Center attack,
militant aspirations would continue abroad wheee timited States was most vulnerable. On 13
November 1995, a group calling itself “the Islaftovement of Change” detonated a bomb at a
U.S. leased military building in Riyadh, Saudi Aiakkilling 6 people and injuring 60 othets.
Then, on 25 June 1996, a truck bomb ripped thrahghKhobar Towers residential complex in
Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, that housed U.S. Air Foersgnnel. 23 Americans were killed and
more than 300 were wound&d Hezbollah of the Hijaz, an organization that heckived
support from Iran, was principally responsifie.

On 23 February 1998, al-Qaeda formally declaredomaihe United States. In a statement

published by the Arabic newspaper al-Quds al-Ar@sima Bin Ladin, Ayman al-Zawabhiri, and

%9 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon theted States (Philip Zelikow, Executive Director;
Bonnie D. Jenkins, Counsel; Ernest R. May, Senidwigor), The 9/11 Commission Report (New York, NY: W.W.
Norton & Company, 2004), p. 72.

31 «Ambassador: Car Bomb Destroyed Military Buildihg;NN, 13 November 1995. Accessed 3 December

2012.http://www.cnn.com/WORLD/9511/saudi blast/11am/

32 phillip Shenon, “23 U.S. Troops Die in Truck Bomgiin Saudi Base Kew York Times, 26 June 1995.

Accessed 3 December 201tp://partners.nytimes.com/library/world/africaf@®6binladen.html

33 On Iran’s involvement, see Kenneth M. Pollatke Persian Puzze: the Conflict between Iran and America

(New York, NY: Random House, 2004).
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their associates Abu-Yasir Rifa'i Ahmad Taha, Shéikr Hamzah, and Fazlur Rahman issued a

fatwa (meaning religious ruling) requiring Muslingskill Americans, both civilian and military:

“The ruling to kill the Americans and their alliescivilians and military — is an
individual duty for every Muslim who can do it imycountry in which it is
possible to do it, in order to liberate the al-Addasque and the holy mosque
[Mecca] from their grip, and in order for their aas to move out of all the lands
of Islam, defeated and unable to threaten any Mudlhis is in accordance with
the words of Almighty Allah, ‘and fight the pagaalétogether as they fight you
all together,” and ‘fight them until there is no rmdumult or oppression, and

there prevail justice and faith in Allah®*

Al-Qaeda quickly turned its hateful words into aati On 7 August 1998, two truck bombs
exploded at the U.S. embassies in Nairobi, Kenyhl2ar es Salam, Tanzania. The Nairobi
attack destroyed the U.S. embassy and killed 2dBlpeincluding 12 Americans. The Dar es
Salam attack killed 11 people, none of whom wereeAcan. Al-Qaeda’s next attack would
occur in Yemen on 12 October 2000. While the US& @as anchored in the Port of Aden, a

small bomb-laden motor boat exploded into the sidde ship, killing 17 crewmembers and

% “Nass Bayan al-Jabha al-Islamiyya al-‘Aalimiyalirad al-Yahud wa al-Salabee@*Quds Al-Arabi, 23

February 1998. Accessed 3 December 2aftf://www.library.cornell.edu/colldev/mideast/féviatm An English

translation is available from the Federation of Aicen Scientistshttp://www.fas.org/irp/world/para/docs/980223-

fatwa.htm
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wounding at least 40 others. Finally, as discussetier, al-Qaeda struck again on 11
September 2001 in what would become the worstfasioide terrorism in history?

In short, this narrative was meant to provide aene\of the American experience with
terrorism. On the surface, it may appear thatthged States has weathered serious episodes of
terrorism, but it is important to keep these evamizerspective. They occurred across a long
period of time spanning more than 235 years. Daffegenerations experienced each of these
different waves, which likely diminished their e¢te Moreover, international terrorism, which is
the focus of this project, had occurred only a Ifianaof times on U.S. soil — the Puerto Rican
attacks, the World Trade Center bombing, and thpe®aber 11 attacks as the only exceptions.
Even after the horror of September 11, Americaedilargely went back to normal. In a recent
United States Studies Centre (USSC) poll conduatddiay 2011, it found that only 3% of
Americans believed that terrorism was the most @ issue facing the United States, and
only 22% of Americans thought that there was mbamta 50% chance of a terrorist attack
occurring in the next 12 montfs.

In the survey described below, | asked Americang litely they thought a terrorist attack

would occur in the United States tomorrdwThe results are presented in Table 3.1. Sirtolar

3 Although unrelated, it is important to mentionttRalestinian terrorist attacks in Israel alsoekill number
of Americans throughout the 1990s and early 2000s.

% Simon Jackman and Lynn Vavreck, “Americans andtralians Compared: Ten Years after 9/1The
United States Studies Centre, 2 June 2011. Accessed on 4 December 2012.

http://ussc.edu.au/ussc/assets/media/docs/publisAtil06 911Survey.pdf

37| argue that the wording “tomorrow” is better tHamthe next 12 months” at capturing American ttre
perception. Longer time spans would likely infltte statistic without necessarily tapping into tingency that

some Americans feel regarding terrorism.
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Table 3.1. Threat Perception of Terrorism in the Wited States

All Democrats Republican  Independent
Very Unlikely 33 % 44 % 23 % 31 %
Somewhat Unlikely 25 % 27 % 25 % 23 %
Neither Likely Nor Unlikely 16 % 14 % 20 % 20 %
Somewhat Likely 17 % 12 % 24 % 20 %
Very Likely 4 % 2% 5% 6 %

U. S Survey: Inyour opinion, what is the likelihood that there will be a major terrorist attack in

the United States tomorrow?

the USSC finding, one in five Americans thoughiraminent terrorist attack was likely to
occur. Only 4 % believed that an imminent attack wery likely to occur. Thus, these data
confirm that America adequately represents a laerisity environment where terrorism is seen
as being a remote threat. The next section inteslthe U.S. survey experiment and examines

the coercive effectiveness of terrorism in thisdexposure environment.

3.2 The U.S. Survey Experiment

Following the convention of experimental surveyedsh on foreign policy issues (Tomz 2007;
Trager and Vaverick 2011), the questionnaire belgyntelling respondents that “The following
guestions are about U.S. foreign policy. You wekd about a hypothetical situation similar to
situations our country has faced in the past atidowobably face again. Different leaders have
handled the situation in different ways. | willsdebe one approach American leaders have

taken and ask whether you approve or disapprotieapfapproach®

3 Appendix A provides the full text of a sample yv
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Next, all respondents received a vignette abowaally car bomb attack in the United States,
killing 10 people and injuring many others. Thegrezshown an image of an actual car bomb
attack to help increase the realism of the situatiod evoke emotions related to coercive
terrorist crises. They learn that the perpetrataroup with possible links to al-Qaeda, demands
the release of one of its leaders from prison willtcommit more attacks if the government
does not release him: “Pull back your dogs frommaople, and release our leader from your
prison — or else there will be no safe place forome in America. If you do not free him, we
will continue to tear your hearts out with explesyand surround your every post with our
bombs. We give you this final warning that an oceiblood will be spilled.”This language
came from an actual al-Qaeda statement to help thaksituation as realistic as possitie.

The respondents then find out about the immediztiers taken by the President, who is
affiliated with either the Democratic Party or Rbpcan Party. “The [Democratic or
Republican] President immediately increased secatitirports, train stations, government
buildings and other major public spaces. The Pesgidtated that additional intelligence and
military resources would be brought to bear agdimstgroup and related threats.” Because |
found no statistical difference between the predidéparties in the United States, the analysis

below aggregates them into incumbent supporteroppdsition supportefs.

39 See Evan Kohlman, “Video Threat to Lebanon frorhQaida in Greater Syria@lobal Terror Alert, 25
May 2007. Accessed 5 April 2011.

http://www.globalterroralert.com/images/documerd§ipc07/gaidashams0607.pdf

“0 The reputation of political parties is thoughbminfluential on voter attitudes (Petrocik 1996h@itz 2005;
Baum and Groeling 2010; Trager and Vavreck 20Plitical parties often develop long term reputasi@n
different policy issues (Downs 1957; Petrocik 199B) the United States, for example, the Republiarty

maintains a more “hawkish” reputation on natioredgity issues than the Democratic Party. Frosf@wpoint,
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The independently and randomly assigned treatnielhsv. In the first treatment, the
President does or does not concede to the pemetrdemand. Following this action the
President declares, “Americans should go about tieely business. These measures will keep
this country safe.” In the second treatment, thgriaved group does not commit any more
attacks or they commit 9 additional attacks, kil total of 100 people within one yéar.
Based on the history of terrorism in the United&tathis is a significant campaign of violence
in a very short period of time. In the final tneant, the political opposition praises or critigze

the incumbent’s conduct of foreign policy. Afterading the vignette, respondents are asked

Republicans are more eager to increase defensdiageand more willing to use military force abrahdn their
Democratic counterparts. In international relatjanseputation for toughness or “hawkishness” ¢gnas strength
and deter unwanted exploitation. At the same terteawkish leader runs the risk of excessive defepsending
and conflict escalation if the disputing sides amevilling to compromise. A reputation for coopévator
“dovishness” can open the door for peaceful diployn&et, it might encourage challenges from oppési@ro
perceive the incumbent government as weak. A tidesder might also lack the credibility or ability
demonstrate that he or she can convince a sogigtysed to an international agreement to go alodgraplement
the deal. When a hawkish party, however, breaks fts unaccommodating tradition and initiates ratitu
cooperation, scholars argue that voters with maxekish preferences can infer that objective coodgirather than
partisanship or ideology prompted the moderatedtipns This change convinces them that accommodas a
reasonable choice sought to benefit the nationetest (Trager and Vavreck 2011). Indeed, Sci{gli®5) makes a
similar argument for why it is politically easierfa hawkish leader to initiate peace negotiataoms conclude a
sustainable settlement. It may in fact have takeNixon to go to China.” Yet, in the context ofazgive terrorism,
there does not appear to be a difference betwessidgntial parties. Thus, party reputations ofkislaness or
dovishness do not influence public perceptiongirorist crises, particularly toward appeasement.

“Lt is important to note that the word “terrorisor’ “concession” does not appear anywhere in theettg or
survey questions in order to avoid priming resposivith highly pejorative terms. Instead, | adoettral

language that simply describes the actions.
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whether they approve or disapprove of how theéeand the opposition elites handled the
coercive terrorist crisi&.

SM Audience, a new Internet-based panel highleotifte of the U.S. population,
administered the U.S. stu#y. The sample closely matches the U.S. Censusfi@sitin on
gender, age, and geographic region, more so thag mgh-quality Internet-based panels. Itis
well-balanced on political ideology and partisapshOn ideology, 41% self-identified as liberal
and 39% as conservative. On partisanship, the s&@e on a 5-point scale was 2.8, where a
Republican is scored as &5 The subject-pool does slightly skew on Interrseige, income and
education, but no more than other frequently emgddynternet-based panels. Nevertheless, the
statistical analysis below confirms that theseedéhces, while small, have no bearing on the
results. Table 3.2 provides comparative demogcapt@akdown between the U.S. sample, the
U.S. Census, and the un-weighted Annual Nationattiein 2008-9 Panel, which provides a

useful benchmark for high quality Internet-basetgias (Berinsky, Huber and Lenz 2012).

2 Respondents gauged approval according to a 5 palittal scale. In the analysis below, | transfapproval
into a binary variable in which approval includbege who “strongly approve” and “somewhat approve.”

*3 The primary method of recruitment into the pasesM surveys. Over 30 million unique respondenssvan
SM surveys sent out by their subscribers each mamidividuals who participate in these surveystasen recruited
into the Audience panel subject pool, which overetihas become a very large diverse group of pdugidy
representative of the U.S. population. For eactiidnce project, individuals are selected at ranétom this panel
and asked to take a survey. Participation is dpti@untary, and informed consent is done priotaking a survey.
After completing the survey, participants get tovaie $0.50 to a participating charity of their céiog, such as
Boys and Girls Clubs of America, Girls for Changeach for America, and the Humane Society of thi#ddn
States. This incentive limits problems that caseafiom offering cash rewards, and encourages negms to
provide honest, thoughtful opinions.

“ As a point of comparison on partisanship, the AhiNational election 2008-9 Panel was 2.9.
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Table 3.2. Comparing U.S. Sample “Audience” to ANEP and U.S. Census

Demographics Audience  ANESP U.S. Census
Female
47.6 % 57.9 % 51.5%
Age
18-29 10.7 % 8.3% 224 %
30-60 455 % 62.1 % 447 %
>60 30.3% 29.6 % 23.8%
(Mean on 3-point scale, 3 = >60) 2.22 2.13 2.02
Education
Not a High School Graduate 2% 3.3% 12.9 %
High School Graduate 9.7 % 15.6 % 31.2%
Some College, but No Degree 254 % 36.9 % 16.8 %
Associate’s or Bachelor's Degree 33 % 24.6 % 28.5
Advanced Degree 28.3% 19.6 % 10.5%
(Mean on 5-point scale) 3.77 3.03 2.9
Household Income
Less than $15,000 55% 13 %
Less Than $20,000 7.2 %
$15,000 - $24,999 11.9%
$15,000- $29,999 10.7 %
$20,000 - $34,999 10 %
$25,000 - $34,999 11.1%
$30,000 - $49,999 21.7 %
$35,000 - $49,999 129 % 141 %
$50,000 - $74,999 20.4 % 22.5% 20.6 %
$75,000 - $99,999 16.7 % 153 % 12.2%
$100,000 or more 31.1% 24.3 % 20.1 %
Ideology
Extremely Conservative 4% 3%
Conservative 19.9% 17 %
Slightly Conservative 15.1% 12 %
Moderate, In the Middle 14.5 % 22 %
Slightly Liberal 15.1% 9%
Liberal 19.2% 10 %
Extremely Liberal 6.8 % 3%
(Mean on 7-point scale, 7 = Extremely Liberal) .0 3.77
Party ID
2008 Vote Cast for President Obama (Democrat) %65 52.9%
Democrat 33.8% 342 %
Independent, Leans Democrat 15.9 % 10.6 %
Independent 14.5% 15.1 %
Independent, Leans Republican 10.1 % 10.4 %
Republican 24.3% 29.8 %
(Mean on 5-point scale, 5 = Republican) 2.76 2.9
Region
Northeast 20.5% 16.9 % 18 %
Midwest 21.4% 28.3 % 22 %
South 31.6 % 314 % 37 %
West 24.4 % 23.4% 23 %

Note: Age and Party ID were aggregated on common compgsnemenerate comparable scales.

85



3.3 Results

3.3.1 TheCost of Appeasement and Terrorism

| begin by considering how government appeasemehtearorism affect approval of the U.S.
President. Figure 3.1 shows the levels of leadpraval at all outcomes of the terrorist crisis.
The black lines above and below each point estima®5 percent confidence intervals.

As Figure 3.1 demonstrates, approval is high wtherPresident does not make a concession,
the attacks stop, and the leader receives praigetfie opposition elites, a situation similar to
the United States after the September 11 terrattiatks. In contrast, approval is low when the
government makes a concession and when the agdmgeap executes a terrorist campaign
against civilians. Averaging across all outcoméemthe leader makes a concession, approval
for the President is 29.6%. When the leader doesnake a concession, approval is much
higher for the President at 73.6%. Yet, the aggdegroup’s decision to execute a terrorist
campaign is also costly. If the President makesneession and the group engages in more
attacks, approval plummets by 12.8 percentage p¢irmm 33.8% to 20.9%). If the President
does not make a concession and the group engagesénattacks, approval declines by 13.3
percentage points (from 82.1 to 68.8%). All ofshelifferences are highly significant at the
0.001 level.

On the open-ended portion of the survey, | askspardents why they approved or
disapproved of how the leader handled the cri&islong those who approved of the prisoner
release, the reason was almost always becausaeiti ¢éhe current terrorist campaign. In the
words of one respondent, “American safety is momngdrtant than one [prisoner].” For those
who did not approve of concessions, the most commason was overwhelmingly that it

demonstrated weakness and would encourage futackst Other common reasons, though not
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Figure 3.1. U.S. Presidential Approval in Coerciv@errorist Crisis
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to the same extent, was that the United Stateddhewer negotiate with terrorists or the
prisoner should not be released because he brekawhand thus should remain in prison.

To more formally test the hypotheses, | employe&sgion analysis. | model the binary
measure of democratic leader approval as a funofitime experimental manipulations and a
series of demographic control variables — gendgr, education, income, perception of the
national econom§y” political ideology, partisanship, and respondeawkishness. | calculated
hawkishness according to a militarism dispositicore based on how respondents answered the
following four questioné® (1) Some people feel that in dealing with othetiams the United
States government should be strong and tough. Oteelthat the U.S. government should be
understanding and flexible. Which comes closeh&way you feel — that the U.S. government
should be strong and tough or understanding anfe® (2) Which do you think is the better
way for us to keep the peace — by having a veongtmilitary so other countries won't attack
us, or by working out our disagreements at thedoangg table? (3) To what extent do you agree
with the following statement: “The U.S. governmehbuld maintain its position as the world's
most powerful nation, even if it means going to ek of war.” (4) In your opinion, how
important is it for the United States to have arggrmilitary force in order to get our way with
our adversaries? Respondents who answered “sarmh¢pugh,” “having a very strong
military,” “agree strongly,” and “extremely import# for the four questions respectively had the
highest militarism score (out of 14 possible pdintRespondents who answered “understanding

and flexible,” “working out our disagreements a thargaining table,” “disagree strongly,” and

> Scholars have long found that perceptions of #t®nal economy, so-called “sociotropic judgmentst&n
influence political attitudes. See Kinder and Kietd979; Lau and Sears 1981; Fiorina 1981; LewsiB1988;
Markus 1988; Mutz 1992, 1994; Funk and Garcia-Mdr$&7.

“® Hurwitz and Peffley (1988) have validated thesestjons as a good measure of militarism.
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“extremely important” had the lowest militarism seo For simplicity, | deemed a respondent a
“hawk” if they scored greater than 8. This thrddhadlows for individuals who answered
“dovishly” on the first two questions, but demoiaséd indifference on latter two questions to be
counted as a dove. It also falls just below threga mean of militarism, which was 8.9.

As is true with virtually all survey data, Americegspondents did not always answer every
guestion in the questionnaire, which leads to a édsvaluable information and potentially could
bias the estimates and inferences (King et al. 0To account for these non-responses, |
multiply imputed the missing values with a bootgpiag algorithm that imputes=>5 values for
each missing cell in the data matrix, reflecting tincertainty about the missing d&taBy
doing so, | was able to preserve all observatiomsaaoid non-response estimation bias.

Table 3.3 provides the coefficient estimates amaisostandard errors from three separate
logistic regressions. The results demonstratedhel of the experimental manipulations have a
strong statistically significant effect on apprqwal in the expected direction. To interpret the
substantive impact, Figure 3.2 provides the matgiffacts for each of the main independent
variables’® Controlling for all other variables, Model 1 red®that a concession decreases
approval of the President by 42 percentage poi@isnilarly, the group’s decision to execute a
terrorist campaign decreases leader approval Ipefidentage points. Thus, the data provide

overwhelming support for theoncession Hypothesis andthe Terrorist Campaign Hypothesis.

“"| have complete information on 93.5 % of the W&a.

8| used Amelia Il to generate five imputed data seith no missing records. See Honaker, King, and
Blackwell 2009. Regression analysis without impota does not affect the findings.

9| calculated all expected first differences by siating changes in the expected value of each beriaf
interest while holding all other variables constattheir mean, E(Y|X1)-E(Y|X). See King, TomzdaNittenberg

2000.
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Table 3.3: Determinants of Approval in the United $ates

Explanatory Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
8/ (SE) 8/ (SE) 8/ (SE)
Concession (&39 — (339
Terrorist Campaign (%%7 (g 154? - (g15)8
Praise %.%)g*) 2)212) 8)..(3)
Female (81?;2 %ﬁ) (832
Aoe 009 oy 009
Education (26(.)(% ) %_%;L) %.%E)
Income 23-0%())4 Eg-&? Eg.b%c)m
Economic Pessimism (go%f (8006; Eg.bof)f
w o m
Militarism 2)11 ) ((())1(21? 8).. 111)
Incumbent Supporter 8)31?) %'212) %ﬁ)
Opposition Supporter (8125 (81285)3 (31474)'
(Praise * Opposition) - - ?o'{s)
Intercept %.Zs) 2)_ _%1 :7L) % gz;

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisiefia separate logistic regression in which theddent
variable is the binary measure of presidential apglt Robust standard errors are in parenthesedeM only
includes instances of presidential appeasement.

" p< 0.001; " p<0.01;*p<0.05" '"'p< 0.1
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An important extension to the current analysi®isdnsider who exactly supports the
President when he or she makes a concession enasgtrgroups. Model 2 uses the same
predictors as Model 1, but subsets the datasattode only instances when the President makes
a concession. Not surprising, the presence afrarist campaign decreases presidential
approval by about the same magnitude as the prewmael. In other words, populations will
become outraged if the President makes a conceas@attacks do not stop. The model also
reveals, however, that military dispositions haweeffect on approval. As Model 2
demonstrates, dovish voters are no more willingotasider appeasing terrorist groups than their
hawkish counterparts. Thus, thilitary Disposition Hypothesis is rejected.

It is also important to note that gender and age laasignificant effect on respondent
perceptions of appeasement. For a female, theadagsproving the President are 1.51 times
higher than for a male approving. Similarly, yowadylts are more likely to approve of the
President when he makes a concession than olderidgane thereby suggesting a generational

effect in the United States.

3.3.2 TheMediating Effect of Partisanship and Opposition Praise

Turning to the elite-cue hypotheses, the regresgsults in Model 1 demonstrate that
partisanship and opposition praise play a very mgmb role in shaping public perceptions in
coercive terrorist crises. American respondents support the President’s party are 7.8% more
likely to approve of presidential decision-makimghe crisis. This swing in approval is nearly
as large as the effect of a terrorist campaigrDefocratic respondent from California
succinctly voiced the importance of partisanshigl@open-ended portion of the survey that

asked why they approved or disapproved of how tiesi@ent handled the situation. He did not
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Figure 3.2: Substantive Effects on Approval in théJnited States
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approve of the President, even in the absencewdrgment appeasement and a terrorist
campaign, because of party politics. In his wottleate Republicans!” Thus, these findings
provide strong support for theartisanship Hypothesis.

The data also reveal that opposition praise previdaders with a boost in popular support.
Model 1 predicts that when the opposition respdadsrably to the incumbent’s decision-
making, leader approval increases by 4 percentamgesan the United States. To better
interpret these results, it is important to detemivhat constituency is most likely affected by

opposition praise. As we have just seen, partyhalgnt between the incumbent and respondent
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provides an increase in approval across all coisisomes. Consequently, opposition praise is
most likely affecting respondents who associaté wie opposition party.

Model 3 reanalyzes the relationships in Model 1,dulds an important interaction variable:
opposition praise multiplied by respondent parfitiafion with the opposition. This variable
tells us if opposition praise specifically affeatdividuals who affiliate with the opposition party
or coalition. As the regression results demonstitéie interaction variable is positive and
statistically significant. Holding opposition psai constant, American respondents who affiliate
with the opposition party are 8.1% more likely ppeove of the President in all crisis outcomes.
It is important to emphasize that this is a segméatpopulation generally unsupportive of the
incumbent, and its aggregate effect largely dependse proportional size of the opposition
affiliates. Thus, an argument can be made thabsippn praise is much more substantively
important than its coefficient size suggests.

In addition, the data demonstrate that oppositiamsp operates in another very important
way. It mediates public evaluations of governmageasement. Model 2 reveals that when the
opposition praises the President when he or shesmakoncession, the odds of a respondent
approving the President are 1.3 times higher tha@nwhe opposition criticizes the President.
This effect is especially strong when appeasentepsduture extremist violence, which can be
seen very clearly in Figure 3.1. If the leader esaé concession and the group does not engage
in more attacks, approval of the President incrielyel2.1 percentage points (from 26.5% to
38.6%). This result is highly significant at th®@1 level. As an American female from Ohio
put it, “The [opposition] leaders’ support did rall on party lines but aligned for the greater

good of the country.” Overall, these findings aonfthe Opposition Praise Hypothesis.
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Given the importance of opposition reactions ima@st crises, it is important to consider
when these elites have an incentive to praise tbgident. To get a handle on this issue, | asked
respondents to gauge approval of how the opposilites handled the crisis since they too are
office-seeking. The data show four distinct patserFirst, the opposition has an incentive to
praise the President when he makes a concesst®staps future terrorist violence. Opposition
approval increased by 7.4 percentage points (frbr2% to 39%) when they praised the
President in this scenario. Second, the oppoditasan incentive to criticize the President if the
concession does not stop future. In this casep@ppn approval decreased by 14 percentage
points (from 37.4% to 23.3%). Third, the oppositltas a large incentive to praise the President
when he does not make a concession and terrooistnze stops. Here, opposition approval
increased by 59.5 percentage points (from 10.0%)7 Lastly, the opposition does not have an
incentive to criticize the President when he dastsmake a concession and the United States
becomes the victim of a sustained terrorist campapproval decreased by 55.5 percentage
points (from 67.7% to 12.3%). These differencesadl significant at the 0.05 level and beyond.
Thus, the incentives of U.S. opposition elitesd@pendent on both the President’s decision to
appease extremists and whether attacks contint@obguite in the way that th@pposition
Incentives with Attacks Hypothesis andOpposition Incentives with Appeasement Hypothesis
predict. If the President does not make a conaestie opposition should always praise the
President even if it leads to a sustained terroastpaign. If the President makes a concession,
the opposition should only praise the Presidenti@ads to a cessation of violence. If it does
not, they should criticize. This follows the “hedlg their bets” logic discussed in Chapter 2.

Though, it is important to reiterate that this lodoes not hold under all conditions.
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3.3.3 The Coercive Effectiveness of Terrorism in the United States

The data confirm that government concessions anaori@n are very costly to leaders in
political terms, and at the same time, partisanahgbelite cues mediate public reactions in
coercive terrorist crises. This section now coasdhe extent to which terrorism is coercive in
the United States. For terrorism to be coerciMeader needs to have an incentive to make a
concession to the aggrieved group. The costd@rfarist campaign must outweigh the costs of
government appeasement.

Figure 3.3 compares leader approval following acession to leader approval following a
terrorist campaign. The black lines above andweaach point estimate are 95 percent
confidence intervals. Averaging across all outcenvben the aggrieved group commits a
terrorist campaign, approval for the Presidentli8%. Averaging across all outcomes when the
American President makes a concession, approd@lis This difference of 21.3 percentage
points is highly significant at the 0.001 levelhuE, American leaders do not face strenuous
coercive pressure to make a concession to extr&mist

This finding is robust, even when taking into aaaotine possibility that a concession will
end future violence. If the leader makes a conoesad the group does not engage in more
attacks, expected approval is 33.8% for the Prasidiethe leader does not make a concession
and the group engages in more attacks, approgdl.8o for the President. Furthermore, taking
opposition elite cues into account, approval follogva concession, cessation of violence and
opposition praise is still lower than approval deling no concession, an escalation of terrorist
violence and opposition criticism. This can benseFigure 3.1 by comparing the far left and

far right columns?® What this demonstrates is that a commitment pralir the public’s belief

* These differences are all highly significant beydime 0.01 level.
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Figure 3.3. The Coercive Effectiveness of Terrorisrm the United States
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about the extremist group’s willingness to endtdreor in exchange for a concession does not
necessarily prevent leaders from granting conceso negotiating with extremists. This
outcome should occur anyway because approval afessions is still comparatively lower than

approval after a terrorist campaign even when testocredibly commit to a ceasefire.

3.4  Conclusion

This chapter considered the consequences of cedrmirorism on public opinion in a strategic
environment seldom exposed to terrorism. As thegpber demonstrates, the United States fits
the bill as she has had sporadic terrorism througher history. Moreover, Americans largely

view terrorism as an unusual phenomenon. Fronp#rispective, it is not surprising that most
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viewed terrorism as a new threat following the $ayder 11 terrorist attacks. More than a
decade since these heinous attacks, they stilbtigiew terrorism as a major or imminent threat
to their personal security.

The results from the U.S. experiment demonstrateubter evaluations of leader
performance are highly dependent on governmentessnens and intransigence, the level of
terrorism, partisanship and the reactions of thgosjtion elites in parliament. A concession
decreases presidential approval by 42 percentages@nd a sustained terrorist campaign
decreases approval by 11 percentage points, thetgdporting th€€Concession Hypothesis and
Terrorist Campaign Hypothesis. American respondents who support the Presideatty are
8% more likely to approve of his decision-makingoss all crisis outcomes in support of the
Partisanship Hypothesis. Opposition praise has a dramatic effect on pyterceptions in
terrorist crises, boosting public approval by 4ceetage points in the United States, thereby
supporting thépposition Praise Hypothesis. This effect is particularly strong in building
support when a leader makes a concession. Moreopposition elites are incentivized by
public opinion during terrorist crises. In parfewy they have an incentive to praise the President
when he does not concede to the demands of ais¢igovup and when he makes a concession
that stops future terrorist violence. Finallgdanost importantly, there are no conditions that
provide a strong political incentive for the Presitito make a concession to extremists even in
the face of increasing violence. The next chafpiers to a strategic environment where the
population is highly exposed to terrorism and paditviolence, Lebanon, to determine if public
attitudes in coercive terrorist crises move inmilsir way or present a stark contrast to the

United States.

97



CHAPTER 4

Terrorism, Coercion, and Public Opinion in Lebanon

Rafiq al-Hariri, former Prime Minister of Lebancamd Walid Jumblatt, the most prominent
leader of the Druze community, used to debate wbiehof them would be the first to be
assassinated.Such discussions would seem like an exaggerateceen in most countries, but
not in Lebanon. Since the outbreak of the Leba@@akWar, terrorism had become an
unfortunate and consistent phenomenon in the cgargolitical culture. Indeed, fate would
have it that Hariri would be the unlucky one. GhFebruary 2005, a car bomb of around 1,000
kilograms exploded next to Hariri's motorcade iorft of the St. George Hotel in west Beirut,
killing the former Prime Minister and 21 others.

This chapter considers the extent to which temoigenerates coercive pressure on leaders
through public opinion in a strategic environmeighly exposed to terrorism, Lebanon. | begin
by discussing Lebanon’s turbulent contemporaryystvith respect to confessional politics and
terrorism. | underscore that, while Lebanon haemat a period of relative stability following
the Lebanese Civil War, politically motivated terson continues to be a serious threat to
Lebanese security. In the next section, | pregensurvey design and methodology that | used
to obtain a nationally representative sample 0@ ,Debanese adults. | then report the results of

the experiment and | explore the extent to whidytthiffer from the United States.

! Michael YoungThe Ghosts of Martyrs Square: An Eyewitness Acaoilintbanon’s Life StrugglgNew

York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2010), p. 25.
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4.1 Lebanon’s Turbulent History

4.1.1 Sectarianism and Civil Conflict

Sectarianism and violence have stifled Lebanonlgigal development since her inception into
the modern state systémFollowing the San Remo Conference in 1920, tivitdey known as
Greater Syria, which was formally part of the OteonEmpire, became a mandate under French
trusteeship. France immediately divided the taryiinto two separate states, Syria and
Lebanon, and demarcated the borders of Lebanarchade the Syrian maritime coast, Tripoli in
the north, Saida (Sidon) in the south, the Beqailey in the east, and Beirut as the capitol.
The new geographical size created a precariousdmlaetween the Christian and Muslim
populations. Although it secured a Christian mgjpwhich was the intention of France, it
decreased their proportion to nearly one-half.

In 1926, Lebanon promulgated a democratic congtrithat structured political power
according to the principle of consociationalism;@nfessionalism” in the Lebanese context —
the number of parliamentary seats needs to be gropal to the demographic size of each
religious community. The government used the 1@#1sus, and later the 1932 census, to

determine the number of representatives for eanfession. From 1932 until 1972, the ratio of

2 Even before statehood, Lebanon has been a unigegiment in multicultural and multireligious
interdependence. Various confessional groups beckpendent on foreign powers, including the Ottoma
Empire, France, and Great Britain in order to resalisputes and maintain the fragile political dquum.
Moreover, the precarious balance between the ltte major civil strife, as was the case with 1860 Civil
War. See Ussama Makdi3ihe Culture of Sectarianism: Community, Historyd &fiolence in Nineteenth-Century
Ottoman LebanofBerkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2008nd Hafeez Malik, “Lebanon as an
Experiment in Multicultural Interdependence,”lisbanon’s Second Republic: Prospects for the Tweinsy

Century ed. Kail C. Ellis (Gainesville, FL: University s of Florida, 2002), pp. 14-22.

99



Christian to Muslim seats in parliament was 6 tb 5. addition, the unwritten National Pact of
1943 necessitated that the Lebanese President ttebegrom the Maronite community, the
Prime Minister needs to be from the Sunni commuibg the Speaker of Parliament needs to
be from the Shi'i community.

The inflexibility of Lebanon’s power sharing arramgent, in combination with the
Palestinian refugee crisis that resulted from ©481War of Israeli Independence or Nakba
(meaning “catastrophe” in Arabic), led to the ewmhbreakdown of Lebanese sociétfrom
1975 to 1990, Lebanon underwent a devastating walthat ravaged the population. Everyday
life became riddled with targeted assassinatioiasiadppings, robberies, and indiscriminate
bombings and shootings. Throughout different pha$é¢he conflict, Christians killed Muslims,
Muslims killed Christians, Christians killed Chigsts, and Muslims killed Muslims. Moreover,
Syrian and Israeli forces complicated things furth@ 1976, Syrian troops entered Lebanon to
curb the fighting in Damascus’ favor. Likewisegtisrael Defense Forces (IDF) invaded
Lebanon (first in 1977, and later in 1982) in aefaipt to stop Palestinian guerillas from

launching raids into Israel, to convince the Lelsgngovernment to take control of their state, as

3 It is important to note that the government hastaken another official censesen to this dagut of fear that
it would delegitimize Christian dominance or grgatlter this power sharing arrangement.

* In the wake of the 1948 war, approximately 100,P@estinian refugees, predominantly Sunnis, skitie
Lebanon. The government did not offer citizensdtijintegrate the Muslim refugees into Lebanesee$pciue to
the sensitive demographic equilibrium. The isald®alestinian refugee camps immediately became ladubof
political activity and a staging ground for guexildttacks into Israel. This prompted Israeli regdrattacks targeting
both the Palestinians for committing the attacks tlie Lebanese government for not reigning in @Ralestinian
guerillas. After the 1969 Cairo Agreement, thmpa becamee factoautonomous mini-states that fueled

Lebanese resentment and suspicion over Palesgingana designs for Lebanon.
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well as an attempt to obtain a peace treaty withaben. Israel remained in southern Lebanon
until withdrawing in 2000. Syria continued to opguhe rest of Lebanon until 2005.

Throughout the 1980s, Lebanon became a lightnidgfderrorist activities. Lawlessness
and anarchy allowed terrorist organizations, siugctha Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine and Abu Nidal, to operate with completpunity. Following the 1982 Israeli
invasion, a radical Shi’i resistance movement daiezbollah, meaning “Party of God,” formed
to defend Lebanon and act as an extended armroéirdoreign policy. Hezbollah was
connected to the bombings of the U.S. embassy)t8emarine barracks, and the U.S. embassy
annex between 1983 and 1984, which killed over&2@rican servicemen. In addition, it was
responsible for a series of kidnappings and execsitof Westerners inside of Lebanon.

Beirut was also at the center of the infamous TWR Bijacking. In June 1985, Lebanese
gunman affiliated with Hezbollah and Islamic Jithajdcked a civilian airliner en route from
Athens to Rome and diverted it to Beirut. Thedkgrs demanded the release of over 700 Arab
prisoners held in Israeli jails, and they condemdéesl. operations in the Arab world, its
financial aid to Israel, and the assassinatiomrgiteof Hezbollah's spiritual leader Sheikh
Muhammad Hussein Fadlallah. Over the course o$tiredoff, the Boeing 727 shuttled back
and forth between Algiers and Beirut exchangingsahostages for jet fuel. To demonstrate
that the hijackers were serious about their demahdyg shot passenger Navy Petty Officer
Robert Stetham in the head and tossed his bodytbatmrmac of the Beirut airport. On the
third and final stop to Lebanon, the remaining bgsets were taken to undisclosed locations in
the Beirut suburbs. The hostages were eventuallyeohto Syria and released to U.S. custody

on June 30. The following day, Israel released A prisoners claiming that the decision to
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free them had been made prior to the hijackinge fEst of the detainees were repatriated to
Lebanon by September 0.

In hope of ending the civil war, concerned Araliegantervened in 1989. The Arab League
created the Tripartite High Commission, consisthghe leaders of Algeria, Morocco, and
Saudi Arabia. Under the auspices of the commi@G2anembers of the Lebanese parliament
reached an agreement in Ta'if, Saudi Arabia. Aditay to the Ta'if Accord, Muslim-Christian
representation in parliament would become equalaretithe powers of the Maronite President
would be greatly diminished — the cabinet woulddmee the executive authority and the Sunni
Prime Minister would become the single most impartéecision-maker, especially on foreign
policy.? In addition, all militias needed to disband aed@mmission their arms, with exception
to Hezbollah because it was deemed as the proteg#inst Israel.

The Prime Minister and commander of the Lebanesg at the time, Michel Aoun, rejected
the agreement because it did not address the Sycaupation of Lebanon. As a result, the Ta'if
Accord was not immediately implemented and fightogtinued for another year. Under the
cover of the Persian Gulf crisis, the Syrians deelg routed General Aoun and forced him into

exile. The Lebanese Civil War finally ended in @m#r 1990, and Syria became the dominant

® For an excellent discussion on these events, &diyawith regard to U.S. decision-making during tterrorist
crisis, see David C. WillsThe First War on Terrorism: Counter-Terrorism Pgliduring the Reagan
Administration(Lanham, MD: Rowman &Littlefield Publishers, In2Q03), pp. 89-137.

® Tareq Y. Ismael and Jacqueline S. Ism@elyernment and Politics of the Contemporary Midggest:
Continuity and ChangéNew York, NY: Routledge, 2011): p.269. Also sezsBel F. Salloukh, “The Art of the
Impossible: The Foreign Policy of Lebanon,”Tihe Foreign Policies of Arab States: the Challenfe
Globalization ed. Bahgat Korany and Ali E. Hillal Dessoouki {{©athe University of Cairo Press, 2008), pp. 297-

300.
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power broker in Lebanese affairs for the next 1&ye Approximately 100,000 Lebanese were

killed and 900,000 were displaced from their homhesng the course of the civil war.

4.1.2 Terrorism and Sectarianism in Post-Civil War Lebano
Although Lebanon entered a new period of relatioitipal stability, terrorism and sectarianism
continued. The country weathered three major wateslitical terrorism since 1990.The
first wave occurred from November 1990 to March1l88rresponding to operation Desert
Storm in which 34 nations (including 9 Arab statesined a coalition to expel Iraqgi forces from
Kuwait. Saddam loyalists detonated over 25 boratigeting embassies, banks and cultural
centers affiliated with the countries in the coattforces. The attacks caused severe property
damage, but only a few causalities. At the enthisfwave, there were two noteworthy attacks
not connected to the Gulf War. On March 20, Lelmém®efense Minister Michel Murr
narrowly escaped a car bomb in Beirut that killeghepeople and wounded 35 others. On
March 29, another powerful car bomb exploded naakranenian Orthodox church in Beirut,
killing four people and wounding 22.

The second wave of terrorism corresponded to Israetupation of southern Lebanon
between 1990 and 2000 as well as reverberationstiie Lebanese Civil War. Rocket attacks,
remote explosives and other retaliatory raids betwerael, its Lebanese proxy the South

Lebanese Army, Palestinian guerillas, and Hezbalftdn claimed the lives of civilians in the

"“Background Note: Lebanon,” The United States Depant of State Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs,2201

Accessed 1 September 20hitp://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/35833.htm

8 Archives of major international news papers idedivia Lexis Nexis and the Global Terrorism Datsé are
the main sources for the data. See National Cansofor the Study of Terrorism and Responses toorsm

(START). 2012. Global Terrorism Database [GTD 12008]. http://www.start.umd.edu/gtd
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south and the Bega’a Valley, a territorial stronghaf Hezbollah. In addition, several attacks
occurred unrelated to the Israeli presence. Own\ehber 1991, a massive bomb exploded at
the American University of Beirut, destroying tleadmark administration building and clock
tower, but causing no causalities. On 20 DecerhB®1, a car bomb exploded on a crowded
street in the Muslim district of Basta in Beiruil)ikg 30 people and wounding about 120. On
20 December 1993, an explosion ripped through timest@@an Kata'ib (Phalange) Party
headquarters in Beirut, killing 3 people and wowmgdlL30 others. Then on 27 February 1994, a
bomb detonated at a church in Jouniyeh, killingerfsunday worshipers and wounding 53
others.

From 2004 to 2007, Lebanon underwent a third wdvercorism in the form of political
assassinations. The following list of high profilesassinations highlights how volatile

Lebanon’s political environment remains:

» 1 October 2004 — a 35 pound car bomb targeted DMEzand Foreign Minister
of Economy and Trade, Marwan Hamadeh. The attdigdkis driver, but only
seriously injured the minister.

* 14 February 2005 — a powerful car bomb exploded theamotorcade of former
Prime Minister Rafiq al-Hariri killing him and 24leers, as well as injuring 100
people. Given the importance of this event in apahg the political landscape of
Lebanon, | will discuss it in more detail below.

e 2 June 2005 — a bomb exploded in the car of Sammsk, a columnist for the al-

Nahar newspaper and vocal critic of the Syrianmegi
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e 21 June 2005 — a car bomb killed George Hawi, méoreader of the Lebanese
Communist Party and critic of Syria.

e 12 July 2005 — a bomb exploded next to the mot@cddhe Deputy Prime
Minister Elias Murr, killing one person and injugiri2 others.

» 12 December 2005 — a parked car exploded nexetedhicle of MP Jubran
Tuwayni, killing him and 3 others.

e 21 June 2006 — unknown assailants gunned dowreReaamayel, a Lebanese
cabinet minister and opponent to Syria.

e 13 June 2007 — a large car bomb killed MP WalicbEadd ten civilians, as well
as injuring 11 others.

* 19 June 2007 — a car bomb explosion killed 7 pemgleding Antoine Ghanem,
a member of the Kata’ib party, and injured 56 ather

e 12 December 2007 — a 77-pound car bomb killed BregaGeneral Francois al-

Hajj and injured 6 others.

Although the above account highlights three idmaliwaves of terrorism, it is not exhaustive
in fully characterizing Lebanon’s turbulent envinoant. Other bombings and attacks targeted
public, private, and government areas throughaattuntry at this time. Moreover, it is
germane to mention two other violent episodesdbatot neatly fit into the three waves. From
July 12 to September 8, 2006, Israel and Hezbelaled a devastating war against each other

that killed 1,200 Lebanese (most of them civilianjured 3,600, displaced 800,000, and
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severely destroyed large parts of southern LebandrBeirut's eastern suburbsThen from
May 2007 to June 2007, the Lebanese army facddesittance from Fatah al-Islam, a radical
Salafist group with links to al-Qaeda, in the Pttean refugee camp of Nahr al-Bared just
outside of Tripoli. Some Lebanese even sugges&hiani political groups are aiding al-Qaeda

linked groups in order to act as a counter-weigthtiézbollah.

4.1.3 The Hariri Assassination and Modern Lebanese Palgi
The narrative so far has established that terronasbeen an integral part of Lebanon’s history.
Not only has it had a profound impact on the LeBar@mnsciousness, as | will demonstrate later,
but it also has been a powerful factor in reshagiegcontemporary politics in Lebanon. The
assassination of former Prime Minister Rafiq aliH#argely defines the current political
landscape. Hariri was a prominent Sunni businessaiep gained much of his wealth as a
contractor in Saudi Arabia. Following the Leban€sél War, he became the Prime Minister,
first from 1992 to 1998 and then from 2001 to 2004wus, he oversaw much of the post-civil
war rebuilding of the country.

Hariri’s biggest challenge was coordinating poligtween Beirut and Damascisindeed,
the relationship had been complicated. On thehamel, the Syrians needed Hariri to maintain
an Arab consensus on the Syrian occupation of Lebhaklariri was the Saudi Arabian confidant

who would guarantee that consensus. On the o#ret, ISyria wanted to control Lebanese

®lan J. Bickerton and Carla L. KlausnérHistory of the Arab-Israeli Conflic6" Ed. (New Jersey, NJ:
Prentice Hall, 2010), p. 375.
19 As discussed earlier, Syria had had troops in hebaince 1976 and had become the ultimate povaéebr

in Lebanon since 1990.
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decision-making from Damascus and attempted tckldoy overt expression of Lebanese
sovereignty'!

Tension between the two reached unprecedented|ev2D04. Syrian President Bashar al-
Assad pressed for a constitutional amendment thatdrextend the term of the pro-Syrian
President of Lebanon, Emile Lahotfd.Hariri firmly opposed the bill, and Syria was
determined to change his mind through threats atnaidation. According to Walid Jumblatt,
Assad threatened Hariri in an August meeting ggatmat “Lahoud is me, if you and Chirac want
me out of Lebanon, | will break Lebanol."The situation worsened after the United States an
France co-sponsored United Nations Security Colreslolution (UNSCR) 1559 on September
2. The resolution called for all remaining foreiigmces to withdraw from Lebanon and for the
disbanding and disarmament of all Lebanese and_erbanese militias. Damascus held Hariri
directly responsible for UNSCR 1559 because heshad/ over French President Jacques
Chirac and arguably could have stopped the resolutiDespite the international effort, Syria

ultimately prevailed. On September 3, a majoritparliament, including Rafig al-Hariri, voted

" Young 2010, pp. 25-6.

2 The Lebanese constitution stipulated that theigees could only serve one six-year term, and ajalls
brazenly sought to amend it for his own politicatls. By the end of his first term, Lahoud had méj@ancial
connections with the Assad family, and thus it wiolénefit both parties if he remained as President.

13 Young 2010, p. 26. New York Times reporter Neild#arquhar also documents this conversation. Sée Ne
MacFarquhar, “Behind Lebanon Upheaval, 2 Men’s featélash,” The New York Time&0 March 2005.

Accessed 23 August 2011.

http://www.nytimes.com/2005/03/20/international/dligeast/20lebanon.html?ei=5094&en=441b692d8cOefhfa&

=&ex=1111294800&partner=homepage&pagewanted=all&pws
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in favor of extending Lahoud'’s presidential terifhe following month, Syria ordered the Prime
Minister to resign, and shortly after he obligéd.

The relationship between Damascus and the formereRvlinister continued to unravel in
the subsequent months. In December 2004, a snoalp @f Lebanese politicians opposed to the
Syrian occupation met at Le Bristol Hotel in Beirtthis “Bristol Gathering” consisted of
traditionally anti-Syrian Christians, some formeplp-Syrian allies, most prominent being
Jumblatt, and several members of Hariri’'s Future/&oent. On 2 February 2005, the Bristol
Gathering demanded the complete withdrawal of Syoia Lebanor® Officially, Hariri
remained neutral. But in the weeks before hissassation, he and his supporters began to voice
support for the Bristol Gathering. Michael Youtigg opinion editor for th®aily Star
newspaper in Lebanon, argues that Assad fearedhdrat, backed by the international
community, might do to Syrian domination in Lebandfi]ts paranoia with regard to Lebanese
Sunni mobilization, fortified by Christian and Deuantipathy, which risked giving the wrong
ideas to Syria’s own majority Sunni population duley a minority Alawite regime — all this
made the former Prime Minister a premier targétTen days later, Hariri was killed by a
massive car bomb in west Beirut.

The Hariri assassination galvanized anti-Syriartisemnt and created the present political

cleavage in Lebanon. In the following weeks, Megtgquare in downtown Beirut became a tent

julia Choucair, “Lebanon’s New Political MomenEarnegie Endowment for International Pegbéarch
2005).
!> Nada Raad, “Opposition Demands Total Syrian Widd from Lebanon, The Daily Star3 February

2005. Accessed 23 August 23 201ttp://www.dailystar.com.lb/News/Politics/Feb/03/@sition-demands-total-

Syrian-withdrawal-from-Lebanon.ashx#axzz1ViNr1ptO

% Young 2010, p. 26.
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city for anti-Syrian protestors. Hezbollah inijatemained neutral on the “Independence
Intifada” or “Cedar Revolution” as it became toks®wn?!’ Yet, the “Party of God” benefited
from the Syrian occupation. It was the only nmalifillowed to retain its arms after the civil war.
Damascus permitted the movement to maintain arpemtent and complex intelligence
network. Moreover, areas controlled by Hezbollabame autonomous mini-states within the
state. For these reasons, many observers suspleatddiezbollah was somehow responsible for
the assassination. If it had not directly partgal in the assassination, it certainly should have
known about such an elaborate assassinatiortdlot.

As opposition against Syria and Hezbollah grew,Sh& movement concluded that it
needed to break the momentum of the Cedar Revaolutin March 8, Hezbollah organized a
rally of hundreds of thousands of pro-Syrian primessat Riad al-Solh Square, only a few blocks
away from Martyrs Square. During the rally, HasBkasrallah, the leader of Hezbollah,
publically thanked Syria for what it had done fahblanon and “reminded” the international
community that the Lebanese people wanted to safddgbeir “historic and special ties with
Syria.”® On March 14, the anti-Syrian movement consistigainly Sunnis, Christians, and
Druze responded with the largest rally in Lebandmssory, calling for complete withdrawal of
Syrian forces. Substantial pressure from the Madthmovement, in combination with help

from the international community, forced Syria taharaw in April 2005.

7 Adnan EI-Ghoul, “Hizbollah Won't Take Sides in RifThe Daily Stay 24 February 2005. Accessed 24

August 2011 http://www.dailystar.com.lb/News/Politics/Feb/24#Hullah-wont-take-sides-in-

rift.ashx#axzz1ViNriptO

18 Indeed, the UN Special Tribunal in Lebanon thaestigated the assassination immediately implicStgia
and indicted four members of Hezbollah for theinmection to the assassination in June 2011.

¥ Young 2010, p. 51.
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The March & and March 14 camps still define Lebanese politics today. Therdh &
Alliance is pro-Syrian, anti-West, overwhelmingliii$and led by Hezbollah. The March'4
Coalition is anti-Syrian, pro-West and Saudi Aralpiiedominantly Sunni and led by the Future
Movement, now under the leadership of Saad al-Hé#ne son of Rafiq al-Hariri. Although the
Sunni-Shi‘a rift best characterizes the Mar€ha®d March 14 divide, other confessions have
filtered into these camps. Two of these groups Maronites and the Druze, warrant further
discussion due to their critical roles in Lebanesktics.

The Maronites, the largest Christian confessiobebanon, had been anti-Syrian throughout
the post-civil war period. The community, howevsFcame divided after General Michel Aoun
returned from exile in May 2005 and following tleterase of Samir Geagea from prison in July
2005. As mentioned earlier, Aoun is one of the tnposminent politicians of the Maronite
community. He was former commander of the Lebaaesy, and following the constitutional
crisis of 1988, he became the Prime Minister ifation of the National Pact, which reserved
the position for a Sunni Muslim. In March 1989, uhodeclared a “liberation war” against the
Syrian forces, but he was forced into exile in ®eto199C*° Within a year of his return,

Aoun’s political party, the Free Patriotic Movemginonically sided with the March"8Alliance,
the bloc associated with Syrian and Iranian intsreAoun most likely believed that siding with
March 8 provided him the best chance of becomiegixt president of Lebanon. It certainly

helped to separate himself from his biggest Maeopdlitical rival, Samir Geagea.

%0 This would not have been possible without Ameriapproval. In exchange for Syria’s military supptor
expel Saddam Hussein from Kuwait in Operation DieStarm, the United States agreed to give Syri@e-fiand in
Lebanon. Kail C. Ellis, “The Regional Struggle fabanon,” inLebanon’s Second Republic: Prospects for the

Twenty-First Centuryed. Kail C. Ellis (Gainesville, FL: University &s of Florida, 2002), p. 38.
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Geagea was the former head of the Lebanese Fardebecause of his anti-Syrian
positions, was the only militia leader who did neteive amnesty as part of the post-war
reconciliation process. After March &dcured a majority of seats in the 2005 electiom, t
government freed him from prison, and Geagea guicikhed the March 12 movement. As a
result, the Maronite community split its supportvbeen him and Aoun. Thus, the Maronite
community remains divided between the MarcH aad March 8 coalitions.

Lastly, the Druze, a heterodox community with anegtionally secretive system of religious
beliefs that developed out of"l tentury Ismailism, had been allies with Syria thgisout the
post-civil war period. Yet, Syrian arrogance otrexr Lahoud constitutional amendment angered
prominent politicians from the Druze community, redynJumblatt, the leader of the Socialist
Progressive Parfyl. Always keen on the changing political winds, Jiattjoined the
opposition and attended the Bristol Gathering.eAthe assassination of Rafiq al-Hariri, he
brought the Druze into the March™1€oalition.

Jumblatt stayed in the March%€oalition until the political winds once again laago
change. On the international level, Saudi Aralid the United States began to improve their
relationship with Syria; and in March 2008, Britaihe Druze’s strongest international ally,
announced that she was willing to negotiate wital¥ddlah’s political wing. These moves sent a
strong signal to the Druze leadership that theyishalso repair their relationship with Syria.

On the domestic level, Jumblatt worried about teieg power of Hezbollah and the

possibility that the UN Special Tribunal in Leban@&TL) would spark another civil waf.

L See Choucair 2005.
2 Michael Bluhm, “Analysts Attribute Jumblatt's Chgmof Heart to International shift toward Syria,” 4

August 2009. Accessed 8 August 20kttp://www.dailystar.com.lb/News/Politics/Aug/04/alysts-attribute-

Jumblatts-change-of-heart-to-international-shiftsiod-Syria.ashx#axzz1ViNriptO
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March 14 fervently supports the STL to uncoverttiigh about who assassinated Rafiq al-Hariri.
Hezbollah condemns the STL as a western plot tenmithe the party. As for the Druze
community, they simply do not want to get caughthie middle of this Sunni-Shi’i tinderbdx.
For example, Hezbollah fighters seized large pafrtgest Beirut and surrounded Jumblatt’s
compound in the Chouf Mountains in May 2008 whadling for a unity government. This
show of force convinced Prime Minister Saad al-H&oi give Hezbollah 11 of the 30 seats in
his cabinet, enough to veto any policy unfavorablthe movement. Due these factors, the
Druze leader formally switched from the MarcH"Xoalition to the March'8Alliance in
January 2010, bringing down the MarcH"¥égime and replacing it with a March 8
government under the leadership of Prime MinistajiiNMikati.*

To summarize, this section provided backgroundlelmanon’s turbulent political history
regarding terrorism and sectarianism. Althoughk {lmung Arab nation entered a period of
relative stability following the devastating ciwdar, violence and sectarianism still continue to
affect her political development as a modern stalast as | did in the United States, | asked
Lebanese respondents how likely they thought thetrarist attack would occur in Lebanon
tomorrow. The results, presented in Table 4.1,alestrate that the Lebanese do, in fact,
perceive a heightened threat from terrorism asbioee narrative suggests. One in three
Lebanese believed that there would be an immirtéamtlain Lebanon. Recall only one in five
Americans believed that an imminent terrorist &taes likely to occur in the United States.

Thus, these data, in combination with the histbmaaratives, confirm that Lebanon is a fruitful

% Young 2010, p. 235. In June 2011, the STL indictenembers of Hezbollah renewing fear that thenBun
Shi’a rift could erupt into conflict.
4 The idea here is that the new government will gnévhe STL from arresting members of Hezbollahictvh

has the potential to tear apart the country.
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Table 4.1. Threat Perception of Terrorism in Lebamn

All March 14 March 8 Independent
very Unlikely 36 % 34 % 40 % 37 %
Somewhat Unlikely 13 % 15 % 14 % 9 %
Neither Likely Nor Unlikely 9% 7 0 9 % 7 %
Somewhat Likely 23.9 % 25 % 22 % 25 %

Very Likely 10.3 % 10 % 11 % 11 %

Lebanon Survey: In your opinion, what is the likebd that there will be a major terrorist
attack in Lebanon tomorrow?

case to understand the consequences of terrorigalgit opinion and government decision-
making in a violent and polarized political envinoent relative to other countries. The next
section discusses the Lebanon survey experimenthantethodology that | used to obtain a

large representative sample of the Lebanese adpitlation.

4.2  The Lebanese Survey Experiment
Following the same set up as the U.S. survey exyaari, the questionnaire begins by telling
respondents that “The following questions are alhebanese foreign policy. You will read
about a hypothetical situation similar to situati@ur country has faced in the past and will
probably face again. Different leaders have hahtlie situation in different ways. | will
describe one approach Lebanese leaders have tatersla whether you approve or disapprove
of that approach®

All respondents were then presented the vignetbaetadodeadly car bomb attack, this time in

Lebanon, killing 10 people and injuring many otheffiey were shown the same image of a car

% Appendix B provides the full text of the Lebanamey.
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bombing that was shown in the United States to imelease the realism of the situation and
evoke emotions related to coercive terrorist criSHse same perpetrator as before demands that
the Lebanese government release one of its le&dengrison or it will commit more attacks.
Likewise, all respondents received a descriptiommwhediate actions taken by the Lebanese
Prime Minister, who is affiliated with the Marchl€oalition. “The Prime Minister, who is
affiliated with the March 14 Coalition, immediately increased security at tradi@RHariri
International Airport, government buildings andetimajor public spaces. The Prime Minister
stated that additional intelligence and militargaerces would be brought to bear against this
group and related threats.”

The respondents subsequently received the indepdypdnd randomly assigned treatments
embedded in the vignette. In the first treatm#re,Prime Minister does or does not concede to
the perpetrator's demand. Following this actiom Bmime Minister declares, “Lebanese citizens
should go about their daily business. These measutekeep this country safe.” In the second
treatment, the aggrieved group does not comminaong attacks, or it commits 9 additional
attacks killing a total of 100 people within oneayeThis terrorist campaign is exactly the same
magnitude as the U.S. survey experiment and, gsréweous section demonstrates, still
represents a significant campaign of violence wery short period in Lebanon. In the final
treatment, the political opposition, who is frone tiarch & Alliance, either praises or criticizes
the March 14 Prime Minister’s conduct of foreign policy. Aftezading the vignette,
respondents are asked whether they approve orulsapof how their leader handled the

coercive terrorist crisi€

% Respondents gauged approval according to a 5 palittal scale. In the analysis below, | transfapproval

into a binary variable in which approval includbege who “strongly approve” and “somewhat approve.”
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Figure 4.1. Distribution of Questionnaires (%) perLebanese Qada
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Information International, an independent regiaeakarch and consultancy firm based in
Beirut, fielded the survey experiment from Julyt@August 05, 2011 on a nationally
representative sample of 1,000 Lebanese adultobféon nationwide representation, the firm
distributed the questionnaires across all 26 Ledai@adas or districts according to the number
of registered voters and confessional distributibeach Qada as per the official statistics of the
Ministry of Interior and Municipalities for the yed010. Figure 4.1 provides the percent of
guestionnaires distributed per Qada. Table 4.2iges the distribution breakdown according to

confession.
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Table 4.2. Lebanon Survey Demographics

Demographics Percentage Demographics (Cont'd) Percentage
Female Druze 55%
48.1 % Catholic 5.2 %
Armenian Orthodox 3%
Age Alawi 0.8 %
21-29 27.9% Armenian Catholic 0.7 %
30-60 64.9 % Protestant 0.1%
>60 7.2% Other 1%
(Mean on 3-point scale, 3 = >60) 1.79
Ideology
Education Extremely Conservative 6.2 %
llliterate 1.9% Conservative 4.4 %
Primary Education 9.9 % Slightly Conservative 5%
Intermediate Education 20.3 % Moderate, In the Middle 31.4%
Secondary School 255 % Slightly Liberal 3.6 %
Vocational Studies/Technical School 52% Liberal 16.9 %
University (BA/BS) 30.8 % Extremely Liberal 28 %
Graduate Studies (MA or Higher) 5.5% (Mean egooint scale, 7 = Extremely Liberal) 4.71
(Mean on 7-point scale) 4.34
Party ID
Household Income (Monthly) March 14" Coalition 29.1%
Less than $333 3.9% Independent, Leans MarttCbélition 4.1 %
$333 - 500 13.2 % Independent 255 %
$501 - 1,000 30.3% Independent, Leans MarchAliance 6.1 %
$1,001 - 1,500 23.2% MarcH 8lliance 30.6 %
$1,501 - 3,000 15 % (Mean on 5-point scale Nbarch &' Alliance) 291
$3,001 - 5,000 2.4 %
$5,000 or more 1.5% Region / Governorate
Beirut 13.8%
Confession Békaa 16.3 %
Shi’i 27 % Mount Lebanon 24.1 %
Sunni 27 % Nabatiyé 11.6 %
Maronite 22 % North 23.1 %
Greek Orthodox 7.7 % South 11.1%

Note: A comparison with census data is not possible ialo®n because the government has not taken a cgneasl932. Political ideology does not have
exactly the same meaning in Lebanon as it dodseitunited States.
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Informational International adopted a multipleggtg@robability sample to ensure a truly
randomized representative sample of householdsesmpidndents in Lebanon. The first stage
involved selecting cities and villages in a wat thecurately reflected the population size and
confessional diversity. The second stage conswtsgstematically selecting households at
random in each neighborhood according to the estimaumber of buildings in the
neighborhood. The third stage involved selectipgimary respondent 21 years or older within
each household based on the most recent birthifllye relevant respondent was not home at
the time of the interview, the fieldworker wouldum two times for a follow-up interview
before declaring a non-response. In a few insgrmétural factors interfered with the selection
methodology. For example, in some areas the hiethe dousehold refused to allow selected
females to participate. The firm sampled 1,084tadn order to obtain a sample of 1,000 adults
with a gender distribution consistent with the ugtage population. In the fourth stage, the
fieldworkers assigned each respondent one of tig geatment groups according to a table of
randomly generated numbers. This method ensuegetery Lebanese adult had an equal
chance of inclusion and placement into one of tbatinent groups, with no one allowed to self-
select into the sample. To account for non-respoisthe survey, | multiply imputed the

missing values using Amelial.

4.3 Results
4.3.1 The Cost of Appeasement and Terrorism
Figure 4.2 provides a graphical summary of howotesm, government concessions, and the

reaction of the opposition elites affect leaderrapgl ratings at each outcome of the coercive

27| have complete information on 97.5 % of the Lebadata.
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terrorist crisis. The percentage of Lebaneseahpptove of how the March T4rime Minister
handled the terrorist crisis are within each bapbr The black lines above and below each
point estimate are 95 percent confidence intervals.

As was true in the U.S. survey experiment, apprevalgh when the leader does not make a
concession, the attacks stop, and the leader ecpnaise from the opposition elites. Approval
is low when the government makes a concession &t the aggrieved group executes a
terrorist campaign against civilians. Averagingoas all outcomes when the Lebanese Prime
Minister makes a concession, approval is 25.4%emthe Prime Minister does not make a
concession, approval is much higher at 70%. Yshedore, the aggrieved group’s decision to
execute a terrorist campaign is also costly. dfnime Minister makes a concession and the
group engages in more attacks, approval plummel®t8/percentage points (from 33% to
13.5%). If he does not make a concession andrthegengages in more attacks, approval
declines by 14.2 percentage points (from 78.5%1t8%). All of these differences are highly
significant at the 0.001 level.

On the open-ended portion of the survey, | askegandents why they approved or
disapproved of how the Prime Minister handled iheation. Among those who approved of the
prisoner release, the reason was almost alwaysibedaended the current terrorist campaign.
In the words of one respondent, he supported timePvlinister’'s decision because “if the
terrorist stays in prison more attacks will occukdr those who did not approve of a concession,
the most common reason had to do with the inhepeality of making a concession — that is,
giving up something that he or she preferred tesess. In particular, the Lebanese emphasized
justice, explaining that if the individual brokeetlaw then he needs to be punished by the law.

In most cases, respondents bluntly called for tisoper to be “executed” without question. The
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Figure 4.2. Lebanese Prime Minister Approval in Corcive Terrorist Crisis
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second most common explanation, however, followesety to that given in the United States.
The Lebanese emphasized that releasing the prisboered weakness and encouraged other
terrorist organizations to commit terrorist attaockgebanon.

To further test the hypotheses, | employ logisggression analysis by which the binary
measure of democratic leader approval in the ceeteirrorist crisis is a function of the
experimental manipulations as well as several deapdgc control variables — gender, age,
education, income, perceptions of the national esgn political ideology, and partisansHtp.
Table 4.3 reports the coefficient estimates andisbbtandard errors. The results reinforce the
findings in the United States. Each of the randations has a strong statistically significant
effect on approval all in the expected directidm interpret the substantive impact of these
variables, Figure 4.3 provides the marginal efféateach of the main independent variables.
Controlling for all other variables, Model 1 reve#hat a concession decreases approval of the
Lebanese Prime Minister by 47 percentage poinisil&ly, the extremist group’s decision to
execute a terrorist campaign decreases leadenagnp 16 percentage points. Thus, the data
once again provide overwhelming support for@mcession HypothesadTerrorist
CampaignHypothesis

Considering the strong effect of a government ession on public approval, it is once again
germane to consider who is most likely to suppdeaaer who appeases terrorist demands.
Model 2 subsets the data to include only incidehishen the Prime Minister makes a
concession. This analysis provides several keglmsi First, as was true in the United States,

individuals become angry if their government makesncession and the aggrieved group still

% n this case, | was unable to test for dispositiohmilitarism. Nevertheless, the U.S. case destmates that

such concerns had no bearing on public evaluatbtise terrorist crisis.
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Table 4.3: Determinants of Approval in Lebanon

Explanatory Variable Model 1 it (S
B/ (SE) B/(SE) B/(SE)
Concession (5137? B (5138?
Terrorist Campaign ((5)1971)r ((:)Lzze) (8197?
Praise 2)?5) 2)22) %-219)
Female (811)9 (8265 (gllfsz
R T
Education 25_%‘2) 25.?)2) %.%)g)
Income %_%%) ((?81 %-%%)
Economic Pessimism (8015% %_%g) (8015%
Ideology Eg_b%? E(()).b% Eg-b%:)g
Incumbent Supporter %_ﬁ;* 2)'25) : 2)%?
Opposition Supporter (S% Eg_'sgl ((())24215)}
(Praise * Opposition) N N 8)93%
Intercept %gg) ((:)L764A)r %.?32)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisiefia separate logistic regression in which theeddent
variable is the binary measure of approval. Robtasidard errors are in parentheses. Model 2 sesial by
concession.

"% p < 0.001; **p<0.01;*p<0.05" '"p< 0.1
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engages in a deadly terrorist campaign. Understtegario, approval decreases by 19
percentage points. Secondly, gender has a stfteai en public approval, but in a different
direction than in the United States. Women in loelvahave a strong abhorrence to government
appeasement relative to men. Specifically, changender from a man to a woman decreases
approval by 10.2%. Thus, if there is a bias oo@avention against granting a concession to
extremists who employ terrorist tactics, it holtt®sger for women than men in Lebanon.

Lastly, opposition praise has a strong independgeatt on support for concessions, increasing

approval by 14 percentage points, an issue thabwitliscussed in the next section.

4.3.2 The Mediating Effect of Partisanship and OppositidPraise
Turning to the elite-cue hypotheses, the resuliainle 4.3 demonstrate that coalition affiliation
and opposition praise play a very important rolshaping public opinion in coercive terrorist
crises. First, individuals who affiliate with thaling coalition are much more likely to approve
of the Prime Minister irrespective of how the @isituation unfolds. Approval for the March
14" Prime Minister increases by 15% if an individufiliates with the March 14 Coalition, an
effect nearly as large as a sustained terrorispesggn. Several respondents succinctly voiced
the importance of coalition affiliation on the opended portion of the survey. One male
respondent from Zahlé stated that “Everything Mdréldoes serves the benefit of Lebanon.”
Another respondent, a female from Tripoli, puhieven more straight forward terms, “We are
with March 14 to death, even if they are wrong!hug, these data confirm tRartisanship
Hypothesis

Second, opposition praise for the Prime Minist@vpes a large boost in public support.

Approvalincreasesy 10 percentage points when the March B4ime Minister received praise
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Figure 4.3. Substantive Effects on Approval in Lebaon
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from the leaders of the Marcl{'@lliance. To better interpret this result, we mksep in mind

what constituency opposition praise likely affectSince party alignment between the Prime

Minister and the respondent has a strong relatiprigiespective of opposition praise, it is safe

to say that this variable is not influencing a#ies of the incumbent coalition. Rather,

opposition praise most likely affects supportershef opposition coalition bloc. As one March

8" supporter from Tyre expressed, “I'm with Sayyedsstn Nasrallah?®

2 Recall that Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah is the leafddezbollah, the strongest party in the MarfhA8liance.
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As | did with the U.S. data, Model 3 reanalyzestdlationships in Model 1, but adds the
interaction variable opposition praisaultiplied bysupport for the opposition coalition. The
regression coefficient is positive, which demortsgahat opposition praise specifically affects
the attitudes of individuals who affiliate with t@position coalition. In fact, they are 15%
more likely to approve of the March"1#rime Minister when he receives praise from the
leaders of the March™®Alliance. Remember, this is a segment of a pdjmriahat is generally
hostile to the incumbent coalition, and its efflacgely depends on the proportional size of the
opposition affiliates. Thus, this variable is munbre substantively important than its
coefficient size suggests.

Third, the data reveal that opposition praise enatinost when a leader makes a concession.
Approval for a leader who makes a concession acelves opposition praise is 43%. Approval
for a leader who makes a concession, but doesneivie support is 24%. As a result,
opposition praise provided a bump of 19 percengenets for the Prime Minister (p<0.001).
One Lebanese female from the Baga’a Valley whdiatffis with the March '8 Alliance
expressed this sentiment. She supported the Mar&trime Minister simply because “March 8
agreed with him.” Another female respondent fronMEtn explained that, “I generally agree
with March 14, and what the Marcl &aders declared is a start for stability in Lelrarwhere
both sides can finally agree.” Overall, theseifigd provide strong support for tgpposition
Praise Hypothesis

Now that | have established the political inceasiwf the Lebanese Prime Minister, it is
important to turn to the political incentives o&tbpposition elites. When does public opinion
motivate elites to praise or criticize the Primenidier’s decision-making in a coercive terrorist

crisis? To get a handle on this issue, | gaugédigpapproval of how the opposition elites
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handled the situation. Just as in the United Staéite results confirm that public opinion creates
political incentives for the opposition that limttgeir freedom of reaction. This is not
conditional on whether violence escalated, buteratim the basis of whether the Prime Minister
makes a concession. The Lebanese population vetigropposed MarchBelites criticizing

the Prime Minister when he did not make a concesaial attacks continued; approval was at 24
percent. As one female affiliate of March Bom Tripoli explained, “There is no space for
criticism because the criminal must be eliminate@3dmpare that to how the Lebanese
population reacted to opposition praise in the saraet scenario; approval was at 66.7 percent.
A comparable outcome occurs when a Prime Ministeken a concession and attacks stop.
March 8" leaders received only 36% approval when they eddise Prime Minister for stopping
the attacks with a concession, and obtained 54.A&nwhey criticized him. In short, this

finding supports th©pposition Incentives with Appeasement Hypothesis

4.3.3 The Coercive Effectiveness of Terrorism in Lebanon
Now we turn to the most pressing question: to vexéent is terrorism effective at generating
coercive pressure in Lebanon? For terrorism todagcive, it must be the case that the Prime
Minister has an incentive through public opiniomtake a concession. Figure 4.4 compares
leader approval following a concession to lead@rayal following a terrorist campaign. The
black lines above and below each point estimat®amgercent confidence intervals.
Averaging across all outcomes when the aggrievedpgcommits a terrorist campaign,
approval for the Lebanese Prime Minister is 44%erAging across all outcomes when the

Prime Minister makes a concession, approval is%5.Zhis difference of 18.6 percentage
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Figure 4.4. The Coercive Effectiveness of Terrorisrm Lebanon
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points is highly significant at the 0.001 levelheFefore, as was the case in the United States,
Lebanese leaders do not face strenuous coercigsyseeto make a concession to extremists.
This finding holds even when taking into accouma possibility that a concession will end
future violence. If the leader makes a concesammhthe group does not engage in more attacks,
expected approval is 33.3% for the Lebanese Prinméstdr. If the leader does not make a
concession and the group engages in more attgmby\al is 64.3% for the Lebanese Prime
Minister. Furthermore, taking opposition elite suieto account, approval following a
concession, a cessation of violence and oppogitiaise is still lower than approval following
no concession, an escalation of terrorist violearo# opposition criticism. Thus, a commitment

problem does not seem to be the issue in Lebantreddnited States. Approval of
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Figure 4.5. The Costliness of Terrorism in Lebanomnd the United States
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concessions after a group credibly commits to aefee is still comparatively lower than
approval of no concession and escalation of threrist campaign.

Finally, it is important to make a comparison begwé¢he costliness of a terrorist campaign
in Lebanon to that in the United States. While Aicans and the Lebanese both disapprove of
concessions more than a terrorist campaign, Figlireeveals that a terrorist campaign is more
unpopular in Lebanon than in the United StateserAging across all outcomes with a terrorist
campaign, approval for the Lebanese Prime Ministdrd% and approval for the American
President is 51.3%, a difference of 7.3 percenpagats (p < 0.01). This confirms that
populations highly exposed to terrorism, like irbhaon, seem to become sensitized to it.
Testing these effects more formally with regressinalysis provides a more incomplete picture,

however. The coefficient for attacks in Lebandhd4) is larger than the United States (-0.57),
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but the confidence intervals overlap. This congmrican be seen more clearly by comparing
the substantive effects of a terrorist campaigiméUnited States (Figure 3.2) and in Lebanon
(Figure 4.3). Thus, th€errorism Fatigue Hypothesis partially accepted and the

DesensitizationHypothesigs rejected.

4.4  Discussion

Overall, the results from the experiments demotesttaat voter evaluations of leader
performance are highly dependent on governmentessnans and intransigence, the level of
terrorism, prior population exposure to terrorigrartisanship, and the reactions of the
opposition elites. These factors structure thentiges of leaders in coercive terrorist crises.
They also help to reveal the effectiveness of tesno as a coercive strategy.

Current research on coercive terrorism tends todan the costliness of terrorist violence or
the costliness of concessions without fully expigrhow both mechanisms simultaneously
structure leader incentives through public opinidinis experimental research sought to bridge
these approaches into one analytical frameworknds that, as expected, both factors
negatively affect leader approval in coercive tastacrises. Yet, it sheds light on what is more
costly. The costs of appeasement far outweigltaises of a terrorist campaign. Thus, terrorism
is not a very effective coercive strategy, andnitpact on government policy should not be as
large as commonly thought.

Three important caveats warrant further discusskarst, although the experiments did not
reveal any condition by which terrorism can be saitde coercive, it does not mean that
terrorism can never be coercive. Theoreticallgreicould have been a much more dramatic

effect on public opinion if a terrorist campaignsvaore destructive than what was described in
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the survey vignettes. If we assume, for instaadaear impact on public opinion, the
experimental results suggest that it would takertist campaign three times more intense in
Lebanon and four times more intense in the UnitiatieS before the costs of terrorism surpass
the costs of concessions. If the effect of eanfotist attack monotonically decreases (i.e.
diminishing marginal returns), it would take sulpsi@ly more attacks® While this may be
possible, even the most powerful terrorist orgaiors lack the capability or reach to produce
such chaod' The historical record simply does not presenarltel scenario. At the very least
this research reveals that the costs of a verpsetand plausible terrorist campaign do not
exceed the costs of government appeasement in_bbdmon and the United States.

Second, terrorism could be coercive if the cossppleasement are somehow diminished.
As the experimental results indicate, terrorisrstil costly for leaders, and it very well could be
the difference between a leader winning and loamelection (Berrebi and Klor 2006, 2008).
Consequently, it is in their political interestgrevent a terrorist campaign from happening, and
a concession may be one way to do that if the ajsigppeasement are low enough. It might be
possible, for example, to spin the policy of appeasnt and make it seem that the government is
not relinquishing to terrorist threats. A govermnmight also be able to hide a concession from
the public eye, which may help to explain why testogroups often do not issue public
demands. Many concessions, however, are difftoudpin or keep quiet, especially if it
involves major shifts in foreign policy, such as tiedeployment of military troops. Well-known

terrorist groups, the type that would have the bayato execute a sustained terrorist campaign,

% Investigation into the cost functions of terrorisma promising avenue of future experimental refea
31 Nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorist grolqusyever, would dramatically change this calculation

(Allison 2004).
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probably could not hide their demands even if twapted to by the mere fact that they are
known. Moreover, it is doubtful that terrorist ggs would not want to publicize their victory as
a way to help with membership recruitment (Lake2@henoweth and Stephan 2011). If the
public were to learn that a concession was inrfzade, it would become a clear political liability
and the opposition would likely seize on this vuai®lity.

Third, although most citizens learn about a testaricident through the media, as the
experiments capture, respondents did not haveptienoto learn about the crisis through
alternative channels. For instance, witnessingttatk in person or losing a loved one in the
incident may generate reactions different thandghmeduced by learning about the event from
the media (Hayes and McAllister 2001). Likewiseygrnment reactions to the terror, such as
increased security at public spaces or surveillafio#tizens, could affect public evaluations of
the government if they actually have to bear thomsts. Expanding the analysis to investigate
how these factors simultaneously impact leader@a@biprovides a promising area for future
research, albeit impossible to study through expenital design.

It is also important to emphasize the significané rof partisanship and the reactions of the
opposition elites in shaping public attitudes iem@ve terrorist crises. Coalition alignment
between voters and the incumbent guarantees somnevap even if there is an escalation of
violence or if the leader makes a concession. |&ilyj opposition praise provides a boost in
approval, especially when leaders accommodatedhwdds of the aggrieved. This
demonstrates that beliefs, particularly toward agpenent, are malleable, and they are not
uniformly distributed across individuals. Thisding, for example, might help to explain Israeli
attitudes toward the 2011 agreement between Hanthiseael to exchange over 1,000

Palestinian prisoners for Gilad Shalit, a captusedeli soldier held in Gaza since June 2006.
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The political elites on the right and left were riganited in support of the deal, and Israel
public opinion reflected this sentiment. In a pmhducted by the Dahaf Institute, 79% of
Israelis supported the prisoner exchange and @iy dpposed it (Ynetnews 2012).

Finally, the findings make a significant contrilmrtito our understanding of public opinion in
international crises. “Rally-round-the-flag” evergire common outcomes following instances of
acute violence, such as the September 11 teraitétks. This outcome, however, is far from a
foregone conclusion. The decisions of the incurhgemernment, the aggrieved challenger, and
the opposition elites during the conflict procebsantribute to whether the masses will rally or
become utterly disapproving of their leaders. dctfthe results of the experiments indicate that
the event-based variables, particularly the reaaticthe government, may matter the most. This
conclusion differs from that of scholars who emprasghat rally events are solely the product of

the decision of opposition elites to support thimbent’s decision-making in the crisis.

4.5 Conclusion
This chapter considered the consequences of cedmmirorism on public opinion in a strategic
environment highly exposed to terrorism. Lebarsa prime example because it has been the
epicenter of horrible bouts of terrorism for madnarn 35 years. Indeed, this strategic
environment has influenced the public’s threat gption of terrorism. The Lebanese are much
more likely to expect an imminent attack in Lebatiwen their counterparts in the United States.
Interestingly, the results from the Lebanese arpatt reinforce many of the findings from
the experiment in the United States. Voter evabnatof leader performance are highly
dependent on government concessions and intracggete level of terrorism, the strategic

environment regarding prior population exposurtetoorism, partisanship and the reactions of
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the opposition elites. A concession decreaseappof the Lebanese Prime Minister by 47
percentage points and a sustained terrorist campl@igreases approval by 16 percentage points,
thereby supporting theéoncessiomypothesisandTerrorist CampaigrHypothesis Moreover,

the data reveal that the costs of a terrorist cagnpan approval are 7.3 percentage points higher
in Lebanon, a high exposure case, than the Units@<s a low exposure case. This difference,
however, could not be confirmed with regressionymis Thus, thderrorism Fatigue
Hypothesiss partially accepted.

Public perceptions are also highly shaped by eligs. Lebanese respondents who support
the Prime Minister’s coalition are 15% more likébyapprove of government decision-making
across all crisis outcomes confirming tartisanship HypothesisSimilarly, opposition praise
boosts public approval by 10 percentage pointseinanon thereby supporting tBgposition
Praise HypothesisThis effect is particularly strong in buildinggport when a leader makes a
concession. Unlike in the United States, howespposition elites do not have an incentive to
praise the Prime Minister when he concedes to ¢ineathds of a terrorist group if it stops future
terrorist violence. This finding supports @@position Incentives with Appeasement
Hypothesis

In conclusion, the factors identified in chaptest@icture the incentives of leaders in terrorist
crises. They also help to reveal the effectiveiméssrrorism as a coercive strategy. Overall,
there are no conditions that provide a strong igaliincentive for leaders to make a concession
to extremists even in the face of increasing viokenThe next two chapters take these insights
and apply them to the world’s longest ongoing dispun modern history, the Arab-Israeli
conflict. In doing so, they will shed light onetbie most important questions regarding coercive

terrorism: to what extent can terrorism sabotageace process?
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CHAPTER 5

Terrorism in thel sraeli-Palestinian Conflict

On 13 September 1993, President Bill Clinton weledrRrime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and PLO
Chairman Yasir Arafat at the historic signing ceosmof the Declaration of Principles on
Interim Self-Government. In his opening remarks he praised the Israelirio@ leaders for

their mutual agreement toward reconciliation ancdated that a “peace of the brave is within
our reach.” He also reflected on the tragic legafcyiolence, which for too long characterized
the relations between the Arab and Jewish peopleeiMiddle East. “Throughout this century,
bitterness...has robbed the entire region of itsuess, its potential, and too many of its sons
and daughters,” he said. “The land has been swheel in warfare and hatred, the conflicting
claims of history etched so deeply in the soulhefcombatants there, that many believed the
past would always have the upper hand.”

Clinton’s observation complements an importantiargnt made in the previous chapters —
memories of, and frequent exposure to, violencelmagpotential to affect future attitudes,
especially on issues that pertain to war and pe@bées chapter aims to demonstrate the first part
of this story, that Israel is a prototypical higtpesure environment to terrorism. The previous
findings strongly suggest that the negative eftéd¢errorism on government approval ratings
should be the highest in such strategic environmemhus, this case acts as an empirical upper

bound on the coercive effectiveness of terrorisra mon-experimental setting. The next chapter

! william Jefferson Clinton, “Remarks at the Signinicthe Israeli-Palestinian Agreement,” 13 Septembe

1993. Accessed 20 June 20mh8p://millercenter.org/president/speeches/det@f3
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will then return to the central question. To whatent did Palestinian extremists, who are
operating in this high exposure environment, sajmthe Oslo Peace Process?

Because the focus will be on how Palestinian temoinfluenced Israeli attitudes toward the
peace process, this chapter exclusively examireekstheli experience with terrorism. Of
course, there is another side to the narrativeepted here. Palestinians also have been victims
of Jewish extremism and state retaliatory actiansg, the occupation of the Gaza Strip and West
Bank has created tremendous hardships for Pakssimn a daily basis. These points are
incredibly salient for understanding why peacemagkias been so difficult in this part of the

world, but they remain outside the scope of thajqmt.

51 TheOriginsof Conflict and Early Terrorism

Terrorism and other forms of violence have plagiledHoly Land for more than 100 years as a
product of the Arab-Zionist conflict. Beginningtine 19" century in response to escalating anti-
Semitism in Europe, Zionism was a nationalist mogetthat sought a homeland for the Jewish
people. Palestine, which was controlled by the &linmg Ottoman Empire at the time, was a
natural focal point because of the strong histand religious connection to the land. The local
Arab population, however, overwhelmingly outnumiokttee Jewish population, and they sought
to retain the Arab and Muslim character of the @agiAs Zionist pioneers began to buy land
and immigrate to Palestine, the demographic balataréed to change and the Arab population

became afraid and highly suspicious of Jewish tiuas?

2 0n early Arab reactions to Zionism, see Nevill®andel, The Arabs and Zionism before World War |

(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1976
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Arab attacks against the Jewish population werg/fancommon in this early period.
Between 1881 and 1908, a reported 13 Jews weseal iy Palestinian Arabs. Yet, the number
of casualties grew over the next five years asskesgttlements came under increasing aftack.
By 1913, violence had become routine in the noftRadestine and began to spread to the center
and south of the country because of a lack of abnéxd authority. These early attacks were not
“political” in the sense of being organized or pafre campaign. While they reflected
resentment of the Jewish settlers, they were lagmdntaneous and with local cauSes.

The situation in Palestine intensified dramatic&bijowing World War | and the collapse of
the Ottoman Empire. Britain and France agreedvioe the Ottoman territory, and following
the Treaty of Sévres of August 1920, and latefiegtiby the League of Nations in November
1922, Palestine became a British mandate. Londmrdradminister the territory like a trust
under the supervision of the League of Nationd tim# inhabitants were deemed capable of
independence and self-government.

The British takeover of Palestine initially deligltthe Zionists because London endorsed
the idea of a Jewish homeland in Palestine asateticin the 1917 Balfour DeclaratidrFor the
same reason, the Arab population was outragedesmnsted any British action that appeared to
help the Zionist cause. As a result, rioting amdence broke out in the mandate. The first
major episode occurred in 1920. Palestinian Ardtecked several Jewish settlements in the

Galilee region and anti-Jewish riots spread toskeam. Then in 1921, the violence reached

% Morris 2001, p. 59.
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Jaffa, Petach Tikvah, Hadera, and other Jewish aamtias throughout Palestine. 47 Jews and
48 Arabs died in the skirmishes and scores werendeadf

In August 1929, communal violence broke out agaiddrusalem after right wing Zionists
demanded Jewish control over the Western Wall (aleovn as “Wailing Wall”), the last
remaining remnant of the Second Templ&/hile this event was certainly provocative, the
British inquiry commission led by Sir Water Shawihal that “There can, in our view, be no
doubt that racial animosity on the part of the Aradbnsequent upon the disappointment of their
national political aspirations and fear for thersmmic future, was the fundamental cause of the
outbreak of August lasf” The rioting quickly spread to Tel Aviv, Haifa, f&d, and Hebron, and
by the time the British restored order, 133 Jewsewkdled and 339 wounded. On the Arab side,
116 were killed and 232 were wounded.

London’s inability to satisfy Arab and Jewish demsim the mandate encouraged radicals in
each community to take more drastic action. Inedtudy 1930s, several Arab secret fighting
societies formed, including Jaysh al-Jihad al-Mulgad(Army of the Holy Struggle) headed by
‘Abd al-Qadir al-Husseini, and al-Kaff al-Aswad étBlack Hand) headed by the fiery cleric

Sheikh ‘Izz al-Din al-Qassam. On 15 April 193@assamite gang of armed Arabs set up a

® Jan J. Bickerton and Carla L. KlausnérHistory of the Arab-Israeli ConfligBoston, MA: Prentice Hall,
2010), p. 48.
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roadblock east of Tulkarm and shot dead two Jediisters and wounded another. In
retaliation, members of the Irgun Zvai Leumi, aitaiit group of revisionist Zionists who called
for a Jewish state on both sides of the JordanrRiveve up to a shack near Petack Tikva and
killed two Arab occupants. These events sparkserias of incidents by which Arabs and Jews
attacked one another, looted, and set fire to etwr’s shops and homes. Soon the disturbances
spread across Palestine (mainly targeting thedBjitiand Arab groups and national committees
started to organize major strikes and engagecdhier dorms of civil disobedience, such as
nonpayment of taxes and the shutting down of mpalgovernments. This uprising is known
as the “Great Arab Revolt” because it became thgdst and most protracted uprising against
the British in any country of the Middle East. ®een 1936 and 1939, several hundred Jews
were killed and some property was damaged, buenish settlement was destroy¥d.

The British attempted to resolve the source of Aaatd Jewish violence at the time, but to no
avail. For instance, in 1937, the British sentd_Bobert Peel to investigate the cause of the
Great Arab Revolt. Finding that the Arab-Ziorasiflict was insoluble within the framework
of one state (“a scheme of cantonization”) and th@tmandate was unworkable, the Peel
Commission Report was the first to recommend tladgg®ine be partitioned into separate Jewish
and Arab state§. The Jewish side was cautiously open to the iéeause it would allow
asylum for beleaguered Jews of Europe, particufaniy Germany. The Arab side, however,

insisted that Palestine was indissolubly Arab ajeated the Peel Commission propd3al.

19 Morris 2001, pp. 126, 155-160.
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In 1938, the British once more reevaluated theleftme policy. They concluded that
partition was untenable, and worried that the aoeatf a Jewish state would push the Arabs,
who already had shown sympathy toward fascism atieSgmitism, into the arms of Nazi
Germany and ltaly in the event of another great\adn 17 May 1939, the British issued a
White Paper proposing a ceiling of 75,000 Jewishnignants for five years, and thereafter all
immigration would require Arab agreement. Moregwueimited Jewish land purchases and
called for an independent Palestinian state witforitg rule within ten year$? The Zionists
were outraged because the policy was a full revé@a the Balfour Declaration, as it
effectively abandoned the idea of a Jewish stétee Arabs were also unhappy because it did
not fully stop Jewish immigration or end the Biitigccupation.

As it turned out, World War Il greatly complicatdee future of the mandate beyond what
the British could have imagined. During the cowsthe war, approximately 6 million European
Jews had been systematically murdered by Nazi Geyrmdy 1946, there were an astounding
250,000 Jews living in displaced persons camps. Aaglo-American committees attempted to
tackle the refugee problem in the aftermath ofwiae, but London rebuffed any
recommendation to move Jewish refugees to Palestahey believed it would destabilize the
situation even further.

Because no settlement could be reached underiBlaslership, London concluded that the
Palestine question needed to go before the newdpleshed United Nations. In 1947, the

majority report of United Nations Special CommitteePalestine (UNSCOP) recommended that
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the mandate be partitioned into Arab and Jewislesta Although the Jewish leadership
welcomed this proposal, the Arabs rejected it beeaun their view, the report equated the
claims of new Jewish immigrants to the Arabs who &acestors living there for hundreds of
years:® With little room to negotiate on these terms, hadause the costs of governing the
mandate were unbearable as massacres, riotinghrabdand Jewish terrorism escalated, the
British decided to unilaterally withdraw from Pdies. On 14 May 1948, as the British made
their final preparations to depart, Ben Gurion, ti@st important Zionist leader in Palestine at
the time, proclaimed the State of Israel. Theolwihg day, the neighboring Arab states sent in
their armies, commencing the first Arab-Israeli war

It is outside the scope of this project to accdanevery aspect of the Israeli War of
Independence (also known as the Nakba or “catdsiap Arabic). Historians continue to
disagree on the claims made by both sides. Fopuynose, it is sufficient to note the
consequences of the Israeli victory. The Jewesdpfe finally had a state of their own
consisting of the coastal plain of Palestine amdNkRgev Desert. For the first time in modern
history, Jews from around the world could freelynigrate to the Holy Land, which was
especially important for Sephardic Jews who wowdekpelled from many Middle Eastern
countries after the war. The territorial transferse significant on the Arab side as well. Egypt
took control of the Gaza Strip and Transjordan ifstmobe called Jordan) occupied the West

Bank, including the OId City of Jerusalem. The akso had a dramatic impact on the

15“UN General Assembly Resolution 181 (‘Partitiomf?’) on the Future Government of Palestine,” 29
November 1947, iDbocuments on Palestine: From the Pre-Ottoman/Otioeariod to the Prelude of the Madrid
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Palestinian population. An estimated 600,000 1,0@&0 refugees populated the surrounding
areas of Lebanon, Syria, Iraq, Transjordan, thet\Bask, Gaza Strip, and Egypt.Only
Transjordan offered citizenship to the Palestinihs resided in the West Bank. Lastly, the
Arab military defeat brought upheaval across thabAworld. In July 1952, disgruntled Egyptian
army officers led by Muhammad Naguib overthrew Kikggouk, and in October 1954, the
charismatic Gamal Abdul Nasser became presidetiteafiew Egyptian Republic. Similar
events occurred in Syria as the army led the drshany coups, and the young Hussein Bin
Talal became the King of Jordan after a Palestinationalist assassinated his grandfather King

Abdullah I.

52 TheRiseof Arab Guerrilla Activity and Terrorism
In the aftermath of the 1948 war, Palestinian fegay(meaning “those who sacrifice
themselves” in Arabic) began to infiltrate Isragkéclaim their possessions, harvest their crops,
steal, smuggle, and kill Israelis. Between 1948 B956, the fedayeen killed nearly two hundred
Israeli civilians and scores of soldiéfsIn fact, this issue became a primary motivation f
Israel’s participation in the 1956 Suez War. Aligb the war made Nasser a political hero for
standing up to the western powers after he naimeththe Suez Canal, Israel temporarily
acquired security on her southern border with thaiteon of UN troops stationed in Sinai and
gained shipping access to the Gulf of Agaba.

In 1964, Arab leaders met at the Arab League Headers in Cairo and agreed to sponsor

the formation of the Palestinian Liberation Orgaitiian (PLO) with the stated purpose of

7 Each side blames the other for the catastrophebtifat the Palestinian population.
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liberating Palestine and negating Israel’s righexest. In effect, the Arab states wanted to use
the group to co-opt and restrain the Palestiniarstance movement in order to prevent the
fedayeen from drawing them into another war witaés'® Ahmad al-Shugayri, a Palestinian
lawyer who served as Saudi Arabia’s representatitee United Nations, was elected as
chairman of the PLO, and he began to tour Arabtalspand Palestinian refugee camps to gain
support and recruits. The movement also estalliieePalestine Liberation Army (PLA) with
units based in Egypt, Syria, and Irag. These &ffoere largely a fagade, as al-Shugaryi
prevented the PLO from launching raids into Israat] the Arab states kept the PLA under very
tight control. For these reasons, it was not th® fbut rather al-Fatah (a reversed acronym
meaning “conquest,” taken from Harakat al-TahrW&dtani al-Falastini) that emerged as the
more important Palestinian nationalist movemenhaitime.

Fatah was founded in Kuwait in October 1957 (bdtrdbt fully crystallize until 1962), and
its leaders included Yasir Arafat, Khalil al-Wa#tarouq al-Qaddoumi, Khaled al-Hassan, and
Salah Khalaf. The movement was secular and idexathg in favor of Pan-Arabism, but
believed that this goal could not be achieved wattibf Palestine was liberated through military
action. Syria formed an alliance with Fatah inewrth use the group as leverage against Israel,
and soon Fatah established an armed militia calle@isifa (The Storm). In January 1965, the
group carried out its first attack, targeting ldira@ater installations. By the end of the year,
Fatah claimed to have carried out at least 39 ¢ipesain Israel (a fact disputed by Israel), most
of which were random bombings that inflicted fevgwalties. Shugayri worried about the
growing popularity of the movement, and in 1966slymed an agreement with Syria for full

coordination between the PLO and Fatah. Palestguerrillas, sponsored by their Arab

19 Tessler 1994, pp. 373-4.
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patrons, struck at Israeli patrols and conductederous raids into Israel. Indeed, this became
an important factor contributing to the outbreakhsf 1967 Six Day War between Israel and the
neighboring Arab states of Egypt, Jordan and SVria.

The consequences of the Six Day War (al-Naksaeaibésk” in Arabic) cannot be
overstated. Most clearly, the territorial transferere substantial. Israel conquered the Sinai
Peninsula, the Golan Heights, as well as the Gaga&hd the West Bank, henceforth
occupying the Palestinian territories. This mehat 1.3 million Palestinian were now living
under Israeli control. The aftermath of the waodked to the adoption of United Nations
Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 242 that esshigld the formula of “land for peace” and
secured and recognized borders as a frameworkgeaeeful settlemeAt. The war had a
profound impact on the PLO as well. Shuyqgari nestgas chairman of the organization, and in
1968, the members of the Palestine National CogR8IC) amended the PLO covenant naming
the fedayeen as the nucleus of the armed strugglee( than the Arab states). In another
resolution, the PNC called for Israel to be reptbwefth a secular democratic state in Palestine
for Muslims, Christians, and Jews — though, mangeustood that this position was adopted for
propaganda purposes. Moreover, Fatah emergee aothinant player within the PLO
following the Battle of Karamah in Jordan, and Atalas elected as the chairman of the

executive committee in 1968.
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53  Terrorism GoesInternational

Fatah was not without rivals. In December 19679rGe Habash and Ahmad Jabril founded the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLPnlike Fatah, which did not want to get
involved in inter-Arab state rivalries, this grosipught to radicalize or overthrow the
conservative Arab monarchies, particularly Jordena first step toward liberating Palestine and
establishing a secular Marxist Palestinian stateheir view, the struggle for Palestine was a
critical step in the pan-Arab movement and ultirtyater a worldwide socialist revolution. In
early 1969, Nayif Hawatmah, who more closely fole@\Marxist-Leninist principles than
Habash by arguing that a Palestinian state codidmaccomplished via a working class
revolution brought about through violence, splifdon the Democratic Front for the Liberation
of Palestine (DFLP). Similarly, Ahmad Jabril fazthanother splinter group called the PFLP-
General Command (PFLP-GC), claiming that the PFEB two focused on political issues and
not enough on violence against IsraelAlthough these groups were active members in the
PLO, they often acted independently of the PLOslenimaking structure.

These organizations began the tactic of hijackimmmercial airliners and targeting Israel
and Jewish civilians outside the Middle East ineorith gain attention to the Palestinian cause
and free Arab prisoners. The first major event fied the tone for this period occurred in July
1968. Members of the PFLP hijacked an El Al (IByg#ane en route from Rome to Israel and
forced it to land in Algiers. After a month of ne@ions, Israel agreed to release several

imprisoned Arab guerrillas in exchange for the pagsrs.
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The success of this operation encouraged a wasendar terrorist activity abroad. In
December 1968, two Palestinian youths machine-ghianeEl Al plane in Rome, killing an
Israeli passenger. In February 1969, another Hll#@tie was attacked at Zurich airport, killing
one crew member and wounding another. In Augute@tame year, a TWA flight en route to
Israel was hijacked and diverted to Damascus wioenelsraeli passengers were held for four
months until Israel released some Syrian prison€rsee months later, Palestinian terrorists
threw grenades at the El Al office in Athens, imgrfourteen people. In Munich, an Israeli was
killed after Arab guerrillas opened fire on passasgvaiting to board an El Al flight. Then in
February 1970, the PFLP-GC planted a bomb on as@wilight headed for Tel Aviv, which
exploded in midair, killing everyone onbodfd.

One of the most stunning events in this new wd\eroor occurred between 6 and 9
September 1970 when the PFLP hijacked four plaeksging to Swissair, Pan Am, TWA, and
BOAC and forced them to land in the Jordanian desHre hijackers demanded the release of
several Palestinian prisoners held in various a@sjtincluding Sirhan Sirhan who assassinated
Robert F. Kennedy in Los Angeles after he campaidaean increase in military aid to Isr&el.
Britain, West Germany, and Switzerland agreed lease Palestinians convicted for earlier
airport assaults on Israelis, and subsequentlhijaekers freed the passengers and exploded the
empty aircrafts in a clear disregard of King Hus&seauthority. This event led to a brief civil

war in Jordan, known as Black September, and Jaddorces violently expelled all Palestinian
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militant organizations from the Hashemite Kingdom.search of a new base of operations,
these groups turned to Lebanon, as they had gautedomy in the Palestinian refugee camps
following the 1969 Cairo Agreement (see Chaptéef4).

Although Black September had been a major setfmadke Palestinian guerrillas,
international terrorism accelerated in the 19708e PFLP claimed responsibility for a number
of attacks in London, Asuncion, The Hague, BonmsBels, and Washington. Moreover, non-
Arab terrorists from around the world flocked te t¥iddle East for training. In some cases,
they even executed terrorist attacks on behalpetific Palestinian groups. For example,
members of the Japanese Red Army who were recrioytéide PFLP opened fire on civilians at
Israel’s Lod Airport in 1972. The event killed péople and injured dozens.

Not to be completely outdone by their PFLP coydds, a new organization with links to
Fatah known as Black September (named after thlea@v in Jordan) also engaged in
spectacular acts of international terror. In 19v2mbers of Black September captured and shot
dead 11 Israeli wrestlers at the Munich Olympidse Tollowing year, the same group took 10
diplomats hostage at the Saudi Embassy in Kharemmanding the release of Palestinian
prisoners, including Sirhan. During the courséhed incident, the terrorists killed U.S.
Ambassador to Sudan, Cleo Allen Noel Jr., U.S. Defhief of Mission to Sudan, George
Curtis Moore, and Belgium Chargé d’affaires to Sydauy Eid?’

While Palestinian terrorism had become internatii@ed at this point, it is important to
emphasize that Israel still weathered major indislenthin her borders. For example, in April

1974, members of the PFLP indiscriminately maclynened an apartment house in the
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northern Israeli town of Quiryan Shemona in anmageto derail U.S. efforts to broker the
Syrian-Israeli disengagement accords following1@3 Yom Kippur War. The attack killed 18
Israelis, 8 of whom were children. Then, one mdatér, the DFLP seized control of an Israeli
school in the Galilee village of Ma’alot, taking3.ppeople hostage, and threatened to blow up
the building unless the Israeli government rele&&onprisoned guerrillas. The hostage crisis
ended tragically with the death of 22 children &rteéachers®

These events did nothing to change the statusagube Palestinians, and consequently
convinced some moderates in the PLO that they medeonsider negotiating with Israel for a
Palestinian state. This would not be an easy taskever. On the one hand, Arafat’s inability
or unwillingness to control extremists in the PLiScdedited the organization. On the other
hand, many nations around the world were sympathetihe movement due to its anti-colonial
position, because of religious affinity (as was ¢hse for many newly formed Muslim
countries), or out of fear of their dependence addi¢ Eastern oil. Ultimately, it was these
international concerns that provided an openinghHerPLO at the United Nations.

On 13 November 1974, Arafat spoke before the UNe®d Assembly calling for a
democratic, secular state in Palestine and expiesdesire to negotiate: “Today | have come
bearing an olive branch and a freedom-fighter’s.gbo not let the olive branch fall from my
hand. | repeat: do not let the olive branch fadhi my hand.® Israel did not see Arafat’s olive
branch, reiterated that the PLO was a terroristigirand continued a policy of military

engagement. In the words of Israel’'s DelegatdédiN, Yosef Tekoah, “The murderers of
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athletes in the Olympic Games of Munich, the butslod children in Ma’alot, the assassins of
diplomats in Khartoum do not belong in the inteior@dl community. They have no place in
international diplomatic efforts. Israel shall $eet that they have no place in them. Israel wil
pursue the PLO murderers until justice is meted@tihem. It will continue to take action
against their organization and against their baséisa definitive end is put to their
atrocities....°

The PLO’s growing adventurism in Lebanon seemezbtooborate Israel’s position. As
mentioned in Chapter 4, the PLO formed alliancdh warious Lebanese factions, and Israeli
retaliation following Palestinian raids into Isrdoelilt sympathy among Lebanese Marxists and
Sunni Muslims, but outraged the Christian Maronit@nce the Lebanese Civil War broke out in
1975, the PLO became a major force in the fightilbe Lebanese Christians, who worried
about the movement’s influence, turned to Damagmuassistance. Syria, who worried that the
formation of a radical government in Lebanon wadildinish its leverage in the country, agreed
and entered the conflict in 1976.

Two years later, it was Israel’s turn to enter &etn. The impetus was a Fatah attack aimed
at derailing peace talks between Egyptian Presiélentar Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister
Menachem Begifi® On 11 March, eleven members of Fatah enteredllbgasea near Tel Aviv
and commandeered a bus south of Haifa. The IDfpstbthe bus at a roadblock, and the
inevitable shootout killed nine of the Palestingarerrillas, two Israeli soldiers, and thirty Isiael

civilians. Two days later, Prime Minister Begirdered the IDF to invade southern Lebanon
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(known as “Operation Litani”). Although Israel Witrew three months later, the operation
created a security zone between Israel and theilR&er, which was controlled by Israel's
proxy militia in Lebanon, the South Lebanese Arn8{A), and supervised by the United
Nations Interim Forces in Lebanon (UNIFIL).

Arafat’s overtures toward peace negotiations enrttid-1970s were not only rejected by
Israel. Even President Jimmy Carter, who was eagerciude Palestinian representation for a
new Geneva Conference, found Arafat’s conditionsdssible®® It also created a significant
negative reaction on the Palestinian side, crystad) the rise of one of the most notorious
Palestinian terrorists, Sabri al-Banna, whioem de guerrevas Abu Nidal. Once a Fatah
representative in Jordan and Iraq, Abu Nidal forrme@w movement in 1973 called Fatah: The
Revolutionary Council (FRC), a name carefully sedd@s a jab against Arafat’'s Fatah: the
Executive Committee, which he deemed was not réwolary or the true Fatah. This group
committed savage attacks on European Jews in thel®&80s, which helped to undermine
international sympathy for the Palestinian cauBeere are many examples of the group’s
brutality. On 27 July 1980, a grenade attack dewish school in Antwerp killed one student
and wounded 19 others. The following year, FR@itm#s opened fire and lobbed a grenade in
a Jewish synagogue in Vienna, killing 2 and wougdif worshippers. On 9 August 1982, Abu
Nidal gunmen attacked a Parisian Jewish restaureminding several of its patrons. Then in
October, the group struck another synagogue, ithssin Rome, killing one child and injuring

10 other people.
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The most politically consequential Abu Nidal akaccurred on 3 June 1982. Three FRC
gunmen shot Shlomo Argov, the Israeli envoy to lamds he was getting into his car
following a banquet. The ambassador survived fisassination attempt, but the bullet that
struck his head paralyzed him. This incident pitedi Israel another pretext to invade Lebanon
with the goal of evicting the PLO from the regi@vén though the PLO did not authorize the
London attack). In this respect, “Operation Pdac&alilee” was successful because it forced
the PLO to move their headquarters from Lebanorutasia in 1982. Israel had to pay a hefty
price, however, as the IDF became deeply drawnliebmnon’s civil war, and would not
withdraw from southern Lebanon until 2000.

To be sure, other Palestinian militants contintnedar international terrorist campaign
throughout the 1980s. For instance, the day beéfm®LO withdrew from Lebanon, a new
Palestinian group with links to the PFLP called 1beMay Organization (commemorating the
date of Israel’s founding) placed a bomb on a Panflight from Tokyo to Honolulu. The
explosion put a hole in the plane’s fuselage, Inly &illed one passenger, a fifteen-year-old
Japanese boy. On 25 September 1985, Fatah attanKetheli yacht tied up in Larnaca,
Cyprus, killing 3 Israelis. Abu Jihad, Fatah’s itaty commander at the time, ordered the
operation because he believed that the three israete agents of the Mossad, Israel’s national
intelligence agency. In retaliation, the Israeli Porce struck Arafat’s compound in Tunis,
killing 58 Palestinians and 14 Tunisians. Thenftle®wing month, a splinter group from
Ahmed Jabril's PFLP-GC called the Palestine LideraFront (PLF), hijacked the Italian cruise
shipAchille Lauro(see chapter 3) as revenge for Israel’s attadke®LO headquarters.

Still, Abu Nidal's organization committed sometbé most gruesome attacks and hijackings

during this period. The historical record providgeany more examples. On 23 November, the
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FRC hijacked Egypt Air 648 from Athens to Cairo ahderted the plane to Malta. Following a
disastrous rescue attempt by Egyptian Special BpE&passengers were killed. A month later,
two of Abu Nidal’s terror squads attacked the EI'RWA, and Pan Am ticket counters at the
Rome and Vienna international airports. A notenfbon one of terrorists explained that they
deliberately wanted to kill children in order to keahe victims feel the sadness of their children.
On 5 September 1986, four FRC terrorists wearifigiaf Pakistani security uniforms rushed
aboard Pan Am 73 while on the runway in Karachie Tijackers demanded that Israeli and
Cypriot authorities release members of the group hdd been captured in previous terror
operations. The standoff ended after the gunmeneaxbfire and hurled grenades at the
passengers, killing 21 people and wounding 200rsth&he remaining hostages escaped out the
emergency exits as Pakistani commandos stormgulahe. The next day, Abu Nidal's men

opened fire at another Jewish synagogue in Istaibling two worshipers?

54  TheFirst Palestinian Intifada

As the PLO and other Palestinian groups engagedaemational terror and fought Israel from
abroad, frustration and anger mounted inside thea&arip and West Bank. The Palestinians
felt abandoned by the PLO, as the organizationsipadt more than a decade away from
Palestine, primarily operating from Jordan, Lebaraomd then Tunisia. They also felt abandoned
after the 1979 Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty.hia hew regional environment, the Arab states
would be unable to exert much pressure on Israé@bnily. The hope of a negotiated solution

for a Palestinian state seemed like an even maneteepossibility without the carrot of Egypt as

part of a comprehensive peace settlement.
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Meanwhile, the occupation consumed nearly evepg@sof life in the occupied territories.
The economy, although arguably better than whaddt been under the Egyptian and Jordanian
occupations, was dependent on Israel’s economyef@owent regulations stymied Palestinian
agriculture to the point that less land was undéination in 1987 than had been in 1947.
Palestinian workers did not enjoy the same benaéitisraeli workers. A lack of public
investment hurt infrastructure and little money weneducation and welfare support in the
territories following the 1983 Israeli economicstsi Military authorities expropriated Arab
land, offering the owners little to no legal recerir There was severe overcrowding in Gaza,
and over half of the Palestinian population wasaunde age of fifteen. More importantly,
settlements were erected abut to Arab communitiessa the occupied territories, and the settler
population swelled to more than 60,000 in 1986cdmparison, it was only about 20,000 in the
fall of 1982 and about 35,000 in July 1984. Thesndgraphic shift led to frequent altercations
between the settlers and the Palestinians, anelilsecurity concerns often led to an “iron fist”
policy, including administrative detentions, curewleportations, house demolitions, press
censorship, school closings, and travel restristién

Such was the context of the Intifada (meaning Kstgaoff’ in Arabic), the most sustained
uprising of the Palestinian population since th8GL&reat Arab Revolt. On 8 December 1987,
an IDF tank transport crashed into a line of cais\aans filled with Gazans returning home

from a day’s work in Israel, killing four and injag seven others. Believing that the collision

34 For background on the Palestinian Intifada, se&é&ton and Klausner 2010, p. 218; Tessler 19987
James GelvinThe Israel-Palestine Conflict: One Hundred Year¥\ar (New York, NY: Cambridge University

Press, 2005), pp. 215-16.
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was deliberaté® thousands of Palestinians took to the streetspcess their anger and
frustration over the occupation. The demonstratoisst of them teenagers, chanted nationalist
slogans, waved Palestinian flags, and hurled stanadvancing Israeli soldiers, refusing to
disperse even as the IDF fired tear gas and livaamition.

The protests quickly spread to the West Bank aast Eerusalem. The initial organizing
force behind the Intifada was the Unified Natiobehdership of the Uprising (UNLU), a loose
confederation of local, primarily leftist groups/€aing a strategy of civil disobedience and
nonviolent resistance. Yet, the ideological diseahetween the UNLU leadership and various
Islamist organizations created a split in the ewifieadership structure. One important group
that operated independently of the UNLU was Isladifi@ad, a clandestine organization that
came into existence in the mid-1980s. Seeindfiésepart of a larger Islamic revolution, its
members advocated armed conflict to recover @ladéstine and establish an Islamic state in the
place of Israel. Islamic Jihad was unable to gatihead support within the Palestinian
constituency, particularly because Israel had dedanany of its key leaders in the spring of
1988. Its main competitor Hamas, however, was nmicke successful in building wide-spread
popularity after its establishment in December 1987

Harakat al-Mugawama al-Islamiyya (the Islamic Riasise Movement), better known by its
acronym Hamas (meaning “zeal” in Arabic), is a lotanf the Muslim Brotherhood in Palestine.
It was founded by Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, the heaallafge Brotherhood faction in Gaza, and
Abd al-Aziz al-Rantisi, an instructor at the Islanniversity of Gaza. Similar to Islamic Jihad,

Hamas views Islam as being central to Palestinsiomalist efforts, and believes that no parcel

% An Israeli businessman had been stabbed in Gazaréivious day, and the Palestinians suspectethibat

incident was an Israeli retaliation.
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of Palestine can be ceded because it is “Islamid that has been entrusted to generations of
Muslims until Judgment Day.” Therefore, the moveiejects any peaceful solution to the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, calling internationaitiatives and conferences “a waste of time, a
kind of child’s play.” In their view, the only aeptable approach to the Palestinian question is
violent jihad, an “obligatory” duty for all Muslin®® To increase the movement’s popularity and
encourage new recruits, Hamas is committed to ektersocial services, such as financial
subsidies, food, clothing, and shelter to impovertsPalestinians. The philosophy behind this
strategy is well-articulated in Article 21 of the@ias Charter: “When this spirit becomes
dominant, love will be deepened, cooperation amdpassion will prevail, and the ranks will be
strengthened in the confrontation with the enertiés.

In the early years of the Intifada, Hamas carrietlits armed struggle against Israel by
targeting Israeli soldiers and settlers. In 139@mas established a military wing called the Izz
al-Din al-Qassam Brigade, a name honoring the B&gikh who temporarily led the Palestinian
resistance in the British mandate period. The&l&s first major campaign came in October
following an incident in which Israeli soldiersdit upon Palestinians who were throwing stones
at the police and Jewish worshippers as they prayédte Wailing Wall. Altogether, 19 Arabs
were killed and another 100 wounded. On the Issad¢, 34 civilians and policeman were
injured. In retaliation, members of the al-Qas$rgade initiated a campaign of stabbings,

known as the “War of the Knives.” Within two morfH9 incidents resulted in the deaths of 8

% See Articles 11, 12, 13, and 15 of the Hamas @harFor a full English translation of the Chartae
Hamas, “Charter of the Islamic Resistance Movenfidatas) of Palestine,” in Khaled Hroulamas: Political
Thought and PracticéVashington, D.C.: Institute for Palestine StudRB00), pp. 267-291.

3" The Hamas Charter, Article 21.
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Israelis and wounded more than a doZeflamas would become much more violent in the
coming years, adopting snipings, remote bombs gaptbsive suicide belts into its tactical
repertoire. These events demonstrate that tHfadatiwas not entirely non-violent. Armed
attacks, while perhaps smaller in comparison taegpiead civil disobedience, also played a

prominent role in the uprising.

55 TheRoad to Oslo

The PLO recognized that their monopoly on the Rialies nationalist movement was slipping

in the midst of the Palestinian Intifada. Not odlg the uprising erupt without any PLO
involvement, but the growing popularity of Hamamesaat their expense and threatened their
influence. To reverse this trend, the PLO tridfedent strategies to boost their relevancy on the
domestic and international levels.

On the domestic level, Arafat attempted to co-opinds by asking them to join the Palestine
National Council in April 1990. As historian Gill&kepel points out, “The PLO’s hope was that
Hamas could be transformed into a minority opposithat would submit to the will of the
majority and be more easily controlled, like thd_PFthe DFLP, and the Communist party.”

Yet, this strategy did not work as Hamas demandiadst half of the seats in the council, called
for a renewed pledge to destroy Israel, and irgigtat jihad was the only way to liberate
Palestine. Arafat was unwilling to accept thesmgeand the talks immediately collapsed. As a

result, Hamas would continue to challenge the P&@ha spokesman of the Palestinian people.

38 Morris 2001, pp. 584-5.
% Gilles KepelJihad: The Trail of Political Islamtrans. Anthony F. Roberts (Cambridge, MA: ThekBap

Press of Harvard University Press, 2002), p. 157.
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On the international level, Arafat unilaterally pl@imed a Palestinian state with Jerusalem
as its capital in 1988. The Algiers declaratianaated immediate worldwide attention, even
gaining recognition from many Arab and Muslim staés well as the Soviet Union. The United
States dismissed the symbolic move, and refusegéa dialogue with PLO until it
unequivocally renounced terrorism and accepted URI3€2 and UNSCR 33%. Arafat
eventually satisfied the American pre-conditions fillowing month in Geneva, and Secretary
of State George Schultz approved direct talks wiéhPLO. Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak
Shamir accused Arafat of deception and statedshet| will never talk to the PLO.

The PLO'’s diplomatic victory with the United Statpsickly unraveled, however. On 30
May 1990, Israel foiled a speedboat attack orchesirby the Palestine Liberation Front, a pro-
Iragi constituent of the PLO, near the beachesebfAliv. Because Arafat refused to condemn
the operation or punish the faction responsible Uhited States ended the U.S.-PLO dialofue.
Then on 2 August 1990, Iraq invaded and annexedaituand Arafat defended Saddam
Hussein because of his substantial support foP#lestinian cause. He chose poorly.
Economic assistance from the other Gulf nationsddup, and following the highly successful

Persian Gulf War that reversed the Iragi invasikunyait expelled 300,000 Palestinian workers

“0william B. QuandtPeace Process: American Diplomacy and the Arabel$i@onflict since 1967
Washington, DC: Brookings University Press and drsity of California Press, 2001), pp. 277-85.

*1 Youssef M. Ibrahim, “Israel Reports Foiling a Spleeat Attack on BeachRew York Timegs31 May 1991.
Also see Daniel C. Kurtzer, Scott B. Lasensky, At B. Quandt, Steven L. Spiegel, and Shibley Zafimi, The
Peace Puzzle: America’s Quest for Arab-Israeli Red®89-2011Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2013), p.

22.

155



who had been sending money back to their familiehé occupied territori€. On top of the
financial crisis that this created, President GedtigW. Bush and Secretary of State James A.
Baker sought to make headway on the Arab-Israelilico following Irag’'s defeat. In October
1991, the United States co-sponsored the MadrideP&ammit with the Soviet Union, bringing
almost all of the Middle East actors together Fax first true regional conference. Arafat was
not invited. Not even an official PLO representativas allowed to attend because of the
organization’s support for Iraq. Instead, a jalategation of Jordanians and Palestinians from
Gaza and the West Bank without formal associatith thie PLO participated. The Madrid
talks adjourned without any serious discussionustntive issues, though more rounds of
talks would occur in Washington.

Although Arafat did not participate directly in tiadrid talks, it was clear that the
Palestinian delegation still received instructitnosn Tunis. Thus, if Israel wanted to take peace
negotiations seriously, it seemed that there washoice but to talk to the PLO direcfly. This
logic became an important cornerstone to Prime $tniYitzhak Rabin’s foreign policy after he
defeated Shamir in the 1992 Israeli elections. tReffirst time in 15 years, the dovish Labor
Party formed a coalition government without havinghare power with the hawkish Likud
Party, and many believed there would be a realahtmachieve peace with the Palestinians.

Rabin brought a new outlook to the peacemakingstfoHe rallied against the idea of
turning Israel into a bi-national state, an indsiégaoutcome with serious demographic

ramifications for Israel’s democracy and Jewishrabger if she were to hold onto the occupied

“2 David MakovskyMaking Peace with the PLO: The Rabin Governmentd ® the Oslo Accor(Boulder,
CO: Westview Press, Inc., 1996), p. 108.
*3 For example, Rabin’s Deputy Foreign Minister YoBeflin held this view. See, Clyde Haberman, “&dra

Proposes Letting Citizens Meet with PLOJ&w York TimeslO August 1992.
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territories. He saw the settlements as a burdenjrag that Israel needed to separate herself
from the Palestinians in order to guarantee petsatarity. Further, he worried about the
growing influence of the rejectionist Islamic greyparticularly Hamas, in the occupied
territories. In December 1992, Rabin emphasizat“flslamic fundamentalism] is the real and
serious danger which threatens the peace of thiel wothe forthcoming years. The danger of
death is at our doorstef)®”

These concerns provided Arafat the opening thaigleeled to reemerge as the top political
player in Palestinian affairs. Rabin viewed th€OPds the more moderate option relative to the
Islamists and decided to authorize secret backretaalks between Israeli academics and PLO
representatives. For the Israelis, the purposep#ace track was to provide personal security to
the Israeli public, and the PLO recognized thisceon from the outset. During the Oslo talks,
for example, Abu Alaa stressed to the Israeli repméatives that Arafat was uniquely suited to
end terror against Israel, and that he could taledinian public opinion against the Islamic
rejectionist group&> From December 1992 to August 1993, the clandestgotiations
occurred in the locales of Oslo, Norway. To thgpsse of almost everyone, the talks led to the
most important breakthrough in the Israeli-Paléatirconflict, known as the Oslo Accords.

On 9 September 1993, Arafat signed a letter recogmthe state of Israel, renouncing
terrorism, and declaring that the PLO would sttwveontrol elements that might engage in
terrorism. Prime Minister Rabin reciprocated ileter to Arafat recognizing the PLO as the

representative of the Palestinian people and aicgephte PLO as a negotiating partner. The

*4 Quoted in Makovsky 1996, p. 113.

*Ibid., p. 53.
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Letters of Mutual Recognition and the Declaratib®onciples (DOP), which outlined the
interim self-government arrangements for the Piaiests, began the Oslo Peace Process.

Within a month, the Israelis and the Palestiniaggan to negotiate over the withdrawal of
Israeli troops from the Gaza Strip and Jericho. T8@4 Cairo Accord and the 1995 Interim
Agreement on the West Bank and Gaza Strip, alswkras Oslo Il, established how the 5 year
interim period of Palestinian self-rule would beplemented. The agreement allowed Arafat
and the PLO to relocate to the occupied territasied established 3 areas of control in the West
Bank. Area A is territory completely controlled the Palestinian Authority (PA) and security
services. Area B is territory jointly controlleg the PA and Israel by which the Palestinians
would exercise civil and police authority and I$naeuld retain security responsibilities. And
Area C is territory exclusively controlled by Istad@ he agreement also called for three
redeployments of the IDF, the details of which veblié negotiated as time and security
permitted. The aim of this piecemeal approach twdmiild confidence between the two parties,
culminating in final status negotiations that wotgdolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

The Oslo agreement caught the Islamic and sectbapg opposed to a peace settlement
with Israel off-guard. Within a few months of thigning of the DOP, however, the rejectionists
joined together to form the Alliance of Palestinkarces with the stated purpose of undermining
the Oslo Peace Process. In December 1993, Haheased an important proposal that became
the basis for the alliance. In addition to outignthe movement’s organizational structure and
relations with the Arab world, Islamic nations anternational community, the document

reveals the alliance’s political vision and strgt@gthe post-Oslo period:
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(1) Upholding the inalienable national rights of @eople in their homeland of
Palestine and their right to liberation, returrf-determination, and full national
independence; (2) emphasizing the unity of our fgeapd our land, and unity of
their cause, goals, and national destiny, and wtngktheir full national and
historical rights — no one has the rightgive up any part of it; (3) maintaining
armed struggle and jihad as the main method ifighé for liberation; (4) the
alliance considers the document of recognitiontaedArafat and Rabin
agreement to be national treason requiring actaswerthrow them by all
possible means — they are not binding to the Ralastpeople; (5) maintaining
Palestine is a historic nation and irreplaceablf¢oPalestinian people, and to
resist all projects of an alternative homelandpldisement, resettlement,
compensation or attempts to blur its national idign6) refusing to participate in
parliamentary elections of self-rule or participat@ecruitment, and boycotting
all bodies emanating from it and responsible ferithplementation of self-
government; (7) cutting the link with all institatis that Arafat and his team lead
or share in and that impersonate the name of tlestitaan Liberation
Organization; (8) having firm determination to dont and escalate the armed
struggle and all forms of political and populariseance, especially inside the
occupied territories in order to perpetuate theutenpintifada as the main field of
conflict with the Zionist enemy and to achieve aaél and full historical rights

that are inalienable to the Palestinian pedble.

6 Hamas, “Tasawwur Mugtarah min Harakat al-Mugawairalamiyya (Hamas) Hawol Tahaluf al-Quwa al-

Filastiniyah” [Conceiving the Proposal of the IslarResistance Movement (Hamas) on the Allianceadéfinian
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The rejectionist groups also understood how coern@vrorism could spoil the process.
After the ‘Izzidin al-Qassam Brigades carried aub tsuicide missions in Afula and Hadera, the
Political Bureau of Hamas released a very reveatatement. “Rabin’s measures failed to stop
our heroic operations, carried out amidst his &fftw implement the Oslo Agreement with all
the shameful concessions on the part of the PL@elship that it entails, and failed to fulfill the
longing of the Zionist masses for peace and segcuhit the face of sharpening Likud opposition
to the agreement, this devastating failure causddrRo feel deep frustration and frightful

A7

floundering.”™" If terrorism was going to sabotage the peacega®at is clear that these groups

were thinking in terms of domestic politics and lpcibpinion.

56  Conclusion

This chapter chronicled the Israeli experience watihorism and provided an introduction to the
Oslo Peace Process. In the earliest phase ofrdie-2ionist conflict, Palestinian attacks were
relatively minor and with local causes. Bloodskedalated during the British Mandate,
however, and guerilla warfare and cross bordesredracterized Palestinian nationalist
aspirations following the establishment of the &tatisrael in 1948. Armed attacks soon
became more organized with the advent of Fatahlen®LO. After the 1967 Six Day War,
Palestinian terrorism went global, primarily taiggtneighboring Arab states and Israelis abroad
to bring attention to the Palestinian cause. Reieogg that terrorism was not changing the

status quo, moderate PLO leaders began callingegotiations with Israel to establish a

Forces], December 1993, in Khaled Hrohblamas: al-Fekr wal Mamarasa al-Siyasiyjtdamas: Ideology and
Political Practice] (Beirut: Institute for PalestiStudies, 1996), p. 334.
*" Hamas, “Important Statement by the Political Butga6 April 1994, in Khaled Hroutamas: Political

Thought and PracticéWVashington, D.C.: Institute for Palestine StudR&00), pp. 302-3.
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Palestinian state. Not only did Israel reject ¢hegertures at the time, but Palestinian radicals
sought to undermine any peace initiative with vigke. For example, Abu Nidal's organization
gruesomely killed western and Jewish civilians abthe world.

By the end of the 1980s, frustration over the stgtuo led to the largest sustained Palestinian
uprising in the occupied territories. The Intifadat only captured the world’s attention, but it
became clear to many lIsraelis that holding ontdeh&ories would be financially, militarily,
and psychologically difficult, if not impossible&equally significant, the PLO recognized that
their monopoly on the symbolic representation efBalestinian people was evaporating in the
midst of the Intifada. Islamic rejectionist grouparticularly Islamic Jihad and Hamas,
strengthened their influence and credibility atéflypense of the PLO. These groups sought to
resurrect the struggle against Israel, which th® Beemingly lost sight of while drawn into
Jordanian and Lebanese affairs, culminating irotiganization’s expulsion from both countries.
In addition, Arafat’s support for Saddam Husseithe Persian Gulf War created a serious
financial crisis for the PLO and international etdn. For these reasons, both Israel and the
PLO found mutual motivation to enter into the OBlace Process, and the Islamist and secular
rejectionist groups sought to undermine these peakmg efforts with coercive terrorism.

In short, the Holy Land is a prototypical secugtywironment with high exposure to
terrorism. The negative effect of terrorism onIpubpinion should be the highest in such
strategic environments, thereby providing an opgfon aspiring spoilers to undermine the
peace process. Would Palestinian terror subsligrdiger Israeli attitudes? Would this
attitudinal change generate enough coercive pressuftsraeli negotiators to derail peace talks?
The next chapter gets a handle on this issue Hya&tiag the consequences of Palestinian

terrorism on Israeli public support for the Osl@aEe Process.
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CHAPTER 6

Sabotaging the Peace? Coercive Terrorism in the GsPeace Process

The handshake between Yasir Arafat and Yitzhak iRappeared to be the beginning of a
long awaited peace between the Israelis and Passi As quick as the flurry of hope crested
on the political landscape, however, the tide afpsryation receded into reciprocal violence and
escalation. Within eight years, the Oslo Peaceda®was in shambles. Final status
negotiations at Camp David failed to produce anafrmbnflict in July 2000. Two months later,
Ariel Sharon’s visit to the Temple Mount helpedsfark the al-Agsa Intifada, the most violent
uprising in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Rdest Bill Clinton attempted to salvage the peace
process with his bridging proposals, known as thet@ Parameters, and the Israeli and
Palestinian teams negotiated over their conterttseataba’ conference in January 2001.
Despite substantial progress in these discusdibad;ebruary Israeli election precluded the
possibility of any deal, and the electoral victofithe hawkish Sharon guaranteed the end of
high-level talks. With the new American Presid€a¢orge W. Bush, disinterested in jump
starting the negotiations, the Oslo Peace Procssdme to a dead-end.

A substantial literature has been written on whey@slo Peace Process failed to produce an
end of conflict agreement. Some blame Palesti@Gia@irman Yasir Arafat for the failure. For
example, President Clinton, U.S. Special MiddletEasordinator Dennis Ross, and Prime
Minister Ehud Barak point to Arafat’s inability tnake the necessary transformation for peace —

delegitimizing violence, giving up Palestinian mgjtipreparing the Palestinian people for
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compromise, and making concessions and countesdffhis version continues that Arafat
rejected a generous Israeli offer, choosing viadeinstead of diplomacy.

Others, such as Special Assistant to Presidentddliior Arab-Israeli Affairs Robert Malley,
Palestinian advisor Hussein Agha, and various anase disagree with this interpretation, citing
American and Israeli missteps as the major cufptit.their view, Barak wrongfully prioritized
the Israeli-Syrian talks. Once the Syrian trackaueled, Israel and the United States rushed the
Palestinians into final status negotiations crgaéin ultimatum of “all-or-nothing.” While the
Israeli offer at Camp David was unprecedentedPlestinians believed it would not leave them
with a viable state; thus, both sides were lefhwibthing. What is more, they argue that the

United States failed to be an honest and unbiasstiator throughout the entire procéss.

! See, for example, Dennis Ro¥$e Missing Peace: The Inside Story of the FighMinldle East PeacéNew
York, NY: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2004); Benngrki, “Camp David and After: An Interview with Etiu
Barak,”New York Review of Book9(2002): pp. 42-45; Dennis Ross, Gidi Grinstelnssein Agha, and Robert
Malley, “Camp David: An ExchangeNew York Review of Book8(2001): p. 90.

2 Robert Malley, “Israel and the Arafat QuestioNgw York Review of Book4(2004): pp. 19-23; Hussein
Agha and Robert Malley, “Camp David: The Tragedyafors,”New York Review of Book§(2001): p. 59;
Jeremy Pressman, “Visions in Collision: What Hapgzeat Camp David and Taba®ternational Security
28(2003): pp. 5-43; Ron Pundak, “From Oslo to TaWhat Went Wrong?”Survival43(2001): pp. 31-45; Jerome
Slater, “What went Wrong? The Collapse of the Isf@alestinian Peace ProcesBdlitical Science Quarterly
116(2001): pp. 171-199. Also see Deborah Sontangd“Yet So Far: A Special Report; Quest for MiddRsace:
How and Why it Failed.New York Time26 July 2001.

% These two versions are not absolute. For instablsarles Enderlin, a French journalist who coneldict
interview with participants on all sides, arguestttesponsibility for the failure of Oslo Peace d&ss is widely
shared. See Charles Endertiiattered Dreams: The Failure of the Peace Prooetse Middle East, 1995-2002

trans. Susan Fairfield (New York, NY: Other Pre§£|.2002).
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Another claim puts the focus on the Oslo Peaced®mitself: According to this logic, the
piecemeal approach guaranteed the collapse oftheepalks because it did not prohibit each
side from taking controversial actions that appédbkeir own domestic constituencies but
undermined trust and confidence building betweemth For instance, Israel continued a policy
of settlement expansion and the Palestinian lehgepseferred to co-opt radical terrorist groups
rather than dismantle them. Furthermore, the pieed approach that characterized the interim
negotiations did not require each side to modehaie demands on the final status issues. As a
result, both sides were able to hold onto theirimakst positions going into the high-level talks
that aimed to end the conflict.

This chapter is concerned with a different claimttis also pervasive in the literature and far
less disputed — that terrorist violence, partidyl&iom the Palestinian side, was instrumental in
sabotaging the peace process. As the last chdipterssed, extremist groups within the Alliance
of Palestinian Forces sought to spoil the prodessigh violence, and many believe that it had
worked. For instance, Shlomo Ben-Ami, Israel’s Mier of Internal Security and acting
Foreign Minister at the time, reflected that “Hanaasl [Islamic] Jihad lost no time in unleashing
a campaign of terror in the hope that this wouldlleo the radicalization of Israeli public
opinion and, consequently, to a shift to the rigitich they expected would undermine and
cripple Rabin’s peace policies.” In his view, “Tlseaeli public could not stomach a policy
whereby the victims of terrorist attacks were bdiiiethe morning and negotiations were

resumed in the afternoor.”

* For example, see Shlomo Ben-A8iars of War, Wounds of Peace: The Israeli-Aralg@dy(New York,
NY: Oxford University Press, 2006): pp. 210-212.

® Ibid., pp. 214-5.
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Dennis Ross witnessed the impact of these attacksraeli-Palestinian negotiations first-
hand. “The acts of terror...always seemed to ochiengver we were making progress; they
were not only sickening but tended to destroy wiatéentative steps forward we were taking.”
He also notes that terrorism “reduced the abilitgt the willingness to make possible
concessions for peace, and at time undercut therseiped as too accommodatirfg.”

Gilead Sher, Bureau Chief and Policy CoordinatataniPrime Minister Barak, comes to a
similar conclusion. “There was a reasonable chafpeomoting permanent peace and ending
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It did not warkt, but we believe we were not to blame.
Murderous Palestinian terrorism...set the negotiatiable ablaze, leaving it in smoking ruids.”

In the pages that follow, | evaluate the veraoityhis claim — that terrorism undermined the
Oslo Peace Process — by examining the extent tohwalestinian terrorist attacks affected
Israeli public support for the peace process batvli®d4 and 2001. | emphasize short-term
effects in order to determine the level of coerqvessure exerted on Israeli leaders as active and
serious negotiations were taking place. Poteldraj-term effects, such as major realignments
of mainstream opinion, while also important, arésale the scope of this research.

The findings provide several contributions tha eentral to our understanding of coercive
terrorism and its effect on public opinion and gowveent decision-making. As expected, each
terrorist incident chipped away at popular suppanbng the political left, Israeli centrists and

those “in the middle® Yet, contrary to conventional wisdom, the neeeffwas a very slight

® Ross 2004, p. 9 and p. 762.

" Gilead SherThe Israeli-Palestinian Peace Negotiations, 199 209w York, NY: Routledge, 2006), p. 231.

8 The term centrist refers to individuals who havederate political leanings (between the left agtitron the
political spectrum). The term “in the middle” regeo individuals with weak political preferencesapolicy issue

or individuals who are ambivalent regarding a ppigsue.
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decrease in Israeli approval for the peace proc@serall, these results cast serious doubt on the
popular argument that terrorism sabotaged the pg@aoess through public opinion. If terrorism
was allowed to obstruct the process, it was liklkr&/result of inaccurate leader perceptions

rather than being grounded in strong empiricalityeal

6.1  The Role of Public Opinion in the Oslo Peace Procgs

As discussed in Chapter 1, for terrorism to be @ger it must be the case that extremist
violence causes substantial changes in public opiand leaders care about such changes.
Therefore, it is imperative to first establish tpablic opinion played a prominent role in the
thinking of Israeli leaders during the Oslo period.

Research into this issue provides mounting evieéhat Israeli prime ministers were in fact
motivated by such domestic concerns. For exaniplme Minister Yitzhak Rabin feared that
negotiations based on the formula “land for peavedld lead to a civil war in Israel. A
conversation held between Dennis Ross and PrimestdirRabin at the time of the Oslo talks is
particularly revealing. “It sounds like you arekialg about civil war — do you really believe that
you will face something that extreme from the segtland others?” Rabin was unequivocal in
his response. “Yes and that is why it is so impurthat | have people | can count on in the
IDF.” ®

To avoid this dangerous situation and guaranteedh&dence of the electorate, Israeli
prime ministers frequently checked public opiniomnveys while gauging policy options. The

fact that Rabin was the first prime minster to noateé a special advisor for surveys, Kalman

° Ross 2005, p. 90.
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Gayer, is particularly tellind® This concern consumed other Israeli prime minssas well.
Oded Eran, former Israeli Ambassador to Jordanhaad of Israel’s negotiations team with the
Palestinians from 1999 to 2000, observed that ligpaene ministers were briefed every day on
the mood of the Israeli public. Prime Minister Baeven read these briefs before any of the
other reports during the 2000 Camp David Summiabse “he was very sensitive to what the
public thought about [the peace talks].”

Israeli leaders also adopted several hawkishipgslias they negotiated with the Palestinians
in order to reassure the Israeli public that theyeanot soft on security. The historical recard i
full of examples. In December 1992, Rabin depoltaders of Hamas to Lebanon in response
to a series of terror acts. Three months lateclésed the Palestinian territories after a wave of
fatal stabbings. Then in July 1993, he launchepéi@tion Accountability” in Lebanon as a
reprisal for Katyusha rocket attacks on populatienters in northern Isra&l After the

assassination of Rabin in 1995, his successor Shiteoes sought to flex his security credentials

1% yehudith Auerbach and Charles W. Greenbaum, “Asisgd_eader Credibility during a Peace Process:
Rabin’s Private Polls,Journal of Peace Resear87 (2000), pp. 34-36Auerback and Greenbaum point out that
Rabin himself denied the impact of surveys as mawst U.S. presidents. Scholars in American palitiehavior,
however, argue that the institutionalization oflingl operations is evidence on the importancehatted by U.S.
presidents to public opinion surveys. See RonalHliHckly, People, Polls, and Policymakers: Public Opinion and
National SecuritfNew York: Lexington Books, 1992): p. 4; and Rhili. Powlick and Andrew Z. Katz, “Defining
the American Public Opinion/Foreign Policy Nexuslérshon International Studies Review, supplemetiid¢o
international Studies Quarterly 4P§98), p. 46.

" Oded Eran. Interview by author. 2 September 2012.

12 Auerbach and Greenbaum 2000, pp. 40-48.
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in much the same way. In April 1996, he orderegéfation Grapes of Wrath” in retaliation for
more Hezbollah rockets raining down from the ndtth.

Lastly, Israeli law requires that any decisiomabnquish territory annexed after 1967 must
be ratified by the Knesset and then submittedreferendum. Consequently, any final status
agreement would accentuate public preferences tgsséy, constraining the options available
to Israeli negotiators. For this reason, DennisRargues that Barak attempted to condition his
public on potential concessions in final statukgalFor example, he allegedly leaked to the
press that “Israel would give up more than 90 paroéthe territories, divide East Jerusalem,
permit Palestinians to return in small numbers, @k pt international forces in place of the IDF
in the Jordan Valley™ This effort would have been baseless if Barak masconcerned with
his public.

In short, a profusion of evidence indicates tlseaeli leaders were in fact very worried about
public opinion during the Oslo period. As resalsudden negative shift in mass approval
following a Palestinian terrorist attack could gexte coercive pressure on Israeli leaders to
break off negotiations. In the words of Dore Gdtadmer Foreign Policy Advisor to Prime

Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, “[Terrorism] will makemeone who is initiating a peace process

131t is important to note that this military respertsad the opposite effect. The accidental shetirg UN
compound in Qana, which killed over a hundred Lesarcivilians, convinced many Arab Israelis notdte for
Peres in the 1996 election. Benny Morris, “Isaéllections and Their Implications]ournal of Palestine Studies
26(1996): p. 73. Also see Kenneth M. Pollatke Persian Puzzle: The Conflict between Iran angca(New
York, NY: Random House): pp. 279-280.

4 Ross 2005: 769.
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look like a fool or naive® The next two sections present a research desidetermine how

much coercive pressure resulted from this extremdénce.

6.2 The Data

To leverage the effects of terrorism on Israelilpukupport of the peace process, it is important
to address several key questions that were ramseldapter 2. First, how did terrorist violence
affect general Israeli attitudes over time? Sectmajhat extent did public opinion shift
systematically in a certain direction or generapolarizing effect? Third, how did the strength
of political attitudes affect the propensity ofitattinal change? Lastly, how did partisanship and
other demographic factors mediate attitudinal ckanghese acute terrorist crises?

Public opinion data from the Tami Steinmetz CefdelPeace Research is particularly well-
suited to answer these questions. After the sggafrthe Oslo agreements, the Center’s Peace
Index Project began monitoring Israeli public suppar the peace process with monthly public
opinion surveys. In particular, their questionaaiconsisted of a very important repeated,
permanent question: What is your opinion on theagent that was signed in Oslo between
Israel and the PLO (Agreement of Principles)? Rough0 people completed surveys each
month by telephone — a representative sample cddhé population in Israel and inside of the
Israeli settlements. The impressive frequency e$é¢hsurveys and the consistency of this
approval question provide a unique opportunity sprhow the Israeli public’s support for the

peace process changed over tifhdloreover, the data include fine grained demogiaph

> Dore Gold, Interview by author. 1 September 2012.
'8 The Tami Steinmetz surveys were the only Gallip-fioll in Israel that interviewed the public fremqly
with repeated questions. The data range fromitsiepiublic opinion survey conducted by the Tangiinetz

Center for Peace Research and Evens Program iratitedand Conflict Resolution of Tel Aviv Univengiand
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information allowing examination into how individugttributes and partisanship mediate public
reactions in coercive terrorist crises.

Because a universally accepted definition of té&smomremains elusive, it is useful to consider
the effect of multiple tactical variants.For example, suicide terrorism may have a laeffect
than other types of terrorism (Pape 2005), thetiogaf the attack may matter (Berribi and Klor
2008; Fielding and Penny 2009), as well as whdtieattacks primarily targeted civilians or
military targets (Ganor 2002; Goodwin 2006; Abra2086). To obtain nuanced data of this
sort, | construct an original dataset that recattiBalestinian terrorist incidents during the Oslo
period. Since most people learn about major eysnth as a terrorist attack, indirectly from the
media (Mutz 1992; Zaller and Price 1993), | idaatfthe various attacks, their location, and
primary target using archives of major internatiamawspapers (e.g., the BBC, the Boston
Globe, Der Spiegel, Ha'aretz, the Jerusalem Paodtftzee New York Times) and the Israeli
Ministry of Foreign Affairs website. | counted awent as a terrorist attack if it involved a
Palestinian or group of Palestinians attackingiing an Israeli or group of Israelf§. These

attacks include shootings, stabbings, vehicle ledtée.g., a car driving into bystanders), car

conclude with 2 January 2002. This end date pesvidariation during the first year of the Secortifdda and the
first 9 months of Ariel Sharon’s government, whaoneato power on 7 March 2001. Changing the end @aizh as
29 March 2001, 31 January 2001, 25 December 20@6 &eptember 2000) does not change the restuthssof
study.

7 |sraeli policymakers argue that the most imporfaator is whether or not a terrorist incident ated rather
than casualties. Oded Eran. Interview with autBdseptember 2012.

'8 The events and typologies used in this study ansistent with other terrorist databases such as
“International Terrorism: Attributes of Terrorisv&nts (ITERATE)” and the “World Incident Trackingg8em” of

the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC). Faibe foiled terrorist attacks are not included.
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bombs, grenades, mortars, and suicide bombingswultiple devices or attacks occurred at the
same time and location, | coded the incident asemeat™® To keep the unit of measurement the
same as the monthly public opinion surveys, | ndédeggregate the incidents into larger time
units. Thus, each tactic includes the number atlents that occurred 30 days preceding a
survey?°

Next, | created a variable for the frequency otylles of terrorist incidents in a month and
separate variables for the frequency of all suieidé non-suicide attacks in a month. | also
coded them according to three locations: Isr&lUshlem, and the occupied territories.
Jerusalem, which includes both East Jerusalem aast Yérusalem, is given its own variable
because it is one of the major points of contentiamegotiations and holds tremendous religious
and nationalist symbolism for Israel and the Palest people. Lastly, | coded the incidents as
either “military” or “civilian” based on who the @ity of victims were in each attack.

As discussed in chapter 2, the party of the prinmester can act as a powerful cue to the
public in coercive terrorist crises. For examplgmne ministers from the hawkish Likud Party
could convince its members, who are traditionapjpased to the peace process, to approve of
peace talks as they advance negotiations and eggebments (Schultz 2005). The novelty of
this situation could also strengthen support antbegpolitical left, those who are cautiously

optimistic about the prospects of peace.

9 As a check on the intensity of the attacks, | &dleed the number of casualties per incident.

%0 Aggregating the data into larger time units suslB@ or 90 days preceding a survey do not charggeetlts
in this study. Although equal weight is given axk attack irrespective of their proximity to a\v&y, this potential
interference is captured by the error term in @aghhession model and averaged out across timelnere

marginalizing the effect.
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In addition, the previous chapters discussed thmrtance of unified elite messages. While
the Likud Party vehemently opposed the Oslo Accdtds criticism moderated publically once
Prime Minister Netanyahu was in office. For ing&nn an interview with Larry King,
Netanyahu stated that “we’re keeping Oslo” and hbigaivas optimistic about it. He added, “l am
personally committed to it because there’s no Isve® has not felt the pain of war or lost
loved ones. And it is something that | feel rigbiv as being one of the great tasks ahead of me
now, to move the country, Israel and its neighbimwards a genuine and lasting peace. And |
will do my utmost to achieve this godf-” Thus, the presence of a Likud prime minister @etn
as a proxy for unified rhetoric in support of thel®Peace Process. To capture these elite cue
effects, all models therefore include an indicatmable for whether or not the incumbent prime
minister is from the Likud Party.

Finally, it is essential to control for Israel’'saomic situation during the Oslo period.
Political scientists have long found that percamiof the national economy heavily drive
political attitudes (Kinder and Kiewiet 1979; LandaSears 1981; Fiorina 1981; Lewis Beck
1988; Markus 1988; Mutz 1992, 1994; Funk and Galbimet 1997 If the masses believe
that the government’s policies are connected togbs in the economy, these so-called
sociotropic judgments can affect public evaluatiohgovernment performance and its policies
(Kernell 1978; Jonung and Wadensj6 1979; Lau amiisSE981). Specific to the Israeli-

Palestinian case, Al-Haj et al. (1993) and Nachtamy Tessler (2002) find that Israelis largely

2 Larry King. Interview with Prime Minister BenjamNetanyahuLarry King Live CNN, 3 July 1996.
2 This finding is not only limited to American patis, but also has been generalized to other Western

democracies (Jonung and Wadensjd 1979; Clarke £988).
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believed that peace with the Palestinians wouleegga economic benefits for the Jewish state.
Therefore, all of the models include Israel’s mdynthflation and unemployment ratés.

Figure 6.1 displays monthly Israeli public supdortthe Oslo Peace Process and the
frequency of terrorist attacks by type, locatiomg &arget. The average support was 38.9%
during this period. The sharp increase betweepli2ct1995 and November 1995 highlights the
“rally-round-the-flag” effect that occurred aftéret assassination of Yitzhak RaBfnPublic
opinion remained stable with modest variation uenibther sharp increase during the election
campaign of Ehud Barak in March 1999. It then lpetgadecline steadily, especially after the
outbreak of the Palestinian al-Agsa Intifada int8eyber 2000. By the end of the Oslo period,
Israeli public support settled around 27 percent.

The frequency of attacks reveals several interggiatterns. Israel withessed a mean of 2.22
attacks for all types of terrorism within 30 daysasurvey, and this violence tended to spike
around many important events in the Oslo PeaceeBso¢l) the October 1994 signing of the
Israeli-Jordanian peace treaty, (2) the FebruarggMa996 period, which was two to three

months prior to the May Israeli electiéh(3) the October 1998 signing of the Wye Agreement,

% To account for these factors, | gathered datdnemronthly unemployment level (%) and inflatioreréo)
taken from the International Financial Statisti€she International Monetary Fund. Since the IMifyodocuments
the quarter unemployment level in Israel, | intéaped the data in order to generate monthly ratesasonable
approach given the stability of the quarterly lesheting the period of investigation. | calculated monthly
inflation rate by finding the rate of change in thenthly Israeli consumer price index.

2 0n 4 November 1995, Yigal Amir, a Jewish law stitdeith ultra-nationalist beliefs, shot and kill&de
Prime Minister while he was attending a peace ialljel Aviv. Following the assassination, Isrgaliblic support
for the peace process increased from 37.2 pencédtiober 1995 to 51.6 percent in November 1995.

% These were revenge attacks for the assassindtiéahya Ayyash, Hamas’ chief bomb-maker and leader

the of the Izz al-Din al-Qassam Brigade in the \\Rzstk.

174



(4) the September 2000 controversial visit of AB&laron to the Temple Mount, and (5) the
March 2001 post-Israeli election period. Thusséhdata provide support that Palestinian
extremists strategically timed their attacks taespond to elections and progress on the peace
process (Kydd and Walter 2002; Braithwaite et @QlL®. Although suicide terrorism occurred
infrequently across the entire Oslo period (a m&Eah 39 suicide attacks per 30 days), this type
of attack tended to occur around these same imgateents. The location of the attacks have a
similar pattern, but tended to occur more frequentthe occupied territories (a mean of 1.22
attacks per 30 days), than in Israel proper (a noé&b2 per 30 days), and Jerusalem (a mean of
0.46 attacks per 30 days). It is important to nbtevever, that the number of attacks in
Jerusalem is much higher than in any other citigriael. Lastly, attacks on civilians (a mean of
1.7 attacks per 30 days) occurred nearly threestmsehigh as attacks on military personnel (a
mean of 0.48 attacks per 30 days).

In the next section, | describe the research dek@gnanalyzes how the multiple variants of
terrorism, the state of the Israeli economy andptirgy of the prime minister affected Israel

public support for the peace process. | then ptesed discuss the results.

6.3  Empirical Strategy and Results

This section introduces three different statistroaldels that focus on three levels of aggregation
of the dependent variable. The first statisticabel@pplies a regression model with temporally
correlated errors (AR(1)) to average Israeli publipport for the peace process. This model
reveals how the variables of interest affect gdrisraeli attitudes over time. The second
statistical model applies compositional time seaieslysis to the disaggregated distribution of

Israeli attitudes — the proportion that “stronglypport,” “somewhat support,” are “in the
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middle,” “somewhat oppose,” “strongly oppose,” og &uncertain” toward the peace process.
This determines whether terrorism generates arsgsite shift in a certain direction or a
polarizing effect among Israelis. It also revdadsv the strength of political attitudes affects the
propensity of attitudinal change. The third stateéd model applies a two-stage feasible
generalized least squares (FGLS) regression tmtlndual-level data. This provides a nuanced
analysis on how partisanship and demographic fact@diate individual-level attitudes in

coercive terrorist crises.

6.3.1 Determinants of Average | sraeli Approval
| begin by considering how the multiple variantgerforism, the state of the Israeli economy
and the party of the prime minister affected aversgaeli support for the peace process. Serial
correlation is a concern because shocks in onehmight spill over into the subsequent month
(Beck 1991; Gelpi, Feaver, and Reifler 2005/2006;Bdef and Keele 2008). Thus, it is
essential to first investigate the presence ofaartelation by adopting a simple linear model,
Y, = B1+ Z}‘:z Bjxj. + €. The dependent variablg is average Israeli approval of the Oslo
peace process at tinteThe covariates;, are the monthly-level predictors indexedjbande is
the error term in the regression motfel.

As suspected, the autocorrelation and partial aatelation functions of the residuals detect
an autoregressive process of order 1. A Durbinséfafl est confirms the presence of first-order

autocorrelation, generating a test statistic taages from 1.24 to 1.45 depending on the model

% A Phillips-Perron test indicates that Israeli apgi of the Oslo Peace Process is stationary ipéned of

investigation (Dickey-Fuller Z (alpha) = -32.61<.01).
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specification. In order to take into account tepehdence between terms, | adopt the following
AR(1) model.

Yo = BL+ XS ,Bix;+ m, fore=1,..,T

U= pui_1+ €, where-1< p<1

The second equation underscores that the distuebanmeriod t depends on the disturbance in
periodt — 1, plus some additional amount of error. The parangets the first-order
autocorrelation coefficient, and can be interpretedhe correlation coefficient betwegnand
U:—1. Inturn, the generalized linear model can bereged using maximum likelihood
estimation. The model specifies that all movemerihe covariates translates to instantaneous
changes in support for the peace process. In atbets, individuals adjust to new information
as it becomes available in the current period. ddta demonstrate that the predictors, including

terrorism, do not have a lagged effect beyondriit&i shock, thus supporting this assumption.

Results

Table 6.1 summarizes the relationship between gearanthly Israeli approval for the Oslo
Peace Process and the monthly-level predictorecifigally, Model 1 investigates how changes
in the frequency of all types of terrorist atta¢ksrrorism) affect support for the Oslo Peace

Process. Model 2 disaggregates these attacksnipakthe effect of suicide attacksujcidg

27 Alternatively, one could adopt an autoregressig@ibuted lag or ADL model (De Boef and Keele 2008
The ADL general dynamic model assumes that shackaé period persist into the future. This mobelyever, is
inconsistent with the data generating mechanisra, sesies of t-tests demonstrate that the coeffisief the lagged
regressors are indistinguishable from zero (seeragip C). A partial adjustment or Koyck model isna
appropriate based on the AIC and BIC. The reswitich are available in appendix D, reproduce tlaénrfindings

of the autoregressive models used in this studig fnoviding additional confidence in the reportstimates.
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Table 6.1. Determinants of Monthly Support for Oslo

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 i 6
Terrorism -0.39 — — — — —
(0.17) *
Non-Suicide — -0.26 — — — —
(0.18)
Suicide — -1.99 — — — —
(0.61) **
Civilian — — -0.95 — — —
(0.22) *
Military — — 0.75 — — —
(0.45)
Israel — — — -1.48 — —
(0.62) *
Occupied — — — -0.17 — —
(0.23) ***
Jerusalem — — — -0.64 — —
(0.54)
Casualties — — — — -0.12 —
(0.05) *
No Terrorism — — — — — 1.71
(0.83) *
Unemployment  -1.69 -1.35 -1.54 -1.42 -1.93 -2.09
(0.75) * (0.67) * (0.63) * (0.69) * (0.79) * (0.82) *
Inflation 0.3 0.85 0.61 0.6 0.37 0.14
(0.8) (0.79) (0.77) (0.8) (0.8) (0.8)
Likud 14 1.9 2.36 1.95 1.09 0.75
(1.41) (1.24) (1.19)- (1.27) (1.5) (1.57)
Constant 52.28 49.41 50.74 50.05 54.04 54.23
(6.12) *** (5.46) ***  (5.14) *** (5.58) *** (6.45) *** (6.75) ***
Observations 91 91 91 91 91 91

Note: Each column reports the maximum likelihoodinestes of a separate generalized
regression with an AR(1) correlation structurearfard errors appear in parentheses.
**x gignificant at 0.001; “** significant at 001; “* significant at 0.05; ** significant 0.1

least squareS)(GL
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and other types of violencBl¢n-Suicid¢ Model 3 investigates how the location of thaeks
impacted public approvalsrael includes all types of terrorist attacks that ocedrinside of

Israel. Occupiedincludes all types of terrorist attacks that ocedrin the occupied territories.
Jerusalemincludes all types of terrorist attacks that ocedrin Jerusalem. Model 4 then
compares the effect of all types of attacks themarily targeted civilians and those that targeted
the Israeli military. All four models control foihe state of the Israeli economy and the party of
the prime ministelUnemploymenis the unemployment level (%) in Israkiflation is the

inflation rate (%).Likudis an indicator variable for whether the incumbentne minister was
from the Likud Party.

As expected, the data decisively demonstrate tieatiultiple variants of terrorism decrease
popular approval for the peace process. The sufpgtampact, however, is not very large.
Model 1 finds that for each terrorist attack (retj@ss of whether it is a shooting, stabbing, car
bombing, or suicide attack), the estimated netcéfi@ public approval is a decrease of 0.39
percentage points. If the number of attacks reatie observed mean of 2.22 attacks per
month, public approval would decrease by less thparcentage point.

The effect of suicide terrorism is larger thanadher types of terrorism, but its impact is still
surprisingly mild. Model 2 demonstrates that tkpexted effect of each suicide attack is a
decrease of less than 2 percentage points inilswggbort for the peace process. Putting this
number in perspective, the average number of sumithcks per month during the Oslo period
was 0.39. If the number of suicide attacks reathissobserved mean, public support for the
peace process would dwindle by 0.78 percentagagpoMoreover, the number of suicide

attacks never exceeded 4 incidents in one monticjwias unusual and only occurred during
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the al-Agsa Intifada. Yet, even an acute montteobr of this sort would decrease public
approval by less than 8 percentage points.

The Israeli public makes a distinction between &al&an attacks that primarily targeted
civilians and those that targeted the Israeli mmjit Model 3 finds that the expected effect of
each attack on civilians is a decrease in publpr@l of less than 1 percentage point. If the
number civilian attacks reaches the observed meary attacks per month, public approval
would decrease by about 1.6 percentage pointslevitte coefficient for military targets is
positive, suggesting that these types of attack®ase public approval, there is not enough data
to be certain that this effect is statisticallyfelient than O at this level of aggregation.

In addition, the location of the terrorism seematter to the Israeli public. As Model 4
demonstrates, attacks in Israel have the larggsi¢tndecreasing public approval by 1.48
percentage points. In contrast, terrorist incidentthe occupied territories decrease public
approval by 0.17 percentage points per attack amd ho distinguishable effect when they occur
in Jerusalem. If the number of attacks in Israathes the observed mean of 0.52 per month,
public approval would decrease by 0.77 percentages If the number of attacks in the
occupied territories reaches the observed mearR@fdttacks per month, approval would
decrease by 0.21 percentage points.

It is important to note, however, that it is difficto parse out the effect of location on public
approval from that of target selection. A conderthat Palestinian militants disproportionally
targeted the Israeli military in the occupied tenies (82% of all military incidents). Indeed,
these variables become statistically insignifiaahen simultaneously modeling public approval

as a function of both target selection and locatidhis demonstrates that it is difficult to
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conclude whether location or the target selectiattens more to Israelis. Still, it does not
change the fact that these variables have a soadl effect on public approval.

As a robustness check on the above findings gssential to consider how the magnitude of
the terror, not just the number of events, affésrigeli perceptions. Model 5 in Table 6.1
investigates the effect of casualties on Isradblipisupport for the Oslo Peace Process. The
coefficient for casualties demonstrates that fahdaraeli victim, the expected effect on Israeli
public support for the Oslo Peace Process is adserof 0.12 percentage points. If the number
of casualties reaches the observed monthly medr9bfvictims, the expected decrease in
approval would be about 0.6 percentage points.sTtearorism does not generate a dramatic
change in average public support for the Oslo PPageess even when taking into consideration
both the frequency and the magnitude of attacks.

Another important extension is to consider how rhemithout terrorism affect Israeli
approval. Model 6 includes an indicator varial@erhonths when no Palestinian terrorism
occurred inside of Israel or the occupied terrésri As Table 6.1 indicates, each month of calm
increases Israeli support for the peace procedstypercentage points. This effect is over four
times as large as the effect of all types of te&smrand nearly as large as the effect of suicide
terrorism. Given that there were 41 months of calmng the Oslo period, the effect of months
without terrorism would have been substantial iisetting the costs associated with terrorism.

The economic and political variables also reveaéssd important trends. Predictably, socio-
tropic evaluations of the economy shape Israeli@agd. Although the inflation rate appears to
have no effect on Israeli perceptions, growing upleyment does have a statistically significant
and negative effect. Specifically, a one percéange in the unemployment rate decreases

public support by 1.35 to 1.9 percentage pointpedding on the model specification. This
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effect, however, is not too large when considetiregaverage monthly change in
unemployment, which was 0.036 percentage pointsgltine Oslo period. A change of this
magnitude would decrease Israeli approval by ory @percentage points. Lastly, the presence
of a Likud Prime Minister appears to increase #wel of Israeli support, but there is not enough
data to demonstrate if the effect is different tbaat least at this level of aggregation of the
dependent variable.

In summary, the time series models provide sevemabrtant findings regarding public
opinion in coercive terrorist crises. Overall, #féect of Palestinian terrorism on average Israeli
opinion appears to be much smaller than conventisiza@lom otherwise suggests. Thus, this
tactic should not have generated much coercivespreon Israeli leaders during active and
serious negotiations, the type that would forcedea to suspend or end peace negotiations.

It is germane to note that aggregating the depéndgiable into average public support for
the peace process causes a loss of valuable informbhowever. For example, we cannot tell if
public opinion is moving in a systematic directimmif there is a polarizing effect, moving Israeli
attitudes into opposite ends of the spectrum. 8@ @nnot tell how the strength of political
attitudes mediates these changes in public opinidme next section helps to get a handle on

these issues.

6.3.2 Determinants of the Distribution of Israeli Approval

Recall that the Tami Steinmetz Center for Peace&teh asked the following permanent
guestion: What is your opinion on the agreementwlze signed in Oslo between Israel and the
PLO (Agreement of Principles)? Israeli respondentdd answer either “Strongly Support,”

“Somewhat Support,” “In the Middle,” “Somewhat Omay’ “Strongly Oppose,” or
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“Uncertain.” Thus, the monthly Israeli responsesmaultinomial proportions bounded between
0 and 1, and sum-constrained to 1. In other wah#s, represent a composition with time series
properties.

To determine how the independent variables affezte proportions, it is necessary to apply
compositional time series analysis (Brunsdon andlSh998; also see Atichison 1986; Tomz,

Tucker, and Wittenberg 2002). Let= (rq T2¢ ---, T'pe) denote a d-dimensional composition
of survey responseB = d + 1 at timet = 1, ..., T such thaf %! r;, = n,. In this caser, is
“Strongly Support,r, is “Somewhat Support#; is “In the Middle,’r, is “Somewhat
Oppose,rsg is “Strongly Oppose,” andj, is the fill-up value or reference category
“uncertain.® Letx;, = 1y /ng, Xe = (X140 X2, ..., Xa¢), thenx, is a composition that lies in the
simplex§? ={x;:0 < x;; < 1,i=1,..,d; YL x; <1; t=1,..T}, which form a
multivariate time series. To take into accountlibendary constraints of the simplex, it is

necessary to mag from S¢ ontoR¢ and examine its statistical properties witfif. This can

be done with the additive-logistic ay(x;;) transformation defined by:
Vi = @q(xi) = log (%), (i=1,..,d),¢=1,..T)

where

d
Xpe=1-— Z Xit
i=1

Transforming the data using thg(x;;) function produces a multivariate time series defin
on theR< simplex at each time point which can be analyzed using standard time series

methods. As a result, the effects of terrorisra,ghrty of the prime minister and the state of the

28 Smith and Brundson (1998) demonstrate that theefrisdnvariant to the reference category.
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Israeli economy on the log survey response ratimsbe measured using maximum likelihood
estimation with AR(1) disturbancé$.The coefficients from the econometric modelsvalfor
empirical investigation in thR? simplex. The quantities of interest, however,theechanges in
total percent shares of each categorical survgores, not the vector of log ratios. To recover
these values, it is necessary to transform theigiestllog survey response ratios back to
response percentages. The inverse transformdititve @additive logistic function for some

reference category is:

Yit
_ 2 0-1( ()Y _ e .
Xig = Ay (yit ) = W,lf (l = 1,...,d)
= ————,if(i=D
1+YL, e A )

Results

Table 6.2 through Table 6.7 report the results fexrcompositional time-series models using
the same model specifications of terrorism as@arlBecause we are interested in the effects of
the independent variables on the monthly surveyaese proportions, the tables include the
expected first differences on the distribution afnthly Israeli support and 95 percent
confidence intervals as recovered by the inverghefdditive logistic function. The specified
unit changes for each independent variable areases of O to 1 terrorist attack, the mean of the
unemployment rate (8.02 percent) to its maximume4l0.6 percent), the mean of the inflation
rate (0.48 percent) to its maximum value (3.02 @et)c and no Likud Prime Minister (a value of

0) to the presence of a Likud Prime Minister (aueabf 1). To interpret these effects visually,

% The estimated log survey response ratios are vatitite normal in th&? simplex.
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Table 6.2. Expected First Differences on Distributn of Monthly Support (Model 1)

Survey A Terrorism A Unemployment A Inflation A Likud
Response (0 to 1 Attack) (Mean to Max) (Mean to Max) (Oto 1)
(%)
Strongly -0.46 0.29 2.32 1.93
Support (-0.81 — -0.22)* (-2.36 — 3.11) (-0.67 — 6.48) (0.27 — 3.46) *
Somewhat -0.12 -4.48 -0.97 0.87
Support (-0.41 — 0.08) (-6.84 — -2.57) (-5.13 — 2.61) (-0.65 — 2.53)
In the -0.69 -2.01 -0.38 0.99
Middle (-1.07 — -0.34)* (-5.1 — 0.83) (-5.9— 4.1) (-1.61 — 3.75)
Somewhat 0.18 0.25 -0.46 -1.15
Oppose (-0.02 — 0.41) (-2.03 — 2.6) (-3.27 — 1.84) (-2.54 — -0.04) *
Strongly 0.99 1.88 -0.29 -2.47
Oppose (0.7 —1.31)* (-1.61 — 4.81) (-4.37 — 4.9) (-4.42 — -0.65) *
Uncertain 0.1 4.07 -0.21 -0.18
(-0.19 — 0.3) (0.02 — 7.9) * (-3.56 — 3.64) (-1.79 — 1.55)

Note: Each column reports the estimated effecirsf flifferences on the survey response proport{®tis The
parentheses contain a 95% confidence interval é&mwh eexpected first difference. While the expediest
differences for some proportions are significanthat 0.1 level, the 90% confidence intervals areimduded in
order to promote consistency and clarity.
“** significant at 0.05; *’ significant at 0.1.
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Table 6.3. Expected First Differences on Distributin of Monthly Support (Model 2)

Survey A Non-Suicide A Suicide A Unemployment A Inflation A Likud
Response (0 to 1 Attack) (O to 1 Attack) (Mean to Max) (Mean to Max) (Oto 1)
(%)
Strongly -0.24 -1.51 0.037 3.05 1.9
Support (-0.45 — -0.01)* (-2.36 — -0.69) * (-2.33— 2.42) (-1.57 — 6.55) (0.12— 3.6) *
Somewhat -0.08 -0.74 -4.17 -0.5 0.9
Support (-0.42 — 0.18) (-1.9 — 0.14) (-6.13 — -2.29)* (-3.4 — 3.09) (-0.84 — 2.18)
In the -0.63 -0.89 -2.42 -0.82 1.33
Middle (-1.11 — -0.18)* (-1.99— 0.33) (-5.67 — 0.09) (-4.21 — 3.54) (-1.75 — 3.53)
Somewhat 0.1 0.36 0.34 -0.55 -1.11
Oppose (-0.15 — 0.3) (-0.48— 1.04) (-0.15 — 0.3) (-3.18 — 3.19)  (-2.56 — 0.15)
Strongly 0.74 2.84 1.48 -1.41 -2.89
Oppose (0.26— 1.16)* (1.49 — 3.89) * (-1.45 — 4.26) (-4.98 — 1.68) (-5.18 — -0.91) *
Uncertain 0.11 -0.058 4.39 0.22 -0.14
(-0.25 — 0.37) (-0.97 — 0.79) (0.73 — 8.94)* (-2.87 — 4.25) (-2.28 — 1.46)

Note: Each column reports the estimated effeciref differences on the survey response proport{@ts The parentheses contain a
95% confidence interval for each expected firstedénce. While the expected first differencesdome proportions are significant at
the 0.1 level, the 90% confidence intervals aremetided in order to promote consistency and wglari

** significant at 0.05; *’ significant at 0.1.
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Table 6.4. Expected First Differences on Distributin of Monthly Support (Model 3)

Survey A Civilian A Military A Unemployment A Inflation A Likud
Response (0 to 1 Attack) (O to 1 Attack) (Mean to Max) (Mean to Max) (Oto 1)
(%)
Strongly -0.6 0.06 0.04 2.02 2.05
Support (-0.92 — -0.29)* (-0.73— 0.72) (-2.33— 2.11) (-1.28 — 6.18) (0.21 — 3.74) *
Somewhat -0.42 0.75 -4.32 -0.64 1.26
Support (-0.75 — -0.07)* (-0.03 — 1.43) (-5.89 — -2.56)* (-3.63 — 1.98) (-0.57 — 2.57)
In the -0.86 -0.06 -2.43 -0.71 1.36
Middle (-1.47 — -0.33)* (-1.19 — 0.96) (-5.26 — -0.12)* (-4.43 — 3.55) (-1.08 — 3.24)
Somewhat 0.24 -0.09 0.35 -0.13 -1.19
Oppose (-0.07 — 0.53) (-0.66— 0.52) (-0.08 — 0.53) (-3.7— 2.62) (1.37 — 0.18)
Strongly 1.38 -0.19 2.04 -0.36 -3.08
Oppose (1.02— 1.79)* (-0.98 — 0.86) (-1.18 — 4.81) (-3.93 — 2.39) (-4.96 — -1.15)*
Uncertain 0.26 -0.48 4.32 -0.19 -04
(-0.05— 0.59) (-1.22— 0.28) (0.34 — 8.91)* (-2.98 — 2.9) (-1.68 — 0.84)

Note: Each column reports the estimated effeciref differences on the survey response proport{@ts The parentheses contain a
95% confidence interval for each expected firstedénce. While the expected first differencesdome proportions are significant at
the 0.1 level, the 90% confidence intervals aremwtided in order to promote consistency and tglari

** significant at 0.05; *’ significant at 0.1.
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Table 6.5. Expected First Differences on Distributn of Monthly Support (Model 4)

Survey A Israel A Occupied A Jerusalem A Unemployment A Inflation A Likud
Response (0 to 1 Attack) (O to 1 Attack) (O to 1 Attack) (Mean to Max) (Mean to Max) (Oto 1)
(%)
Strongly -0.95 -0.34 -0.3 0.41 2.14 2.14
Support (-1.97 — -0.17)*  (-0.71 — -0.02) * (-1.6 — 0.72) (-1.73 — 2.46) (-1.59 — 4.89) (-1.59 — 4.89)
Somewhat -0.96 0.23 -0.68 -4.15 -0.08 -0.08
Support (-2.02 — -0.03)* (-0.11 — 0.54) (-1.71 — 0.14) (-6.39 — -1.8)* (-2.97 — 2.83) (-2.97 — 2.83)
In the -0.3 -1.01 -0.1 -2.07 -1.12 -1.12
Middle (-1.96 — 1.1) (-1.52 — -0.31) * (-1.76 — 1.72) (-5.94 — 1.45) (-5.59 — 4.09) (-5.59 — 4.09)
Somewhat 0.07 0.24 -0.03 0.36 0.18 0.18
Oppose (-0.8 — 0.92) (-0.05 — 0.47) (-1.01 — 0.6) (-1.76 — 2.3) (-2.21 — 3.6) (-2.21 — 3.6)
Strongly 2.07 0.85 0.84 1.28 -0.82 -0.8
Oppose (0.74— 3.35)* (0.35 — 1.29) * (-0.6 — 2.41) (-1.84 — 5.15) (-3.76 — 3.43) (-3.76 — 3.4)
Uncertain 0.1 0.02 0.27 4.18 -0.3 -0.3
(-1.14— 1.21) (-0.5 — 0.36) (-1.06 — 1.38) (1.01 — 8.56)* (-2.8 — 3.41) (-2.8 — 3.41)

Note: Each column reports the estimated effecirsf dlifferences on the survey response proportiee)s The parentheses contain a 95% confideneevit
for each expected first difference. While the extpd first differences for some proportions arengigant at the 0.1 level, the 90% confidence inéés are not
included in order to promote consistency and cfarit
** significant at 0.05; *’ significant at 0.1.
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Table 6.6. Expected First Differences on Distributn of Monthly Support (Model 5)

Survey A Casualties A Unemployment A Inflation A Likud
Response (0 to 1 Victim) (Mean to Max) (Mean to Max) (Oto 1)
(%)
Strongly -0.19 -0.63 2.94 1.55
Support (-0.28 — -0.11)* (-3.09 — 1.14) (0.01 — 6.78)* (-0.13 — 3.36)
Somewhat 0.003 -5.05 -0.97 0.63
Support (-0.1— 0.09) (-7.46 — -2.79) (-4.23 — 1.99) (-1.44 — 2.54)
In the -0.13 -3.84 -1.07 0.35
Middle (-0.25 — -0.002)*  (-6.77 — -0.95) * (-7.14 — 2.81) (-2.65 — 3.12)
Somewhat 0.08 0.55 -0.48 -1.03
Oppose (0.03— 0.14y (-1.43 — 2.12) (-2.98 — 2.05) (-2.21 — 0.15)
Strongly 0.23 4.55 -0.66 -1.52
Oppose (0.1—0.35)* (0.46 — 8.08)* (-45 — 4.12) (-4.74 — 0.74)
Uncertain -0.004 4.42 0.25 0.03
(-0.09 — 0.08) (0.46 — 8.8) * (-2.54 — 3.73) (-1.93 — 1.89)

Note: Each column reports the estimated effecirsf flifferences on the survey response proport{®tis The

parentheses contain a 95% confidence interval &mh eexpected first difference.

While the expediest

differences for some proportions are significanthat 0.1 level, the 90% confidence intervals areimduded in
order to promote consistency and clarity.

** significant at 0.05; *’ significant at 0.1.
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Table 6.7. Expected First Differences on Distributn of Monthly Support (Model 6)

Survey A No Terrorism A Unemployment A Inflation A Likud
Response (Otol) (Mean to Max) (Mean to Max) (Oto 1)
(%)
Strongly 1.67 -1.13 2.18 1.35
Support (0.32 — 2.71)* (-3.69 — 1.18) (-1.73 — 5.72) (-0.45 — 3.37)
Somewhat 1.01 -5.13 -1.52 0.65
Support (-0.46 — 2.17) (-7.92 — -3.08} (-4.77 — 1.32) (-1.8 — 2.6)
In the 0.04 -4.01 -0.8 0.42
Middle (-2.46 — 2.09) (-6.91 — -0.63) * (-5.67 — 4.43) (23— 3.42)
Somewhat -1.16 0.63 -0.27 -0.93
Oppose (-2.24 — -0.13) (-1.42 — 2.91) (-3.07 — 2.45) (-2.48 — 0.54)
Strongly -2.49 5.29 -0.15 -1.52
Oppose (-4.78 —0.13)- (0.93 — 9.24)* (-3.75 — 4.09) (-4.16 — 0.49)
Uncertain 0.94 4.34 0.57 0.04
(-0.72 — 2.52) (0.68 — 9.3) * (-2.65 — 4.26) (-1.44 — 1.98)

Note: Each column reports the estimated effecirsf flifferences on the survey response proport{®tis The
parentheses contain a 95% confidence interval é&mwh eexpected first difference. While the expediest
differences for some proportions are significanthat 0.1 level, the 90% confidence intervals areimduded in
order to promote consistency and clarity.
** significant at 0.05; *’ significant at 0.1.
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Figure 6.2 displays changes in the survey respprigertions as each independent variable
moves from its minimum value to its maximdh.

The data demonstrate that the multiple variantembrism systematically decrease popular
approval of the peace process and increase opposiit. Moreover, individuals who are “in
the middle” regarding support for the peace proeessieparting at a faster rate for nearly every
model specification, suggesting ambivalent indialduare most likely to modify their opinions.
Overall, these changes are still quite small baseishdividual terrorist attacks. Model 1
demonstrates that for each terrorist attack, thegmeage of Israelis strongly supporting the
peace process and “in the middle” decrease byd@hd@).69 percentage points respectively. In
contrast, the proportion of Israelis who strongbpose the peace process increases by 0.99
percentage points.

These effects are similar when disaggregatingdfrerist incidents according to the type of
attack, location, and target, though to differeegreges. Model 2 reveals that suicide terrorism
produces a larger substantive effect than all dgyps of attacks. Specifically, Israelis strongly
supporting the peace process decease by abouerténpage points and those strongly opposed
to the peace process increase by about 2.8 pegeepténts. In comparison, non-suicide attacks
decrease the percentage strongly supporting treegeacess by 0.24 percentage points and
increase the percentage strongly opposed to treegeacess by 0.74 percentage points. Itis
also germane to highlight that non-suicide attatksnish the size of Israelis who are “in the

middle” by 0.63 percentage points.

% Since the effects of the unemployment rate, iiftatate, and Likud Party are roughly the samesxtbese

models, Figure 6.2 only includes estimates basedankel 3.
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Figure 6.2. Expected Proportion of Approval of OsldPeace Process
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Model 3 confirms the earlier finding that the Idrgeiblic makes a distinction between
Palestinian terrorist attacks that target civiliansl those that target the military. For eaclchtta
primarily targeting civilians, Israelis who “stroiggsupport,” “somewhat support,” and are “in
the middle” decrease by 0.6, 0.41 and 0.86 pergeraints respectively; the proportion that
“strongly oppose” increases by 1.38 percentagetpoilm contrast, Israeli approval for the peace
process appears to increase when Palestinianig¢attacks target the military. Yet, these
changes are not statistically significant, witheption to the increase of 0.75 percentage points
among those who “somewhat support” the peace pspedsch is statistically significant at the
0.1 level.

Similarly, the location has a statistically sigo#nt effect on the distribution of Israeli
attitudes. Just as the AR(1) models found, tesnotthat occurs in Israel has a larger impact than
those that occur in the occupied territories amdsdem. The proportion who “strongly
support” the peace process and “somewhat supp@téace process decrease by 0.95 and 0.96
percentage points respectively when the attacksrooside of Israel. Those who are strongly
opposed to the peace process increase by abouténhfege points. When the attacks occur in
the occupied territories, the expected effect oaelss who strongly support the peace process
decreases by 0.34 percentage points, and the pimpstrongly opposed increases by 0.85
percentage points. Under this same scenario,dieeptage “in the middle” decrease by about 1
percentage points.

Examination into the magnitude of attacks confithres terrorism causes a small systematic
shift. Model 5 in Table 6.6 reveals that eachdbractim of terrorism decreases the proportion
of Israelis who “strongly support” the peace pracleg 0.19 percentage points and increases the

proportion of those who “strongly oppose” by 0.28qentage points. Israelis who are “in the
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middle” decrease by 0.13 percentage points peellsrigtim. As can be seen in Figure 6.2,
even a typically deadly month of 5 attacks doeshawe a large effect. Thus, both the number
of attacks and casualties from terrorism shoulcegae little coercive pressure.

It is also significant to highlight that months ot terrorism increase the proportions in
support of the peace process and decrease thopeasition. Model 6 in Table 6.7 finds that
each month of calm increases the proportion okelsavho “strongly support” the peace process
by 1.67 percentage points and decreases the piapoftisraelis who “somewhat oppose” by
1.16 percentage points. The model also suggestshtd proportion of Israelis who “strongly
oppose” the peace process decreases by 2.49 mayequtints, though this estimate is only
significant at the 0.1 level. Overall, this suppdhe finding that's months of calm will reverse
the damage caused by episodes of terrorism.

Turning to the state of the Israeli economy, un@wyplent has a statistically significant and
independent effect on several of the percent sldragproval. As the unemployment rate
increases the proportion that “somewhat suppod’psace process shrinks and the proportion
feeling “uncertain” grows significantly for neargwery model specification. An increase in the
inflation rate appears to generate strong suppothe peace process, but this relationship is
only statistically significant in Model 5. Overalhese findings demonstrate that sociotropic
judgments factor into Israeli evaluations of thageprocess.

Lastly, the models find that the party of the primmister does in fact shape Israeli
perceptions toward the peace process. Dependitigeamodel specification, the presence of a
Likud prime minister increases the proportion eaédis who “strongly support” the peace
process by about 2 percentage points. It also deesethe proportion of Israelis who “strongly

oppose” the peace process by about 2.5 to 3 pagepbints. This confirms that party cues can
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play a powerful role in shaping public perceptiottsalso supports Schultz’s (2005) finding that
hawkish leaders are better equipped to producstaisable and durable peace than their dovish
counterparts.

To summarize, the analysis to this point has fodwsehow terrorism, the state of the Israeli
economy and the party of the prime minister aféarage Israeli opinion and the distribution of
Israeli attitudes. In combination, the data prevaderwhelming evidence that terrorism
decreases public approval for the peace procesmaraghses opposition to it. These changes,
however, are not very large and should not genenateh coercive pressure on Israeli leaders. It
also finds that sociotropic judgments and the paftye prime minister can shape public
evaluations of the peace process. The next seexamines which segments of the Israeli

population are most likely to be affected by thesmthly-level predictors.

6.3.3 Determinants of I ndividual-Level Approval
To leverage the effects of terrorism, inflationemployment, and the party affiliation of the
incumbent government on individual-level evaluasiah the Oslo Peace Process, | apply a two-
stage estimation process (Lewis and Linzer 2005n&e and Hill 2006). The first stage uses
the individual-level demographic variables to pote@dipproval in each month. The second stage
regresses these estimates from the first stageeomonthly-level predictors. This tells us how
the variables of interest affect the propensitgugport within each specified demographic
group.

Given the discrete nature of the dependent varialtige first stage — whether the Israeli
respondent approves or disapproves of the OsloeH@@acess — | adopt the following logistic

regression model:
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for individualsi = 1, ..., N and wherer is thePr(Y;; = 1|x;;,) attimet = 1,...,T. The
dependent variablB;; is 1 if an Israeli respondent approves of the ®&ace Process at tirhe
and O otherwise. The covariateg, are demographic predictors indexedjbwhich include
gender, age, education, how religious the respdratersiders herself or himself, income, and a
series of indicator variables for party identifioat (left-wing party, right-wing party, centrist
party, or religious party). Thus, these regressnmalels aim to predict who is most likely to
support the Oslo Peace Process based on these mgmodgactors for each survey at time

To demonstrate trends across time, Figure 6.3 fhetsegression coefficients for each
survey at time. The bars around each point estimate are 95%d=mde intervals and the fitted
cubic spline helps to reveal the trends visualfalues above and below 0 indicate whether the
demographic variables positively or negatively jretsraeli approval.

Several patterns immediately become clear frometkeatter plots. Secular and affluent
Israelis who identify with a left-wing or centrigarty are most likely to approve of the Oslo
Peace Process. Israelis who are religious amdifgevith a right-wing or religious party are
most likely to disapprove. It should be noted, bwer, that those affiliating with a religious
party moved to the realm of indifference followitigg 1999 Israeli election. This outcome is
likely the product of the ultraorthodox Shas pgoinping Prime Minister Barak’s left-wing
governing coalition. Lastly, gender, age, and ation do not appear to predict approval.

Next, the following second stage regression isiadfb the estimated regression coefficients
from stage 1 in order to determine how the montéWe! factors affect individual-level

evaluations of the Oslo Peace Process:
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Figure 6.3. Demographic Features Predicting Suppoffior Oslo Peace Process
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for observations = 1, ...,T ,E(u,) = 0,Var(u,) = w? andvar(e,) = o?. y; is the vector

of the estimated regression coefficients from sthge, is the sampling error im; andw? is the
variance of that sampling errox;, are the level-2 covariates, which include the miyrlevels

of terrorism, inflation, unemployment, and the inthent government’s party affiliation (1 if the
Prime Minister was from the Likud Party and O ottiee). Since the sampling varianceyf

are not constant (though small) across samplesnh&xdLeast Squares will produce inconsistent
standard error estimates. The OLS standard eceorbe corrected, however, using
heteroscedastic consistent standard effots.cases where the estimates exhibit serial
correlation due to a time series process, | apptgroscedastic autocorrelation consistent

standard errors.

Results

The results demonstrate that the effects of temmoare highly dependent on the demographic
features of the Israeli public. Palestinian taestoattacks decrease approval of the peace process
among older Israelis, voters who affiliate withtiefaning and centrist parties, but actually
increase approval among females and those affi§jatiith a religious party. Although these
effects are statistical significant at the 0.0%lethey are not substantively very large when

considering the underlying probability of approwathin each group.

31 Following the recommendation from Lewis and Ling2005), | apply Effron standard errors (also knasn

HC3 standard errors).
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Holding all other independent variables constaat ied value, Model 1 finds that each
attack increases the estimated probability of apdrby an average amount of 0.003 (from 0.348
to 0.351) among women and 0.008 (from 0.272 toX).2&ong religious party affiliates during
the period of investigation. In contrast, therastied probability of approval decreases by 0.004
(from 0.353 to 0.349) for an average aged Israelhe dataset (40.55 years), 0.011 (from 0.556
to 0.545) for a left-wing party affiliate, and 020(from 0.615 to 0.608) for a centrist party
affiliate. Even doubling these changes, whichpisraximately equivalent to an average month
of violence during the Oslo period, does not pradaenajor shift in approval among this subset
of the Israeli population.

Similarly, the type of terrorist attack, the locatj and the primary target produce unique
results on the Israeli demographic. Model 2 fitilgd suicide terrorism causes a larger effect
among left-wing and right-wing Israelis compareatber types of violence. Substantively,
each suicide attack causes an average decreas¥8f(@fom 0.556 to 0.533) for left-wing party
affiliates and 0.025 (from 0.267 to 0.242) amomhtiwing party affiliates in the estimated
probability of each group supporting the peace @sec Recall the average number of suicide
attacks during the Oslo period was 0.39 and nexezezled 4 incidents in one month. This
implies that the substantive effect is still loneavamong these key demographic groups.

Model 3 demonstrates a sharp contrast betweerkafpaenarily targeting civilians and those
targeting the military. When Palestinian extrestsirgeted civilians, each attack decreases the
estimated probability of approval by an average @mof 0.014 (from 0.556 to 0.542) among
left-wing party affiliates, 0.007 (from 0.615 td®608) among centrist party affiliates, and 0.008

(from 0.353 to 0.346) for an average aged Isra¢édt, the propensity to support the peace
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Table 6.8. Effect of Monthly-Level Factors on Demogphic Indicators (Model 1)

L eft-wing Right- Centrist Religious
Female Age Education Religious Income P wing Constant
arty Party Party Party
Terrorism 0.014 -0.0005 0.0004 -0.002 -0.004 -0.047 -0.023 -0.032 0.045 -0.001
(0.007)*  (0.0002)*  (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)  (0.012)** (0.015) (0.013)* (0.026)- (0.018)
Inflation -0.037 0.001 -0.014 0.023 0.033 -0.017 -0.025 0.3 -0.509 -0.075
(0.039) (0.039) (0.023) (0.021) (0.017)- (0.017) (0.063)  (0.078)***  (0.176)** (0.133)
Unemployment  0.046 0.0001 -0.002 -0.038 0.009 0.114 0.157 -0.122 0.345 -0.135
(0.029) (0.001) (0.016) (0.015)* (0.012) (0.062)- (0.052)** (0.065) (0.12)* (0.08)-
Likud 0.003 -0.0003 -0.069 0.024 0.013 0.257 0.073 -0.05 -0.305 0.285
(0.051) (0.002)  (0.026)** (0.026) (0.021)  (0.088)** (0.085) (0.12) (0.2) (0.141)*
Constant -0.418 0.006 0.095 -0.019 0.025 0.285 -1.827 2.183 -3.056 0.011
(0.235) (0.008) (0.13) (0.119) (0.1) (0.522)  (0.446)**  (0.548)***  (0.982)** (0.651)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisieoft a separate second stage OLS regression wiroBeedastic consistent and heteroscedastic
autocorrelation consistent standard errors (belash @stimate in parentheses). Each dependent leaisaihe estimated regression coefficients forsecified
demographic variable taken from the first stageskigyregressions. | omitted independents or “party affiliates” to avoid collinearity.

*** gignificant at 0.001; ** significant at 0.QL; *' significant at 0.05; *’ significant 0.1
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Table 6.9. Effect of Monthly-Level Factors on Demaogphic Indicators (Model 2)

Left RIght- contrist  Religious
Female  Age  Education Religious Income wing wing g Constant
Party Party
Party Party
Non-Suicide 0.009 -0.0004 0.005 -0.001  -0.004 -0.038 -0.004 -0.042 0.041 -0.012
(0.009)  (0.0003)  (0.005) (0.007) (0.003)  (0.012)* (0.011) (0.013)** (0.027) (0.027)
Suicide 0.045 -0.001 -0.028 -0.003  -0.005 -0.1 -0.138 0.031 0.068 0.066
(0.028)  (0.0001)  (0.029) (0.019) (0.022)  (0.042)*  (0.046)** (0.058) (0.085) (0.106)
Inflation -0.045 0.002  -0.007 0.023 0.033 0.004 0.004 0.284 -0.515  -0.092
(0.04)  (0.002) (0.023) (0.021)  (0.018)-  (0.058) (0.059) (0.08)***  (0.178)**  (0.133)
Unemployment  0.043 0.0002  0.001 -0.038 0.01 0.119 0.168 -0.129 0.343 -0.142
(0.028)  (0.001) (0.017) (0.015)*  (0.012)  (0.061)-  (0.044)* (0.065)- (0.12*  (0.083)-
Likud PM -0.004 -0.0001 -0.063 0.024 0.013 0.269 0.1 -0.064 -0.31 0.27
(0.052)  (0.002)  (0.027)* (0.027) (.021)  (0.089)* (0.085) (0.122) (0.206)  (0.145)-
Constant -0.388 0.005 0.067 -0.02 0.024 0.234 -1.938 2.244 -3.034 0.076
(0.233)-  (0.008) (0.137) (0.121) (0.1) (0.518)  (0.376)*  (0.557)***  (0.988)**  (0.682)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisieot a separate second stage OLS regression widroseedastic consistent and heteroscedastic
autocorrelation consistent standard errors (belash @stimate in parentheses). Each dependent leaisaihe estimated regression coefficients forspecified
demographic variable taken from the first stageskigyregressions. | omitted independents or “party affiliates” to avoid collinearity.

***' gignificant at 0.001; “** significant at 0.QL; “*' significant at 0.05; *’ significant 0.1
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Table 6.10. Effect of Monthly-Level Factors on Demgraphic Indicators (Model 3)

L eft-wing Right- Centrist Religious
Female Age Education Religious Income P wing Constant
arty Party Party Party
Civilian 0.021 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.008 -0.062 -0.039 -0.032 0.06 0.017
(0.009)*  (0.0004)* (0.006) (0.006)  (0.004): (0.0148)***  (0.0238) (0.02)* (0.031) (0.035)
Military -0.011  -0.001 0.009 -0.004 -0.008 0.008 0.029 -0.032 -0.007 -0.065
(0.015) (0.001) (0.013) (0.0287)  (0.009) (0.0222) (0.0363) (0.058) (0.059) (0.123)
Inflation -0.04 0.002 -0.013 0.023 0.034 -0.013 -0.02 0.299 -0.513 -0.081
(0.039) (0.002) (0.023) (0.021)  (0.017)- (0.0567) (0.062)  (0.078)**  (0.173)** (0.13)

Unemployment  0.048 0.00001 -0.003 -0.037 0.008 0.109 0.153 -0.121 0.35 -0.129
(0.029)  (0.001) (0.016) (0.016)*  (0.012)  (0.065)-  (0.051)*  (0.065) (0.12)*  (0.081)

Likud PM -0.011 0.0004 -0.065 0.023 0.019 0.287 0.103 -0.05 -0.334 0.249
(0.053)  (0.002)  (0.028) (0.028) 0.022)  (0.095)* (0.086) (0.123) (0.205)  (0.144).
Constant -0.429 0.006 0.1 -0.021 0.031 0.305 -1.814 2.176 -3.034 -0.016
(0.239)  (0.008) (0.131) (0.121)  (0.099) (0.546)  (0.438)**  (0.552)**  (0.988)*  (0.658)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisieot a separate second stage OLS regression widroseedastic consistent and heteroscedastic
autocorrelation consistent standard errors (belash @stimate in parentheses). Each dependent leaisaihe estimated regression coefficients forspecified
demographic variable taken from the first stageskigyregressions. | omitted independents or “party affiliates” to avoid collinearity.

*** gignificant at 0.001; “** significant at 0.QL; “*' significant at 0.05; *’ significant 0.1
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Table 6.11. Effect of Monthly-Level Factors on Demgraphic Indicators (Model 4)

Left- RIght- contrist  Religious
Female Age Education Religious Income wing wing 9 Constant
Party Party
Party Party
Israel 0.008 0.001 -0.009 -0.035 -0.006  -0.132 -0.116 -0.007 0.139 0.009
(0.027)  (0.001) (0.021) (0.013)**  (0.019)  (0.046)**  (0.0695) (0.048) (0.096) (0.109)
Occupied 0.01 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.003  -0.036 -0.001 -0.068 0.038 0.023
(0.011)  (0.001) (0.005) (0.01) (0.0049)  (0.015)* (0.0136) (0.026)* (0.029) (0.03)
Jerusalem 0.038 -0.002 0.012 0.044 -0.009 0.03 0.007 0.083 -0.055 -0.107
(0.038)  (0.001)* (0.02) (0.016)*  (0.0182) (0.04) (0.0443) (0.056) (0.095) (0.101)
Inflation -0.039 0.001 -0.013 0.027 0.034  -0.005 -0.006 0.28 -0.521 -0.065
(0.039)  (0.002) (0.023) (0.022)  (0.018)- (0.058) (0.063)  (0.081)***  (0.183)** (0.141)
Unemployment  0.048 -0.0002 -0.00004 -0.031 0.009 0.129 0.17 -0.116 0.327 -0.145
(0.03) (0.001) (0.015) (0.015)* (0.012)  (0.062)*  (0.046)***  (0.067)- (0.126)* (0.08)-
Likud PM -0.001 -0.001 -0.069 0.026 0.014 0.271 0.101 -0.087 -0.316 0.308
(0.056)  (0.002) (0.027)* (0.026) (0.022)  (0.089)** (0.081) (0.127) (0.209) (0.143)*
Constant -0.439 0.009 0.079 -0.083 0.025 0.144 -1.954 2.142 -2.888 0.087
(0.245).  (0.008) (0.126) (0.116) (0.102) (0.523)  (0.388)**  (0.568)***  (1.038)** (0.659)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisieot a separate second stage OLS regression widrolseedastic consistent and heteroscedastic
autocorrelation consistent standard errors (belaeh @stimate in parentheses). Each dependent legisaihe estimated regression coefficients forgbecified
demographic variable taken from the first stagéskigregressions. | omitted independents or “party affiliates” to avoid collinearity.

*** gignificant at 0.001; ** significant at 0.QL; *' significant at 0.05; *’ significant 0.1
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Table 6.12. Effect of Monthly-Level Factors on Demgraphic Indicators (Model 5)

Left- RIght- contrist  Religious
Female Age Education Religious Income wing wing 9 Constant
Party Party
Party Party
Casualties 0.004 -0.0001 -0.003 -0.0003 0.0011 -0.01 -0.011 -0.003 0.014 -0.001
(0.003)  (0.00008) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)  (0.005)-  (0.0043)* (0.008) (0.009) (0.007)
Inflation -0.041 0.002 -0.01 0.023 0.031  -0.008 -0.011 0.3 -0.524 -0.07

(0.039)  (0.002) (0.022) (0.0207)  (0.02) (0.054)  (0.062)  (0.083)**  (0.179)*  (0.134)

Unemployment 0.058 -0.0003 0.002 -0.039 0.003 0.07 0.143 -0.157 0.382 -0.135
(0.0264)*  (0.0009)  (0.015)  (0.014)*  (0.011)  (0.059)  (0.051)*  (0.064)*  (0.107)***  (0.079):

Likud PM 0.009 -0.001 -0.068 0.023 0.01 0.237 0.066 -0.065 -0.287 0.286
(0.052)  (0.002) (0.026)* (0.026) (0.022)  (0.104)*  (0.087) (0.121) (0.202)  (0.286)

Constant -0.505 0.009 0.074 -0.009 0.066 0.589 -1.716 2.415 -3.323 0.01
(0.222)  (0.008) (0.128) (0.112) (0.096)  (0.504)  (0.448)y*  (0.553)**  (0.912)**  (0.222)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisieoft a separate second stage OLS regression wiroBeedastic consistent and heteroscedastic
autocorrelation consistent standard errors (belash @stimate in parentheses). Each dependent leaisaihe estimated regression coefficients forsecified
demographic variable taken from the first stagéskigregressions. | omitted independents or “party affiliates” to avoid collinearity.

*** gignificant at 0.001; ** significant at 0.QL; *' significant at 0.05; *’ significant 0.1
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Table 6.13. Effect of Monthly-Level Factors on Demgraphic Indicators (Model 6)

. . L eft-wing RIgt- 0 trist Religious
Female Age Education Religious Income wing Constant
Party Party Party Party
No Terrorism -0.017 -0.001 -0.016 -0.024 0.008 0.227 0.208 -0.008 -0.027 0.266
(0.05) (0.002) (0.026) (0.026) (0.022)  (0.085)** (0.088)* (0.121) (0.182) (0.14)-
Inflation -0.036  0.001 -0.015 0.021 0.033 -0.01 -0.016 0.294 -0.503 -0.058
(0.038)  (0.002) (0.023) (0.02) (0.018)- (0.047) (0.063)  (0.084)**  (0.192)* (0.137)
Unemployment  0.063 -0.001 -0.001 -0.04 0.004 0.055 0.128 -0.161 0.401 -0.137
(0.027)*  (0.001) (0.016) (0.014)*  (0.011) (0.058) (0.053)* (0.067)*  (0.109)***  (0.078)-
Likud 0.011  -0.001 -0.069 0.024 0.01 0.225 0.054 -0.066 -0.28 0.278
(0.052)  (0.002) (0.026)* (0.026) (0.021) (0.1)* (0.085) (0.124) (0.21) (0.139)*
Constant -0.523 0.01 0.099 0.004 0.055 0.56 -1.732 2.439 -3.4 -0.099
(0.226)*  (0.006)- (0.133) (0.114) (0.099) (0.511)  (0.441)**  (0.569)**  (0.969)**  (0.634)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coeffisieot a separate second stage OLS regression widroseedastic consistent and heteroscedastic
autocorrelation consistent standard errors (belaeh @stimate in parentheses). Each dependent legisaihe estimated regression coefficients forgbecified
demographic variable taken from the first stagéskigregressions. | omitted independents or “party affiliates” to avoid collinearity.

*** gignificant at 0.001; “** significant at 0.QL; “*' significant at 0.05; *’ significant 0.1
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process went up for women, but again by a smalgmanf 0.005. When Palestinian extremists
targeted the IDF, these attacks had no effect a@bsf the demographic groups.

Model 4 underscores that the location of Palestitearorism has an independent effect on
the various demographic groups as well. Eachlattaat occurred inside of Israel decreases the
estimated probability of supporting the peace pmed® an average amount of 0.031 (from 0.556
to 0.525) for left-wing affiliates and 0.017 (frod353 to 0.337) for a typically religious Israeli
(2.11 on a 5-point scale where 1 is very religiouSimilarly, each attack in the occupied
territories decreases the propensity of approvdl.B99 (from 0.556 to 0.548) for left-wing
party affiliates and 0.015 (from 0.615 to 0.6) éentrist party affiliates. Attacks in Jerusalem
lowered the probability of support according to,agbeit by a substantively small amount.

Each attack in the holy city decreases the proibabil approval by 0.021 (from 0.353 to
0.332) for an average aged Israeli. Interestingky,propensity to support the peace process
increases by 0.021 (from 0.353 to 0.374) for adsity religious Israeli per attack in Jerusalem.

Once again as a robustness check, | consider haelilsasualties impact the propensity of
support among these different demographic grodjadle 6.12 reveals that casualties do have a
small statistically significant effect on Israediffiliating with a right-wing party. Within this
demographic group, the probability of approval éases by 0.002 (from 0.267 to 0.265). A
similar sized decrease occurs for Israelis supp®#ileft-wing party, but this effect is only
significant at the 0.1 level. Thus, these datdiomrthat the number of terrorist incidents as well
as the magnitude of attacks has a very small inthepe effect on the Israeli demographic
groups.

Next, | consider how a month without terrorism aféethe various segments of the Israeli

population. Model 6 in Table 6.13 demonstrates iti@nths of calm increase support among the
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Israeli left and right by a substantial amount.e@fically, each month without terrorism
increases the estimated probability of approvahbaverage amount of 0.052 (from 0.556 to
0.608) among left-wing party affiliates and 0.0&4bih 0.267 to 0.308) among right-wing party
affiliates during the period of investigation. Mdhat these effects are substantially larger than
those produced by individual terror attacks.

Also consistent with the earlier findings, socigimjudgments matter to IsraeffSA one-
unit increase in the inflation rate increases ttodability of supporting the peace process by
0.062 (from 0.615 to 0.677) for centrist party ladfes, but decreases approval by 0.081 (from
0.273 to 0.192) for religious party affiliates.nfiarly, a one-unit increase in the unemployment
rate increases the estimated probability of apprioy®.0645 (from 0.273 to 0.337) among
religious party affiliates and 0.07 (from 0.2670t837) among right-wing party supporters; an
increase of the same magnitude decreases the [lighay 0.0267 (from 0.615 to 0.588)
among Israeli centrists. While these changesamtbbability of approval appear large, it is
important to point out that there was not muchatén in these economic indicators during the
Oslo period. The average monthly change in thenph@yment rate was 0.035 percent and the
average monthly change in the inflation rate w89@2 percent. It is unclear why Israel's
inflation and unemployment rates generate effectgpposite directions among Israelis
affiliating with a religious political party. Altbugh this issue is outside the scope of this
research project, it provides an interesting opgifon future research.

Finally, the various models demonstrate that thieyp the prime minister has a significant

effect on various Israeli demographic groups.h#é prime minister is from the Likud Party, the

%2 For consistency, the reported estimates discussigconomic variables and the Likud Party vagatime

from Model 1.
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estimated probability of supporting the Oslo Pdaicess increases by 0.059 (from 0.556 to
0.615) for Israelis on the political left, but deases by 0.052 (from 0.353 to 0.301) for an
average educated Israeli (between high school @meé €ollege). Moreover, it has no effect
among Israelis affiliating with the Likud party.htis, | find that the party of the prime minister
acts as an important informational cue to the publit mostly toward individuals who affiliate

with left-wing parties.

6.4  Discussion
This chapter aimed to shed light on the effectagrcive terrorism on government policies. As
discussed earlier, two elements are needed fariem to be coercive. First, the incumbent
government must care about public opinion. Sectirede needs to be a shift in the attitudes of
the targeted community, and this shift needs teulistantial in order to generate enough
coercive pressure on leaders to reevaluate thegigm

Applied to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, moungtievidence provides support for the first
criteria. That is, Israeli prime ministers weratguoncerned over public perceptions of the Oslo
Peace Process. Not only did each government freelgusheck opinion polls to gauge the mood
of the public. They also took hawkish actions (dlb&en provoked by their adversaries), such
as “Operation Accountability” and “Operation GrapédNrath,” to reassure Israelis that the
government was not soft on security. Furthermang,peace agreement reached with the
Palestinians would need to be approved by a popelarendum, thereby accentuating the
importance of public opinion. Hence, any suddesinge in Israeli attitudes toward the peace
process as a result of terrorism potentially cqgdderate coercive pressure on Israeli leaders to

break off negotiations.
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The data, however, cast doubt on the second eit®espite the potential trouble extremist
groups posed for the Oslo Peace Process, | findhba impact on negotiations was, or at least
should have been, quite negligible. Palestiniamtism did decrease Israeli support for the
peace process. Each attack did chip away at popuggport among the political left, the Israeli
centrists, and those “in the middle.” But the @lenet effect on public opinion was surprisingly
small. Specifically, average Israeli support fueg Peace Process decreased by 0.39 percentage
points for all types of violence, 1.99 percentagm{s for suicide terrorism, 0.95 percentage
points for attacks targeting civilians, 1.48 petege points for attacks in Israel, and 0.17
percentage points for attacks in the occupiedtteies. Moreover, months without terrorism
increased Israeli support by 1.71 percentage pdimseby undoing much of the damage caused
by extremist violence.

Of course, terrorism can produce larger swinggpraval when there is an intense terror
campaign as had occurred with the al-Agsa Intifaéar example, Figure 6.2 highlights the
expected changes in Israeli approval as terrorigwesifrom its lowest point to its highest point.
This degree of violence, which could have generaggibus pressure on the negotiators, was not
typical during the Oslo period, however, and did eaxur until after the collapse of the Camp
David talks. What is more, this violence did notwor on the backs of one or even two
Palestinian extremist groups. Quite to the cowtridre al-Aqgsa Intifada achieved widespread
participation, even among groups affiliated wite #1LO, such as the al-Agsa Martyrs Brigade.
Therefore, it is difficult to conclude that the &/pf terrorism that so-called “spoilers” are
capable of producing during negotiations can agmauch in terms of shifting public opinion.
This does not mean that Israelis were not concefordtieir personal security. It simply means

that their attitudes toward the peace process laegely unmoved.
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It is important to note that some Palestinianseveld that the violence from the al-Agsa
Intifada would have forced Israel’'s hand in nedadizs. For example, Marwan Barghouti
claimed that the Intifada would lead to “peacehia €nd” and that the Palestinians needed to
“escalate the conflict®® Yet, violence had the opposite effect. The Ismaeblic preferred to
endure the terrorist campaign than make the comipemmecessary to end the conflict, just as
the survey experiments in the United States anéhet found.

The results also illuminate why Palestinian teswrinad such a marginal effect. Nearly one-
half of the Israeli population opposed to the G¥@ce Process from the very beginning.
Moreover, nearly one-third of the population wagaldo the peace track throughout the Oslo
period. For both of these groups, terrorism preslido additional information and thus, did not
affect their attitudes. That leaves roughly onghsof the population — a cohort consisting of the
ambivalent, centrists and left-leaning Israelisisceptible to attitudinal change as a result of
terrorist events, sudden economic fluctuationspartly politics. In other words, the potential
for attitudinal change was coming from only a snfr@ttion of the Israeli public.

This insight provides an important policy implicati Any left-leaning prime minister in
favor of making peace must build the largest bdseipport as possible. Since nearly half of the
population opposed the Oslo negotiations, it sebaishis or her efforts should be exerted on
persuading or changing the minds of these indivgluget, given the segment of the population
influenced by terrorism, this should not necesgdd the priority. Rather, more focus should be

placed on support maintenance. For example, Pvimister Rabin tried this approach when he

33 Ben Caspit, “You'll Miss Me Yet: Interview with Mwan Barghouti,Ma’ariv, 9 November 2001, in
Charles D. SmithPalestine and the Arab-Israeli Confli&" ed. (Boston, MA: Bedford/St. Martin’s Press, 2004)

pp. 527-30.
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attempted to prepare his public for inevitable extist violence. In his words, “we have no
intention of shirking from the efforts toward peaeeen if the acts of terrorism continue to harm
us. We, on our side, will make every effort agathstterrorists® Similarly, as mentioned
above, Israeli leaders took hawkish military acsiom demonstrate that they were not soft on
security. Other mechanisms could also help in taaimg this support. Counterintuitively, |

find that the political left in Israel was moredily to maintain support for the peace process
when the prime minister was from the Likud Par&s difficult as it might be to achieve an
agreement with hawkish leaders (Ross 2004), tlggests that their tenure should be viewed as
an opportunity for peac®. Future research must examine these mechanisntstlardstrategies
that will help keep the supporters supporting.

Several caveats warrant further discussion. Rhstabove analysis does not examine long-
term trends in public opinion, such as major paditirealignments. On the one hand, Israel
eventually accepted the idea of negotiating withPh.O, a group that many had labeled as a
terrorist organization. Even members of Likudraalitional right-wing party hostile to the Oslo
agreement, was willing to participate in the precasce in power. This dramatic shift in policy
may have been partly the result of terrorism aredgttowing influence of extremists during the
first Palestinian Intifada (Makovsky 1996, pp. 112y On the other hand, following the

outbreak of the al-Agsa Intifada and the collapsin@® peace process, Israel returned to the idea

34 Yitzhak Rabin, “Remarks by Prime Minister YitzhRlabin at the Ratification of the Israeli-Palestimia
Interim Agreement,” Israel Ministry of Foreign Affa, 5 October 1995.

3% 0Of course, not every political hawk is the sarBeme right-wing leaders, such as Menachem Begire ha
demonstrated flexibility for the sake of peacehdds, such as Yitzhak Shamir and thus far Benjaetanyahu,
may not have the will or desire to take such stépghis case, a hawkish leader would be a hinckaather than an

opportunity.
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that she could not negotiate with the Palestiniand,resorted to unilateral measures like the
Gaza disengagement plan of 2005. Terrorist vi@anay have had an independent influence on
this foreign policy decision as well, though in thgposite direction as had occurred before Oslo.
Yet, this sort of analysis is highly speculative,tas difficult to determine if these relationphi

are merely spurious. The combination of the failof negotiations, largely due to the
unbridgeable demands on how to end the conflict,tbhe manifestation of terror as a result of
this failure likely caused a hardening of Israglimon in the al-Agsa Intifada period, not
terrorism alone. While outside the scope of thsearch, such questions and issues provide
another important avenue for future research.

Secondly, some might point out that terrorism saktadave increased vote shares for right-
wing parties in Israel (e.g. Berribi and Klor 2008)his observation could lead one to infer that
terrorism substantially turned the Israeli publitto the peace process. Yet, as Gould and Klor
(2010) demonstrate, this outcome was largely theltref right-wing politicians becoming more
moderate and adopting a more favorable positiomtdwhe peace process. In other words, the
Israeli political spectrum at the time shifted he feft. Thus, it is erroneous to conclude that th
electoral success of right-wing parties meant tthatisraeli public largely turned against the
peace process, at least during the Oslo periothelpolitical spectrum shifts in a fundamental
way on a certain policy issue, as had occurredrizel, then labels such as “left” and “right”
begin to lose their meaning and electoral outconfi¢isese groups cannot fully reveal the
public’s policy preference.

Thirdly, terrorism can impact negotiations from ehals other than public opinion. For
instance, terrorist violence can encourage intg¢iwerirom a third party mediator, which could

increase pressure on the negotiating partnersdperate and make concessions. Dore Gold
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witnessed this mechanism while serving as ForedityAdvisor to Prime Minister Netanyahu.
In his view, “The violence got the United Statesrenengaged in negotiations, and seemed to
have served Arafat’s interest€.”Still, it is important to keep in mind that whileis might have
served the interests of Arafat in this respectibgative impact on public opinion, albeit small,
would have tightened the noose around the hantisa#li leaders, making it somewhat harder
for them to make concessions. Therefore, thisegfyawas a dangerous double-edged sword and
left the Palestinian Authority empty handed aftex United States disengaged from the peace
process following George W. Bush’s electoral vigtor

Lastly, | find that the state of the Israeli ecoryoamd the party of the prime minister have a
profound effect in shaping public perceptions talidue peace process. Increases in the
unemployment rate corresponded to a decrease posupr the peace process. In contrast, it is
worth mentioning again that the public became namaroving of the peace process when a
Likud prime minister was in office. Interestingtihe mechanism driving this outcome was an
increase in support among individuals affiliatinghnleft-wing parties in Israel. As doubt about
the peace process grew within this constituengyeasally following the assassination of
Yitzhak Rabin, the Likud Party’s hawkish reputatmmsecurity as well as the more unified
rhetoric favoring the Oslo process once Netanyahsl iw office likely provided them with

additional confidence in the peace talks.

6.5 Conclusion
The threat of terrorism will always loom in the kgound of peace negotiations. But how

much coercive pressure does this tactic generag@egrnments pursuing peace policies? In

% Dore Gold. Interview by author. 1 September 2012.
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this chapter, | addressed this issue by conduetitgnsive statistical analyses on the relationship
between mass opinion and Palestinian terroristkgtaOverall, | find that the effect of extremist
violence on Israeli opinion was surprisingly miladanot of the sort that would likely sabotage
peace negotiations. If Israeli leaders felt a rtedareak off or suspend negotiations following a
terrorist incident, it is likely the result of inaarate perceptions or as a pretext to pursue a new
policy determined prior to the outbreak of thederrThis research, therefore, has added value
by revealing the actual impact of terrorism on pubpproval, which will allow leaders and third
party mediators to make more informed decisions.

These findings also have important implication®anunderstanding of the coercive effect
of terrorist violence in general. As the survepexment results from the previous chapters
demonstrate, the effect of terrorism on public amrshould be the greatest in security
environments with high exposure to terrorist viagkena place much like Israel. Yet, even in this
case, terrorism should have failed to generatetantial coercive pressure on decision-makers to

change their policies.
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CHAPTER 7

Conclusion:

The Stability of the Public Mood in Coercive Terrorist Crises

On 7 July 2005, Islamic fundamentalists detonatenl bombs aboard several London
Underground trains and a public bus in central lamdThe coordinated suicide attacks killed
52 civilians and injured over 700 more as commuteasle their way to work in the morning. In
a videotaped statement, one of the assailants, ivorzal Sidique Khan, explained his

motivation through the lens of domestic politics:

“Your democratically-elected governments continupperpetuate atrocities
against my people all over the world. And your sappf them makes you
directly responsible, just as | am directly respholesfor protecting and avenging
my Muslim brothers and sisters. Until we feel sagurou will be our targets and
until you stop the bombing, gassing, imprisonmenat @rture of my people we
will not stop this fight. We are at war and | areaddier. Now you too will taste

the reality of this situation™

Seven months after the crisis, the Chancellor @fkchequer (and soon to be Prime

Minister) Gordon Brown reflected on the domestinsEguences of the incident. Although the

! Muhammad Sidique Khan, “London Bomber: Text inl ZUBBC News, 1 September 2005. Accessed 16

October 2013http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/luk _news/4206800.stm
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terrorists hoped that the attacks would convineeBtitish to turn against their government and
its policies, Brown saw a different reaction. “Quiy 7..the British people stood as one, our
emergency services, our police, our security sesyiour armed forces, the pride of our country.
With Britain led by London standing firm and steastfin the face of violence, our very
calmness reverberated around the world. Thoughsti@nd buses were destroyed, our national
resolve — the spirit of Britain — was indestruaitt

This project demonstrates that Brown’s observatembe generalized beyond the British
public. Mass opinion in Israel, Lebanon and thetéthStates also proved to be incredibly
resolute in coercive terrorist crises. At the saime, the results from these cases underscore
that this is not an inevitable outcome. Terrordmes have the potential to generate costs and
exert pressure on leaders. Moreover, governmantstdl make unpopular decisions during
coercive terrorist crises opening them up to pufsdicklash and political vulnerability. Thus, it
IS necessary to revisit the confirmed hypothesa® {€hapter 2 and consider the theoretical

conditions when terrorism is most likely to be aes.

7.1  Under What Conditionsis Terrorism Coer cive?

The previous chapters established that publicdts in coercive terrorist crises are highly
dependent on the intensity of terrorist campaigongernment concessions and intransigence,
prior population exposure to terrorism, prior atfinal strength and ambivalence, partisanship,
and the reaction of the political opposition. Hftects of these variables on public opinion
structure the incentives of leaders. They alsp televeal important conditions when terrorism

is likely to be coercive.

2 Gordon Brown, “Securing Our Future,” Speech to &dynited Services Institute, London, 13 Februai9&
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The first, and most critical, condition is thatrteist attacks must be sufficiently high to
offset the costs associated with concessions. Atlaeks Hypothesis andConcession Hypothesis
explain that public approval of the government asgbolicies will be low if terrorism increases
and if the incumbent government makes a concesdibe.survey experiments confirmed this
dynamic, demonstrating that a concession decrdaaddr approval by over 40 percentage
points, and that a large, sustained terrorist cagnp@ecreased approval by more than 10
percentage points. Similarly in Israel, each Redes terrorist attack decreased approval of the
Oslo Peace Process by about 0.4 to 2 percentagts pdepending on the type of attack. Thus,
the intensity of the terrorist campaign must beeddly large for it to give the government an
incentive to grant a concession, or in the cadsratl, break off negotiations.

| find that these cost functions can be shapeddoltianal event-driven and elite-cue
variables. The second condition follows from Tieerorism Fatigue Hypothesis. The survey
experiments indicated that a terrorist campaign wagercentage points more costly on leader
approval ratings in Lebanon, a place with high expe to terrorism, than in the United States, a
place with low exposure. This means that terr@titgicks of identical size will be more costly in
weak states highly vulnerable to political terrorithan in stronger states with low susceptibility.
Thus, terrorism is likely to be more coercive inakestates highly exposed to terroridm.

The third condition is that terrorism is likely b@ coercive in societies that contain a large
proportion of individuals with ambivalent beliefés theAttitudinal Strength Hypothesis points

out, terrorism is most likely to affect approval@mg individuals with ambivalent political

% Equally important, this finding indicates that piations with seldom exposure to terrorism arethetmost
vulnerable to its effects. Moreover, people dose#m to be desensitized to its effects over tenexposure

increases, as tHgesensitization Hypothesis posited.
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Table7.1: WhenisTerrorism Likely to be Coer cive?

Coercive

Not Coercive

Leader Approval following Attacks is Lower than Ideat
Approval following Government Concessions

Population Exposure to Terrorism is High
High Proportion of Ambivalent Individuals in a Pdation

High Proportion of Incumbent Party/Coalition Suppes in
a Population

Opposition Praises Government Concessions
Opposition Criticizes the Leader following Attacks

Opposition Approval Increases if Opposition Praises
Government Concessions

Opposition Approval Increases if Opposition Crizes the
Leader following Attacks

Leader Approval following Attacks is Higher thandder
Approval following Government Concessions

Population Exposure to Terrorism is Low
Low Proportion of Ambivalent Individuals in a Poptibn

Low Proportion of Incumbent Party/Coalition Supjgostin
a Population

Opposition Criticizes Government Concessions
Opposition Praises the Leader following Attacks

Opposition Approval Decreases if Opposition Praises
Government Concessions

Opposition Approval Decreases if Opposition Cra#es the
Leader following Attacks
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attitudes. This dynamic was partially corroborate@hapter 6, as the proportion of Israelis “in
the middle” tended to become disapproving of thlwn®gace Process at the fastest rate. The
implication is that the higher the proportion oflividuals ambivalent to the incumbent
government’s policies, the more likely terrorismiaffect average public approval.

The fourth condition is that terrorism is likely lbe coercive when the number of citizens loyal
to the incumbent’s party or coalition exceeds thmber of citizens loyal to the opposition party
or coalition. This logic follows from thBartisanship Hypothesis, which states that voters from
the same party or coalition as the incumbent vpifrave of the government and its policies
regardless of the decisions made during the crists.instance, Lebanese voters who supported
the same coalition as the incumbent were 15% nikebylto approve of the leader across all
crisis outcomes. American respondents who supgdinie president’s party were 8% more
likely to approve. This implies that if there anany affiliates of the incumbent’s party or
coalition, this mechanism would decrease the aafstencessions, as partisans would trust that
the government is doing what is best for the nation

The remaining conditions relate to the reactioth imcentives of the political opposition.
According to thelpposition Praise Hypothesis, leader approval ratings during a coercive
terrorist crisis increase when the opposition g=athe incumbent’s decision-making. This
outcome occurs for three main reasons. Firstyiddals loyal to the opposition party or
coalition often follow the lead of their party affals, thereby providing the incumbent a boost in
approval. The survey experiments, for examplendotlnat opposition praise increased public
approval by 10 percentage points in Lebanon anerdeptage points in the United States.
Secondly, the novelty of opposition pratseild strengthen approval among those already

predisposed to approve in the first plada Israel, for instancehe proportion of Israelis who strongly
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supported the peace process increased by aboutéhpege points whethe Prime Minister was from
the hawkish Likud PartyThis situation also decreased the proportiolsrafelis strongly opposed to
the peace process by about 2.5 to 3 percentagts phinterestingly, much of this support came from
individuals affiliating with left-wing parties. Tidly, opposition praise helps individuals
overcome their dissonance regarding a concessibatdps the terror. For instance, leader
approval increased by 18.7 percentage points imheb and 12.1 percentage points in the
United States when the opposition praised the im&ntis handling of the crisis in this scenario.

Taking these results into consideration, the ftitimdition is that terrorism is likely to be
coercive if the opposition party or coalition pesghe incumbent’s policy to grant concessions
to terrorist groups. This decision would decraasecosts associated with concessions, thereby
making it a more attractive policy than incurringiajor terrorist campaign.

The sixth condition follows the same logic. Teism is likely to be coercive if the
opposition party or coalition in parliament criies the government as violence increases. This
decision would increase the costs of terrorismhengovernment and possibly make
appeasement a more attractive policy. For exantmeRepublican decision to criticize how
President Obama’s Administration handled the 20&2dgBazi terrorist incident that killed U.S.
Ambassador John Christopher Stevens would onlease the coercive pressures of terrorism,
potentially generating incentives for future govaant appeasement.

These dynamics are highly dependent on how massapncentivizes the opposition party
or coalition. Remember, opposition elites areceffseeking and want to garner favorability
among voters. Following th@pposition Incentives with Appeasement Hypothesis, the seventh
condition is that terrorism is likely to be coerii the public approves of the opposition

praising the incumbent following government appees®. The survey experiments find some
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evidence for this condition. The opposition eliteshe United States had an incentive to praise
the leader’s decision to make a concession ibpsftuture terrorist attacks, increasing their
approval by 7.4 percentage points. Yet, this waghwcase in Lebanon, where opposition
approval decreased by 18.7 percentage points.

The eighth, and final, condition adopts the lagfithe Opposition Incentives with Attacks
Hypothesis. Terrorism is likely to be coercive if the pub&ipproves of the opposition criticizing
the government as attacks increase. This decrsouhd decrease the approval ratings of the
incumbent and likely would enhance public outra@éhile this is theoretically possible, it is
important to emphasize that this research did eaal any instance of opposition being
incentivized in this way. The American and Lebanesblics demonstrate a high regard for

unity in the face of national tragedy.

7.2 Implications and Conclusion
This project considered how coercive terrorism iotpahe approval ratings of democratic
leaders and their policies, and what leader ingestare induced by such concerns. Because
these issues are difficult to study with observadlalata, | provide the first experimental
analysis of an entire coercive terrorist crisisigdworandomized survey experiments
administered on 1,000 Lebanese adults and 2,794adults. To demonstrate these results have
real world applications, | conducted various staiad analyses and interviewed policymakers to
discern how terrorism and party politics affecteaeli approval of the Oslo Peace Process.

The findings make several important contributiamstr understanding of coercive terrorism
and public opinion in times of international crisi&s the previous discussion indicates,

terrorism is mostly likely to be coercive underhgigonditions: (1) a terrorist campaign is
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incredibly intense and sustained; (2) the seceyironment is highly exposed to terrorism; (3)
there are a high proportion of ambivalent individua the population; (4) there are a high
proportion of affiliates of the incumbent partyamalition; (5) the opposition praises the leader’s
decision to appease extremist groups; (6) the opposriticizes the leader following a
sustained terrorist campaign; (7) the oppositicte®hbre incentivized by public opinion to praise
the leader following appeasement; and (8) the sitipa elites are incentivized to criticize him
or her following a sustained terrorist campaign.

These conditions, however, are unlikely to adeduateentivize leaders to appease
extremists who use terrorist violence for coer@ueposes. The survey experiments find that a
concession is substantially more costly than aasusdl terrorist campaign with respect to public
approval. This outcome was true even while takirig account the security environment,
partisanship, and the reaction of the oppositidesel Thus, it is doubtful that even the strongest
and most capable terrorist group could sustaimeamse enough terrorist campaign to make the
costliness of terrorism outweigh the costlinessarfcessions.

The survey experiments also reveal why populatstrengly disapprove of government
concessions in the face of terrorism. The mostmomexplanation in the United States is that a
concession in the current period demonstrates wiikness and will encourage other extremist
groups to adopt similar tactics in the future. Tlebanese largely agree with this explanation,
but for them, they also emphasize the inherentafotfte concession. That is, they do not want
to give up something they prefer to possess —rfgegdmeone who broke the law. Thus, both
populations demonstrate a simple cost-benefit &atiom between incurring a terrorist campaign
and making a concession. It is not because ofrarament problem or the public’'s belief about

the extremist group’s willingness to end the temoexchange for a concession.
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The results in Israel reinforce this conclusionnafffectiveness. Contrary to conventional
wisdom, terrorism was unlikely to have sabotaged@Blo Peace Process through the dynamics
of public opinion. While this was the goal of Pairian extremists opposed to a two-state
solution, the decline in Israeli approval was reotaage as commonly thought and should have
generated little coercive pressure on Israeli nagws. From this perspective, the Oslo Peace
Process likely failed because of an inability aa&di and Palestinian leaders to bridge the
positions that lie at the heart of this confli€ixtremist attempts to sabotage the negotiations
were only spuriously correlated with this reality.

The stability of public opinion in the face of tercomplements findings in the public
opinion literature. Political theorists have ldogen interested in the ebb and flow of public
opinion on foreign policy. In particular, they fed that mass opinion could become an
irrational force imposing a veto on informed ansp@nsible leaders. With the rise of more
reliable public opinion data, scholars began td timatthe masses are much more “rational” than
had previously been thought, or at the leegllective opinion reacts in sensible ways to evgeelite
rhetoric, and individual-level disposition¥hese conclusions, however, spealotty-term foreign
policy preferences and the tenor of support dutimgs of war. Scholars neglected short-term
changes in public opinion, such as during inteometi crises, because they deemed them as
ephemeral and of little political consequence. Ytas research finds a similar pattern in
coercive terrorist crises. Public attitudes aremghly malleable and swayed by small bouts of
intense violence as many feared. To the contparylic opinion is coherent and responds in
sensible ways. Extremists are hardly able to rtfwédplastic mood of the public in their favor.

The findings from this study speak directly to migtional relations scholars who have made

strong competing arguments for whether and whytism is effective or ineffective. This
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research asserts that both groups reveal some tituthcertainly the case that no leader prefers
to make concessions. Similarly, no leader whoesholitical survival or life would eagerly
await a terrorist campaign. When thinking aboetdbercive effectiveness of terrorism,
however, we need to keep in mind how both setanéliles are costly for leaders in terms of
public approval and how party dynamics mediatedledfects.

The results make an additional implication abowsgoment decision-making. Terrorism
creates a national crisis in a country, and thdipubll judge how the incumbent handles the
situation. In this way, public opinion incentivizkeaders on how to react and how not to react.
For instance, while concessions and terrorism atie @ostly to leaders, mass opinion
disapproves of concessions more than terroristiémts. Therefore, the public views
concessions as a mishandling of the crisis. Asma concessions, other decisions not directly
tested in this study could also be highly unpopukor example, in the 2004 Spanish election,
the incumbent government made the unpopular decafiaccusing ETA for the train bombings
even though the group was not responsible. Witidmonstrates is that an incompetent
government can be exposed in the course of coet@iu@ist crises. Just because governments
should not make unpopular decisions does not niedrihtey will not make those decisions.

Finally, these results have important implicationsnternational security. Groups who
choose to adopt terrorist tactics are unlikelyuocgeed because the domestic cost of government
appeasement is incredibly high relative to theso$terrorism. In this way, and contrary to
conventional wisdom, public opinion proves to ber@dibly resilient to the coercive pressures of
terrorist violence. One would hope that extremigtsild recognize this reality, and try to find

more moderate means to express their grievances.
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Appendix A. Sample U.S. Survey Experiment

The following questions are about American forgigificy. You will read about a hypothetical
situation similar to situations our country hasefédn the past and will probably face again.
Different leaders have handled the situation ifedgnt ways. We will describe one approach
U.S. leaders have taken and ask whether you appradieapprove of that approach.

The Situation:
A car bomb exploded in downtown Chicago at lunchtkiiling 10 people and injuring othets.

A group with links to al-Qaeda immediately claintedponsibility for the attack and issued the
following statement:

“Pull back your dogs from our people, and releasel@ader from your prison — or else there
will be no safe place for any crusader in Amerl€gou do not free him, we will continue to tear
your hearts out with explosives, and surround ywmary post with our bombs. We give you this
final warning that an ocean of blood will be spilfe

The concerned authorities confirmed that this gneap indeed responsible for the attack.

The Republican President immediately increasedrgg@i airports, train stations, government
buildings and other major public spaces. The Pesgidtated that additional intelligence and
military resources would be brought to bear agaimstgroup and related threats. The President
also released the leader of this group from preswhexiled him. “Americans should go about
their daily business,” the President declared. SeEnmeasures will keep this country safe.”

! Image SourceBBCNEWS. See “Doctor Guilty of Car Bomb AttacksBBCNEWS, 16 December 2008.

Accessed 10 January 2016ttp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/7785816.stm

225



Over the course of the next year, this group didcaary out any other attack in the United
States. Congressional leaders of the Democratiy Bamongly supported the President’s conduct
of foreign policy, saying that his actions “stremgited U.S. national security.”

Summary

» A group with links to al-Qaeda exploded a car bomowntown Chicago at lunchtime
killing 10 people and injuring others.

* The group demanded the release of its leader frdin fison.

 The Republican President increased security abdgptrain stations, government
buildings and major public spaces. The RepublicgasiBent also released the leader of
this group and exiled him.

* The group did not carry out any other attack inlim¢ed States.

» Congressional leaders of the Democratic Party glyssupported the president’s conduct
of foreign policy.

*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

1. Do you approve or disapprove of the way the Repuldan President handled this

situation?
Strongly Somewhat In the Middle/ Somewhat Strongly
Approve Approve Neither Approve | Disapprove Disapprove

nor Disapprove

2. In a few words, please state why you approve or @gipprove of the way the
Republican President handled this situation?

3. Do you approve or disapprove of the way the Congresnal Democratic leaders
handled this situation?

Strongly Somewhat In the Middle/ Somewhat Strongly
Approve Approve Neither Approve | Disapprove Disapprove
nor Disapprove

4. In a few words, please state why you approve or dipprove of the way the
Congressional Democratic leaders handled this sittian?
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Appendix B: Lebanon Survey Experiment
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Appendix C. Determinants of Monthly Support for Oslo using General Dynamic Models

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 N 6
Oslo Approval;_4 0.36 0.33 0.29 0.3 0.41 0.44
(0.1) *** (0.11) ** (0.11) ** (0.11) ** (0.1) *** (0.1) ***
Terrorism -0.33 — — — — —
(0.17)-
Terrorism;_; -0.26 — — — — —
(0.17)
Non-Suicide — -0.21 — — — —
(0.18)
Non-Suicide;_4 - -0.07 - — - -
0.2)
Suicide — -1.61 — — — —
(0.66) *
Suicide;_; — -0.56 — — — —
(0.65)
Civilian — — -0.66 — — —
(0.24) **
Civilian,_4 — — -0.39 — — —
(0.27)
Military — — 0.8 — — —
(0.44)
Military,_4 — — 0.1 — — —
(0.46)
Israel — — — -1.08 — —
(0.68)
Israel;_4 — — — -0.32 — —
(0.67)
Occupied — — — -0.06 — —
(0.23)
Occupied;_4 — — — -0.14 — —
(0.23)
Jerusalem — — — -0.79 — —
(0.65)
Jerusalem;_; — — — -0.55 — —
(0.63)
Casualties — — — — -0.15 —
(0.05) **
Casualties;_; — — — — -0.08 —
(0.06)
No Terrorism — — — — — 2.61
(0.87) **
No Terrorm;_ — — — — — 1.13
(0.9)
Unemployment -1.93 -1.74 -1.47 -1.54 -2.05 -2.66
(1.6) (1.57) (1.55) (1.61) (1.6) (1.62)
Unemployment,_; 1.61 1.41 0.95 1.22 1.3 1.81
(1.64) (1.61) (1.59) (1.65) (1.64) (1.65)
Inflation 0.19 0.6 0.52 0.42 0.59 0.34
(0.77) (0.78) (0.76) (0.79) (0.78) (0.78)
Inflation,_; 1.31 1.22 1.11 1.42 1.01 1.3
(0.81) (0.81) (0.79) (0.82)- (0.81) (0.81)
Likud 0.27 -0.45 1.14 0.81 -0.49 0.19
(2.3) (2.27) (2.26) (2.41) (2.26) (2.3)
Likud;_; 1.78 2.77 1.82 1.77 2.11 1.24
(2.31) (2.31) (2.23) (2.4) (2.3) (2.33)
Constant 26.83 28 30.73 28.99 28.35 25.33
(6.06) *** (6.03)** (6.05) *** (6.27) *** (6.24) ** (6.09) ***
Observations 90 90 90 90 90 90

Note: Each column reports the estimates from sépaBL general dynamic models. Standard errorseapin parentheses.
*xx gjgnificant at 0.001; “** significant at 0.QL; **' significant at 0.05; *’ significant 0.1
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Table D. Determinants of Monthly Support for Oslo wsing Partial Adjustment Dynamic Models

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 W&l 6
Oslo Approval,_; 0.45 0.4 0.38 0.39 0.5 0.52
(0.1) * (0.1) * (0.1) (0.1) (0.09) **  (0.09) ***
Terrorism -0.45 — — — — —
(0.14) **
Non-Suicide — -0.24 — — — —
(0.16)
Suicide — -1.84 — — — —
(0.57) **
Civilian — — -0.87 — — —
(0.19) ***
Military — — 0.81 — — —
(0.42).
Israel — — — -1.27 — —
(0.57) *
Occupied — — — -0.14 — —
(0.21)
Jerusalem — — — -0.87 — —
(0.6)
Casualties — — — — -0.17 —
(0.05) **
No Terrorism — — — — — 2.61
(0.84) **
Unemployment -0.58 -0.47 -0.7 -0.54 -0.83 -0.97
(0.47) (0.46) (0.45) (0.47) (0.46)- (0.46) *
Inflation 0.68 1.09 0.86 0.96 0.86 0.72
(0.7) (0.7) (0.67) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7)
Likud 1.45 1.73 2.28 1.91 1.12 0.94
(0.84)- (0.82) * (0.85)** (0.85) * (0.82) (0.82)
Constant 25.91 26.5 29.07 27.5 25.9 24.18
(5.94) % (5.46) ***  (5.75) *** (5.93) ** (5.88) ***  (5.85) ***
Observations 90 90 90 90 90 90

Note: Each column reports the estimates from sé&paeatial dynamic models. Standard errors apipear

parentheses.

**x gignificant at 0.001; “** significant at 001; “* significant at 0.05; ** significant 0.1
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