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Terrorism often works.
Extremistorganizationssuch as al-Qaida,Hamas, and the TamilTigersengage
in terrorismbecause it frequently delivers the desired response. The October
1983 suicide attack against the U.S. Marine barracksin Beirut, for example,
convinced the United States to withdraw its soldiers from Lebanon.' The
United States pulled its soldiers out of Saudi Arabiatwo years afterthe terrorist attacksof September11,2001,even though the U.S. militaryhad been building up its forces in that country for more than a decade.2 The Philippines
recalled its troops from Iraqnearly a month early after a Filipino truck driver
was kidnapped by Iraqi extremists.3In fact, terrorismhas been so successful
that between 1980and 2003,half of all suicide terroristcampaignswere closely
followed by substantial concessions by the target governments.4Hijacking
planes, blowing up buses, and kidnapping individuals may seem irrational
and incoherentto outside observers,but these tacticscan be surprisinglyeffective in achieving a terroristgroup's political aims.
Despite the salience of terrorismtoday, scholars and policymakersare only
beginning to understandhow and why it works. Much has been written on the
origins of terror,the motivationsof terrorists,and counterterrorresponses,but
little has appeared on the strategies terroristorganizations employ and the
conditions under which these strategies succeed or fail. Alan Krueger,David
Laitin,JitkaMaleckova,and Alberto Abadie, for example, have traced the effects of poverty, education, and political freedom on terroristrecruitment.5
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Jessica Stern has examined the grievances that give rise to terrorismand the
networks, money, and operations that allow terroristorganizationsto thrive.6
What is lacking, however, is a clear understanding of the larger strategic
games terroristsare playing and the ways in which state responses help or hinder them.
Effective counterstrategiescannot be designed without first understanding
the strategic logic that drives terroristviolence. Terrorismworks not simply
because it instills fear in targetpopulations,but because it causes governments
and individuals to respond in ways that aid the terrorists'cause. The Irish
RepublicanArmy (IRA)bombed pubs, parks, and shopping districts in London because its leadership believed that such acts would convince Britainto
relinquishNorthernIreland.In targetingthe WorldTradeCenterand the Pentagon on September11, al-Qaidahoped to raise the costs for the United States
of supportingIsrael,Saudi Arabia,and other Arabregimes,and to provokethe
United States into a military response designed to mobilize Muslims around
the world. Thatso many targetedgovernmentsrespond in the way that terrorist organizationsintend underscoresthe need for understandingthe reasoning
behind this type of violence.
In this article we seek answers to four questions. First,what types of goals
do terrorists seek to achieve? Second, what strategies do they pursue to
achieve these goals? Third,why do these strategieswork in some cases but not
in others? And fourth, given these strategies, what are the targeted governments' best responses to prevent terrorismand protect their countries from
future attacks?
The core of our argumentis that terroristviolence is a form of costly signaling. Terroristsare too weak to impose their will directlyby force of arms. They
are sometimes strong enough, however, to persuade audiences to do as they
wish by altering the audience's beliefs about such matters as the terrorist's
ability to impose costs and their degree of commitment to their cause. Given
the conflict of interestbetween terroristsand their targets,ordinarycommunication or "cheaptalk"is insufficientto change minds or influence behavior.If
al-Qaidahad informed the United States on September10, 2001, that it would
Targetsof Terrorism,"PrincetonUniversity and StanfordUniversity,2003;Alan B. Kruegerand
JitkaMaleckova,"Education,Poverty,and Terrorism:Is There a Causal Connection?"Journalof
Economic
Vol. 17, No. 4 (November2003),pp. 119-144;and AlbertoAbadie, "Poverty,
Perspectives,
PoliticalFreedom,and the Roots of Terrorism,"FacultyResearchWorkingPapersSeries,RWPO4043 (Cambridge,Mass.:John E Kennedy School of Government,HarvardUniversity,2004).
6. Jessica Stem, Terrorin the Name of God: Why ReligiousMilitants Kill (New York: EccoHarperCollins,2003).
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kill 3,000Americansunless the United Stateswithdrew from Saudi Arabia,the
threatmight have sparkedconcern,but it would not have had the same impact
as the attacksthat followed. Becauseit is hard for weak actorsto make credible
threats,terroristsare forced to display publicly just how far they are willing to
go to obtain their desired results.
Thereare five principalstrategiclogics of costly signaling at work in terrorist campaigns:(1) attrition,(2) intimidation,(3) provocation,(4) spoiling, and
(5) outbidding. In an attritionstrategy,terroristsseek to persuade the enemy
that the terroristsare strong enough to impose considerablecosts if the enemy
continues a particularpolicy. Terroristsusing intimidationtry to convince the
population that the terroristsare strong enough to punish disobedience and
that the government is too weak to stop them, so that people behave as the
terroristswish. A provocationstrategyis an attemptto induce the enemy to respond to terrorismwith indiscriminateviolence, which radicalizesthe population and moves them to support the terrorists.Spoilers attack in an effort to
persuade the enemy that moderates on the terrorists'side are weak and untrustworthy,thus undermining attempts to reach a peace settlement. Groups
engaged in outbidding use violence to convince the public that the terrorists
have greater resolve to fight the enemy than rival groups, and thereforeare
worthy of support. Understandingthese five distinct strategiclogics is crucial
not only for understandingterrorismbut also for designing effective antiterror
policies.7
The article is divided into two main sections. The first discusses the goals
terrorists pursue and examines the forty-two groups currently on the U.S.
State Department'slist of foreign terroristorganizations(FTOs).8The second
section develops the costly signaling approachto terrorism,analyzes the five
strategiesthat terroristsuse to achieve their goals, discusses the conditions in
which each of these strategies is likely to be successful, and draws out the
implications for the best counterterrorresponses.

The Goalsof Terrorism
Foryears the press has portrayedterroristsas crazy extremistswho commit indiscriminate acts of violence, without any larger goal beyond revenge or a de7. Of course, terroristswill also be seeking best responses to government responses. A pair of
strategiesthat are best responses to each other constitutesa Nash equilibrium,the fundamental
predictiontool of game theory.
8. Office of Counterterrorism,U.S. Departmentof State, "ForeignTerroristOrganizations,"fact
sheet, October11, 2005, http://www.state.gov/s/ct/rls/fs/3719.htm.
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sire to produce fear in an enemy population. This characterizationderives
some support from statements made by terroriststhemselves. For example, a
young Hamas suicide bomber whose bomb failed to detonate said, "I know
that there are other ways to do jihad. But this one is sweet-the sweetest. All
martyrdomoperations,if done for Allah's sake, hurt less than a gnat's bite!"9
Volunteersfor a suicide mission may have a variety of motives--obtaining rewards in the afterlife,avenging a family member killed by the enemy, or simply collecting financial rewards for their descendants. By contrast, the goals
driving terroristorganizationsare usually political objectives, and it is these
goals that determinewhether and how terroristcampaignswill be launched.
We define "terrorism"as the use of violence against civilians by nonstate actors to attainpoliticalgoals.10These goals can be conceptualizedin a variety of
ways. Individuals and groups often have hierarchies of objectives, where
broadergoals lead to more proximate objectives,which then become specific
goals in more tacticalanalyses.n For the sake of simplicity,we adopt the common distinctionbetween goals (or ultimate desires) and strategies(or plans of
action to attain the goals).
Although the ultimate goals of terroristshave varied over time, five have
had enduringimportance:regime change, territorialchange, policy change, social control,and status quo maintenance.Regime change is the overthrowof a
government and its replacementwith one led by the terroristsor at least one
more to their liking.12 Most Marxist groups, including the Shining Path
(SenderoLuminoso)in Peru have sought this goal. Territorialchange is taking
territoryaway from a state either to establish a new state (as the TamilTigers
seek to do in Tamilareas of Sri Lanka)or to join another state (as Lashkar-e
Tayyiba would like to do by incorporating Indian Kashmir into Pakistan).
9. Quotedin NasraHassan,"AnArsenalof Believers:Talkingto the 'HumanBombs,"'New Yorker,
November 19, 2001,p. 37.
10. Fordiscussionof differingdefinitionsof terrorism,see Alex P.Schmidand AlbertJ.Jongman,
andLiterature
(New
A New Guideto Actors,Authors,Concepts,DataBases,Theories,
PoliticalTerrorism:
Brunswick,N.J.:Transaction,1988),pp. 1-38. We do not focus on state terrorismbecause states
face very differentopportunitiesand constraintsin theiruse of violence,and we do not believe the
two cases are similarenough to be profitablyanalyzed together.
11. For the distinctionbetween goals and strategies,see David A. Lake and RobertPowell, eds.,
Relations(Princeton,N.J.:PrincetonUniversityPress, 1999),espeStrategicChoiceandInternational
cially chap. 1.
12. On revolutionaryterrorism,see MarthaCrenshawHutchinson,"TheConceptof RevolutionJournalof ConflictResolution,Vol. 16, No. 3 (September1972),pp. 383-396;Martha
ary Terrorism,"
TheFLN in Algeria,1954-1962 (Stanford,Calif.:
Terrorism:
Crenshaw Hutchinson, Revolutionary
Hoover InstitutionPress,1978);and H. EdwardPriceJr.,"TheStrategyand Tacticsof RevolutionStudiesin SocietyandHistory,Vol.19,No. 1 (January1977),pp. 52-66.
Comparative
ary Terrorism,"
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Policy change is a broader category of lesser demands, such as al-Qaida's
demand that the United States drop its support for Israeland corruptArab regimes such as Saudi Arabia.Social controlconstrainsthe behavior of individuals, rather than the state. In the United States, the Ku Klux Klan sought the
continued oppression of AfricanAmericansafter the Civil War.More recently,
antiabortiongroups have sought to kill doctors who performabortionsto deter other doctors from providing this service. Finally,status quo maintenance
is the support of an existing regime or a territorialarrangementagainst political groups that seek to change it. Many right-wing paramilitaryorganizations
in Latin America, such as the United Self-Defense Force of Colombia, have
sought this goal.13Protestantparamilitarygroups in Northern Ireland supported maintenance of the territorialstatus quo (Northern Ireland as British
territory)against IRA demands that the territorybe transferredto Ireland.14
Some organizationshold multiple goals and may view one as facilitatinganother. For instance, by seeking to weaken U.S. support for Arab regimes
(which would represent a policy change by the United States), al-Qaida is
working toward the overthrow of those regimes (or regime change). As another example, Hamas aims to drive Israelout of the occupied territories(territorial change) and then to overthrow it (regime change).
A cross section of terroristorganizationslisted in Table1 illustratesthe range
of goals and their relative frequency.Of the forty-two groups currentlydesignated as FTOsby the U.S. State Department,thirty-one seek regime change,
nineteen seek territorialchange, four seek policy change, and one seeks to
maintain the status quo.15The list is neither exhaustive nor representativeof
all terroristgroups, and it does not reflect the frequency of goals in the universe of cases. None of the FTOsappear to pursue social control,but some domestic groups, which are by definition not on the list, are more interested in
13. This group has recentlysurrenderedits weapons.
14. Some analystsargue that many terroristorganizationshave degeneratedinto little more than
self-perpetuatingbusinessesthat primarilyseek to enhancetheirown power and wealth, and only
articulatepoliticalgoals for rhetoricalpurposes.See, for example,Stern,Terrorin theNameof God,
pp. 235-236. This suggests that power and wealth should be consideredgoals in their own right.
All organizations,however, seek power and wealth to furthertheir politicalobjectives,and these
are better viewed as instrumentalin nature.
15. A difficult coding issue arises in determiningwhen a group is a nonstate actor engaged in
status quo maintenanceand when it is simply a covertagent of the state. Some death squads were
linked to elements in the armed forces,yet were not necessarilyresponsiveto the chief executive
of the country.Otherswere tied to right-wingparties and are more clearly nonstate,unless that
party is the party in power. See BruceD. Campbelland ArthurD. Brenner,eds., DeathSquadsin
GlobalPerspective:
Murderwith Deniability(New York:PalgraveMacmillan,2002).
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Table 1. Foreign TerroristOrganizations and Their Goals
Ultimate Goals
Name
Abu Nidal Organization
Abu Sayyaf Group
Al-Aqsa Martyrs' Brigade
Ansar al-Islam
Armed Islamic Group
Asbat al-Ansar
Aum Shinrikyo
Basque Fatherland and Liberty (ETA)
Communist Party of the Philippines/New
People's Army
Continuity Irish Republican Army
Al-Gama'a al-lslamiyya (Islamic Group)
Hamas (Islamic Resistance Movement)
Harakatul-Mujahidin
Hezbollah (Party of God)

Destroy Israel; establish Palestinian state
Secede from Philippines
Destroy Israel; establish Palestinian state
Evict United States from Iraq;establish Islamic state
Establish Islamic state in Algeria
Establish Islamic state in Lebanon
Seize power in Japan; hasten the Apocalypse
Secede from Spain
Establish Communist state in Philippines

Evict Britain from Northern Ireland; unite with Eire
Establish Islamic state in Egypt
Destroy Israel; establish Palestinian Islamic state
Evict India from Kashmir;unite with Pakistan
Originally:evict Israel from Lebanon; now: destroy
Israel and establish Palestinian Islamic state
Establish Islamic state in Uzbekistan; reduce U.S.
Islamic Jihad Group
influence
Establish Islamic state in Uzbekistan
Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan
Evict India from Kashmir;unite with Pakistan
Jaish-e-Mohammed (Army of Mohammed)
Establish Islamic state in Indonesia
Jemaah Islamiya
Establish Islamic state in Egypt
AI-Jihad (Egyptian Islamic Jihad)
Kahane Chai (Kach)
Expand Israel
Kongra-Gel (formerly KurdistanWorkers' Party) Secede from Turkey
Evict India from Kashmir;unite with Pakistan
Lashkar-eTayyiba (Army of the Righteous)
Establish Islamic state in Pakistan
Lashkari Jhangvi
Secede from Sri Lanka
LiberationTigers of Tamil Eelam
Establish Islamic state in Libya
Libyan Islamic Fighting Group
Establish Islamic state in Morocco
Moroccan Islamic Combatant Group
Overthrow Iranian government
Mujahedin-e Khalq Organization
Establish Marxist government in Colombia
National LiberationArmy
Palestine Liberation Front
Destroy Israel; establish Palestinian state
Palestinian Islamic Jihad
Destroy Israel; establish Palestinian state
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Table 1. continued
Name

Ultimate Goals

R

Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine
Popular Front for the Liberation of PalestineGeneral Command
Al-Qaida

Destroy Israel; establish Palestinian state
Destroy Israel; establish Palestinian state

X
X

Establish Islamic states in Middle East; destroy
Israel; reduce U.S. influence
Evict United States from Iraq;establish Islamic state
Evict Britainfrom Northern Ireland; unite with Eire
Establish Marxist state in Colombia
Establish Marxist state in Greece

X

X
X

Establish Marxist state in Greece
Establish Marxist state in Turkey

X
X

Establish Islamic state in Algeria
Establish Marxist state in Peru
Preserve Colombian state

X
X

Al-Qaida in Iraq (Zarqawi group)
Real Irish Republican Army
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia
Revolutionary Nuclei (formerly Revolutionary
People's Struggle)
Revolutionary Organization 7 November
Revolutionary People's Liberation Party/Front
Salafist Group for Call and Combat
Shining Path (Sendero Luminoso)
United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia
Total

X

3

SOURCE:
Office of Counterterrorism, U.S. Department of State, "Foreign TerroristOrganizations," fact sheet,
NOTE:
RC:regime change; TC:territorialchange; PC: policy change; SC: social control; and SQM: status quo
goals is the authors'.
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this goal.16What Table1 reveals, however, is the instrumentalnatureof terrorist violence and some of the more popular political objectivesbeing sought.

TheStrategiesof TerroristViolence
To achieve their long-term objectives,terroristspursue a variety of strategies.
Scholarshave suggested a number of typologies of terroriststrategiesand tactics over the years. In a pathbreakingearly analysis of terrorism, Thomas
Thorntonoffered five proximateobjectives:morale building, advertising, disorientation (of the target population), elimination of opposing forces, and
provocation.17MarthaCrenshaw also identifies advertising and provocation
as proximate objectives, along with weakening the government, enforcing
obedience in the population, and outbidding.18David Fromkin argues that
provocation is the strategy of terrorism.19Edward Price writes that terrorists
must delegitimize the regime and impose costs on occupying forces, and he
identifies kidnapping, assassination,advertising, and provocationas tactics.20
Although these analyses are helpful in identifying strategiesof terrorism,they
fail to derive them from a coherent framework,spell out their logic in detail,
and consider best responses to them.
A fruitfulstartingpoint for a theory of terroriststrategiesis the literatureon
uncertainty,conflict, and costly signaling. Uncertaintyhas long been understood to be a cause of conflict.GeoffreyBlainey argued that wars begin when
states disagree about their relative power, and they end when states agree
again.21 James Fearonand other theorists built upon this insight and showed
16. The Taliban,which is not listed, does pursue social control;and the Israeligroup Kach,which
seeks to maintainthe subordinatestatus of Palestiniansin Israel and eventually to expel them,
may also be consideredto seek it. The MemorialInstitutefor the Preventionof Terrorismmaintainsa databaseof terroristorganizationsthatincludesmorethan fortygroupsbased in the United
States.Some of these can be consideredto seek social control,such as the Army of God, which targets doctors who provide abortions.See http://www.tkb.org.
17. ThomasPerryThornton,"Terroras a Weaponof PoliticalAgitation,"in HarryEckstein,ed.,
InternalWar:ProblemsandApproaches
(London:Free Press of Glencoe, 1964),p. 87.
18. MarthaCrenshaw,"TheCauses of Terrorism,"Comparative
Politics,Vol. 13, No. 4 (July1981),
pp. 379-399.
19. David Fromkin,"TheStrategyof Terrorism,"
ForeignAffairs,Vol.53, No. 4 (July1975),pp. 683698.
20. Price,"TheStrategyand Tacticsof RevolutionaryTerrorism,"pp. 54-58. Otherrelateddiscussions include Paul Wilkinson, "The StrategicImplicationsof Terrorism,"in M.L. Sondhi, ed.,
Terrorism
and PoliticalViolence:A Sourcebook
(New Delhi: Har-anandPublications,2000); Paul
and the LiberalState(New York:New YorkUniversityPress, 1986),pp. 110Wilkinson,Terrorism
118;and Schmid and Jongman,PoliticalTerrorism,
pp. 50-59.
21. GeoffreyBlainey,TheCausesof War,3d ed. (New York:Free Press, 1988),p. 122.
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that uncertaintyabout a state'swillingness to fight can cause conflict.22If states
are unsure what other states will fight for, they may demand too much in negotiations and end up in conflict.This uncertaintycould reflecta disagreement
about power, as Blainey understood, or a disagreement over resolve, willpower, or the intensity of preferencesover the issue. The United States and
North Vietnam did not disagree over their relative power, but the United
States fatally underestimated North Vietnamese determination to achieve
victory.
Uncertainty about trustworthiness or moderation of preferences can also
cause conflict.Thomas Hobbes argued that if individuals mistrust each other,
they have an incentive to initiate an attackratherthan risk being attackedby
surprise.23JohnHerz, RobertJervis,and others have developed this concept in
the internationalrelations context under the heading of the security dilemma
and the spiral model.24States are often uncertainabout each other's ultimate
ambitions,intentions,and preferences.Becauseof this, anything that increases
one side's belief that the other is deceitful, expansionist, risk acceptant, or
hostile increases incentives to fight rather than cooperate.
If uncertainty about power, resolve, and trustworthinesscan lead to violence, then communicationon these topics is the key to preventing(or instigating) conflict. The problem is that simple verbal statements are often not
credible,because actorsfrequentlyhave incentives to lie and bluff. If by saying
"We'reresolved," the North Vietnamese could have persuaded the United
States to abandon the South in 1965, then North Vietnam would have had
every incentive to say so even if it was not that resolute. In reality,they had to
fight a long and costly war to prove their point. Similarly,when Mikhail
Gorbachevwanted to reassurethe Westand end the Cold War,verbal declarations of innocent intentions were insufficient,because previous Soviet leaders
had made similar statements. Instead, real arms reductions, such as the 1987
Intermediate-RangeNuclear ForcesTreaty,were necessaryfor Westernopinion
to change.
Vol. 49, No. 3
22. JamesD. Fearon,"RationalistExplanationsfor War,"International
Organization,
(Summer1995),pp. 379-414;and RobertPowell, "BargainingTheoryand InternationalConflict,"
AnnualReviewof PoliticalScience,Vol. 5 (June2002),pp. 1-30.
23. ThomasHobbes, Leviathan(New York:Penguin, [1651]1968),pp. 184.
24. JohnH. Herz, "IdealistInternationalismand the SecurityDilemma,"WorldPolitics,Vol.2, No.
2 (January1950),pp. 157-180;RobertJervis,Perceptionand Misperception
in International
Politics
(Princeton,N.J.:PrincetonUniversityPress, 1976);RobertJervis,"Cooperationunder the Security
Dilemma,"WorldPolitics,Vol. 30, No. 2 (January1978),pp. 167-214;and CharlesL. Glaser,"The
SecurityDilemma Revisited,"WorldPolitics,Vol. 50, No. 1 (October1997),pp. 171-202.
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Becausetalk is cheap, states and terroristswho wish to influence the behavior of an adversarymust resortto costly signals.25Costly signals are actions so
costly that bluffers and liars are unwilling to take them.26In internationalcrises, mobilizing forcesor drawing a very public line in the sand are examples of
strategiesthat less resolved actorsmight find too costly to take.27Waritself, or
the willingness to endure it, can serve as a forceful signal of resolve and provide believable informationabout power and capabilities.28Costly signals separate the wheat from the chaff and allow honest communication, although
sometimes at a terribleprice.
To obtaintheirpoliticalgoals, terroristsneed to provide credibleinformation
to the audiences whose behavior they hope to influence.Terroristsplay to two
key audiences: governments whose policies they wish to influence and individuals on the terrorists'own side whose support or obedience they seek to
gain.29The targeted governments are central because they can grant concessions over policy or territorythat the terroristsare seeking. The terrorists'domestic audience is also important,because they can provide resources to the
terroristgroup and must obey its edicts on social or political issues.
Figure 1 shows how the three subjects of uncertainty(power, resolve, and
trustworthiness) combine with the two targets of persuasion (the enemy
government and the domestic population) to yield a family of five signaling
strategies. These strategies form a theoreticallycohesive set that we believe
representsmost of the commonly used strategies in important terroristcampaigns around the world today.30A terroristorganizationcan of course pursue
25. Andrew H. Kydd, TrustandMistrustin International
Relations(Princeton,N.J.:PrincetonUniversity Press, 2005).
26. John G. Riley,"SilverSignals:Twenty-fiveYearsof Screeningand Signaling,"Journalof EcoVol. 39, No. 2 (June2001),pp. 432-478.
nomicLiterature,
27. JamesD. Fearon,"SignalingForeignPolicy Interests:TyingHands vs. Sunk Costs,"Journalof
ConflictResolution,Vol. 41, No. 1 (February1977),pp. 68-90.
on Politics,Vol. 1, No. 1
28. Dan Reiter,"Exploringthe BargainingModel of War,"Perspectives
(March2003),pp. 27-43;and RobertPowell, "Bargainingand LearningWhile Fighting,"American
Journalof PoliticalScience,Vol. 48, No. 2 (April 2004),pp. 344-361.
29. Rivalterroristor moderategroups are also important,but terrorismis not often used to signal
such groups. Sometimesrival groups are targetedin an effortto eliminatethem, but this violence
is usually thought of as internecinewarfareratherthan terrorism.The targetedgovernmentmay
also be divided into multiple actors,but these divisions are not crucialfor a broadunderstanding
of terroriststrategies.
30. This list is not exhaustive.In particular,it omits two strategiesthat have receivedattentionin
the literature:advertisingand retaliation.Advertisingmay play a role in the beginning of some
conflicts,but it does not sustain long-termcampaignsof terroristviolence. Retaliationis a motivation for some terrorists,but terrorismwould continueeven if the state did not strikeat terrorists,
because terrorismis designed to achieve some goal, not just avenge counterterroristattacks.

This content downloaded on Wed, 19 Dec 2012 10:17:32 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

TheStrategiesof Terrorism
159

Figure 1. Strategies of TerroristViolence
Targetof Persuasion
Enemy
Power

OwnPopulation
intimidation

attrition
Subjectof Uncertainty

Resolve

Trustworthiness

outbidding
spoiling

provocation

more than one strategy at a time. The September11 terroristattacks,for example, were probably part of both an attritionstrategy and a provocation strategy. By targetingthe heart of the United States'financialdistrict,al-Qaidamay
have been attempting to increase the cost of the U.S. policy of stationing soldiers in Saudi Arabia. But by targeting prominent symbols of American economic and military power, al-Qaida may also have been trying to goad the
United States into an extreme military response that would serve al-Qaida's
larger goal of radicalizing the world's Muslim population. The challenge for
policymakersin targeted countries is to calibratetheir responses in ways that
do not furtherany of the terrorists'goals.
Below we analyze the five terroriststrategies in greater detail, discuss the
conditions under which each is likely to succeed, and relatethese conditions to
the appropriatecounterterrorismstrategies.
ATTRITION: A BATTLE OF WILLS

The most importanttask for any terroristgroup is to persuade the enemy that
the group is strong and resolute enough to inflict serious costs, so that the enemy yields to the terrorists'demands.31The attritionstrategyis designed to accomplish this task.32In an attritioncampaign, the greaterthe costs a terrorist
31. Per Baltzer Overgaard, "The Scale of Terrorist Attacks as a Signal of Resources," Journal of
Conflict Resolution, Vol. 38, No. 3 (September 1994), pp. 452-478; and Harvey E. Lapan and Todd
Sandler, "Terrorism and Signaling," EuropeanJournal of Political Economy, Vol. 9, No. 3 (August
1993), pp. 383-398.
32. J. Maynard Smith, "The Theory of Games and Evolution in Animal Conflicts," Journalof Theoretical Biology, Vol. 47 (1974), pp. 209-211; John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (Ithaca,
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organizationis able to inflict, the more credibleits threatto inflict future costs,
and the more likely the target is to grant concessions. During the last years of
the BritishEmpire,the Greeksin Cyprus,Jews in Palestine,and Arabsin Aden
used a war of attrition strategy against their colonizer. By targeting Britain
with terroristattacks, they eventually convinced the political leadership that
maintaining control over these territories would not be worth the cost in
British lives.33Attacks by Hezbollah and Hamas against Israel, particularly
during the second intifada,also appearto be guided by this strategy.In a letter
written in the early 1990s to the leadership of Hamas, the organization'smaster bomb maker, Yahya Ayyash, said, "We paid a high price when we used
only sling-shots and stones. We need to exert more pressure,make the cost of
the occupation that much more expensive in human lives, that much more
unbearable."34
RobertPape presents the most thorough exposition of terrorismas a war of
attritionin his analysis of suicide bombing.35Based on a data set of all suicide
attacks from 1980 to 2003 (315 in total), Pape argues that suicide terrorismis
employed by weak actors for whom peaceful tactics have failed and conventional military tactics are infeasible because of the imbalance of power. The
strategyis to inflict costs on the enemy until it withdraws its occupying forces:
the greaterthe costs inflicted, the more likely the enemy is to withdraw.Pape
asserts that terroristsbegan to recognize the effectiveness of suicide terrorism
with the 1983 Hezbollah attack against U.S. Marines in Beirut that killed 241
people. Since then, suicide terrorismhas been employed in nationalist struggles around the world.
A war of attrition strategy is more
FAVORABLE
TOATTRITION.
CONDITIONS
effective against some targets than others. Three variables are likely to figure
in the outcome:the state's level of interestin the issue under dispute, the constraints on its ability to retaliate,and its sensitivity to the costs of violence.
The first variable,the state's degree of interestin the disputed issue, is fundamental. States with only peripheral interests at stake often capitulate to
terroristdemands; states with more importantinterestsat stake rarelydo. The
N.Y.:CornellUniversityPress, 1983),pp. 33-35; and JamesD. Fearon,"Bargaining,Enforcement,
Vol. 52, No. 2 (Spring1998),pp. 269and InternationalCooperation,"International
Organization,
305.
November 19, 2001, p. 61.
33. BernardLewis, "TheRevolt of Islam,"New Yorker,
34. Quoted in Hassan, "An Arsenal of Believers,"p. 38.
35. RobertA. Pape, "TheStrategicLogic of Suicide Terrorism,"AmericanPoliticalScienceReview,
Vol. 97, No. 3 (August 2003),pp. 343-361;and Pape, Dying to Win.
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United States withdrew from Lebanon following the bombing of the marine
barracksbecause it had only a marginal interest in maintaining stability and
preventing Syrian domination of that country.In that case, the costs of the attack clearly outweighed the U.S. interests at stake. Similarly,Israel withdrew
from southern Lebanon in 2000 because the costs of the occupation outstripped Israel'sdesire to maintaina bufferzone in that region. In contrast,the
United States responded to the September 11 attacks by launching offensive
wars in Afghanistanand Iraqratherthan withdrawing U.S. troops from the region, as al-Qaida demanded (though U.S. troops did ultimately leave Saudi
Arabiafor Iraq).Similarly,Israelis unlikely to withdraw from East Jerusalem,
much less allow itself to become an Islamic state as Hamas has demanded.
The second variable, constraintson retaliation,affects the costs paid by the
terroristsfor pursuing a war of attrition.Terroristorganizationsalmost always
are weaker than the governmentsthey target and, as a result, are vulnerableto
government retaliation.The more constrainedthe government is in its use of
force, the less costly an attrition strategy is, and the longer the terroristscan
hold out in the hopes of achieving their goal. Forinstance,the Israelishave the
military means to commit genocide against the Palestinianpeople or to expel
them to surrounding Arab countries. Israel, however, depends for its longterm survival on close ties with Europeand the United States.Westernsupport
for Israelwould plummet in response to an Israelistrategy designed to inflict
mass casualties, making such a strategy prohibitively costly. This constraint
makes a war of attrition strategy less costly (and more attractive) for the
Palestinians.
Democracies may be more constrainedin their ability to retaliatethan authoritarianregimes. Pape finds that suicide bomberstarget democraciesexclusively and argues that this is in part because of constraintson their ability to
strike back.36Capable authoritarianregimes are able to gather more information on their populations than democracies and can more easily round up
suspected terroristsand target those sympathetic to them. They are also less
constrained by human rights considerations in their interrogation and
retaliationpractices.37
The ease with which a terroristorganizationcan be targetedalso influences
36. Pape,Dyingto Win,p. 44. Kruegerand Laitinalso find that targetsof terrorismtend to be democratic.See Kruegerand Laitin,"KtoKogo?"
37. The U.S. programof extraordinaryrendition,for example,is an effortto evade the restrictions
usually faced by democraciesby outsourcingthe dirty work.
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a country's ability to retaliate forcefully. Terroristorganizations such as alQaida that are widely dispersed, difficult to identify,or otherwise hard to target are at an advantage in a war of attritionbecause their enemies will have
difficulty delivering punishment. Israel has, through superior intelligence
gathering,been able to assassinatetop membersof Hamas's leadershipat will,
including its founder and spiritual leader,Sheik Ahmed Yassin,as well as his
successor,Abdel Aziz Rantisi.The United States,by contrast,has been unable
to locate Osama bin Laden and his top deputy, Ayman al-Zawahiri.
The third variable is a target's cost tolerance.Governmentsthat are able to
absorb heavier costs and hold out longer are less inviting targets for an attrition strategy.Terroristorganizations are likely to gauge a target's cost tolerance based on at least two factors:the target'sregime type and the target'spast
behavior toward other terrorists.Regime type is importantbecause democracies may be less able to tolerate the painful effects of terrorism than nondemocracies.Citizens of democracies,their fears stoked by media reportsand
warnings of continued vulnerability,are more likely to demand an end to the
attacks.In more authoritarianstates, the government exerts more controlover
the media and can disregard public opinion to a greater extent. The Russian
government'sheavy-handed response to hostage situations,for example, suggests a higher tolerance for casualties than a more fully democratic government would have. Additionally,because terroristorganizationsoperate more
freely in democraciesand politiciansmust interactwith the public to maintain
political support, terrorists have an easier time targeting prominent individuals for assassination.Of four leaders assassinated by terroristsin the past
quarter century-Indira Gandhi, Rajiv Gandhi, Yitzak Rabin, and Anwar
Sadat-three were leaders of democracies.
Among democratic states, sensitivity to costs may vary with the party in
power. When more dovish partiesare in charge,the targetmay be perceived to
have lower cost tolerancesthan if a more hawkish party were at the helm. The
dove-hawk dimension may correlatewith the left-rightdimension in domestic
politics, leading left-wing parties to be more likely to grant terroristdemands.
This traditional divide between peace and security has characterizedIsraeli
politics for years. Labor Party Prime Minister Ehud Barakwas elected on a
platform of withdrawing Israeli forces from Lebanon and making peace with
the Palestinians; in contrast, Likud Party Prime Minister Ariel Sharon was
elected on a platform of meeting terrorists with military force. Hoping for
greater concessions, terrorists may preferentially attack dovish parties.
The number of prior concessions made to other terrorists is also likely to
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influence perceptionsof the target'scost tolerance.Governmentsthat have already yielded to terroristdemands are more likely to experience additional
terroristattacks.Evidence abounds that terroristsexplicitly consider the prior
behavior of states and are encouraged by signs of weakness. Israel's precipitous withdrawal from southern Lebanonin May 2000 convinced Hamas that
the Israelileadership'sresolve was weakening and encouragedHamas leaders
to initiate the second intifada in September2000.38Israelisfear the same inference will be drawn from their withdrawal from Gaza. A Hamas leader interviewed in October2005 declared, "Whenwe took up arms and launched [the
second intifada], we succeeded in less than five years to force the Israelis to
withdraw from the Gaza Strip. This fulfilled everyone's dream. I think we
have to benefit from this experience by applying it accordingly to the West
Bankand other occupied areas."39The past behavior of a targetedgovernment,
therefore, also provides important information to terroristgroups about its
likely future behavior and the success of this particularstrategy.
Perhapsthe most importantexample of a terroristgroup pursuing an attrition strategy is al-Qaida's war with the United States. In a November 2004
broadcast, bin Laden boasted, "We gained experience in guerilla and attritional warfarein our struggle against the great oppressive superpower,Russia,
in which we and the mujahidin ground it down for ten years until it went
bankrupt,and decided to withdraw in defeat.... We are continuing to make
Americableed to the point of bankruptcy."40
Al Qaida'sgoal--policy changeis well suited to an attritionstrategy.Bin Laden has frequentlyargued that the
United Stateslacks the resolve to fight a long attritionalwar, as in his February
1996 declarationof jihad:
Wherewas this false courage of yours when the explosion in Beiruttook place
in 1983A.D.?You were transformedinto scatteredbits and pieces; 241 soldiers
were killed, most of them Marines.And where was this courageof yours when
two explosions made you leave Aden in less than twenty-four hours!
But your most disgracefulcase was in Somalia;where, aftervigorous propaganda about the power of the U.S. and its post-cold war leadershipof the new
world order,you moved tens of thousands of internationalforces, including
twenty-eight thousand American soldiers, into Somalia. However, when tens
of your soldiers were killed in minor battles and one American pilot was
38. Debate Goes On Over LebanonWithdrawal,Haaretz,May 23, 2001;and Daoud Kuttab,"The
LebanonLesson,"Jerusalem
Post,May 25, 2000.
39. Interviewwith MahmoudKhalidal-Zahar,Al Jazeera,October22, 2005.
40. Osama bin Laden, Messagesto the World:The Statementsof Osamabin Laden,trans. James
Howarth,ed. BruceLawrence(London:Verso,2005),pp. 241-242.
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dragged in the streets of Mogadishu, you left the area in disappointment,humiliation, and defeat, carryingyour dead with you. Clinton appeared in front
of the whole world threateningand promising revenge, but these threatswere
merely a preparationfor withdrawal. You had been disgraced by Allah and
you withdrew; the extent of your impotence and weaknesses became very
clear.41
Although difficult to prove, it also appears that bin Laden believed that he
and his organizationwould be hard to target with counterattacks,making a
war of attritionstrategy even more appealing. In 2001 the Talibanwas on the
verge of eliminatingarmed resistancein northernAfghanistan;and, as a landlocked country, Afghanistan must have seemed relatively invulnerable to a
U.S. invasion. The United States had bombed al-Qaidacamps before to no effect. Even if the United States invaded, Afghanistanwas both costly and difficult to conquer,as the Soviets discovered in the 1980s.In the end, of course,
the Talibanwould have been well advised to insist that the September11 attacksbe delayed until the NorthernAlliance was defeated,but the latter's dramatic success with U.S. help was perhaps difficult to anticipate.
BESTRESPONSES
TOATTRITION.
There are at least five counterstrategies avail-

able to a state engaged in a war of attrition.First,the targetedgovernmentcan
concede inessential issues in exchange for peace, a strategy that we believe is
frequentlypursued though rarelyadmitted.42In some cases, the terroristswill
genuinely care more about the disputed issue and be willing to outlast the target. In such cases, concessions are likely to be the state's best response. Other
potential challengers,however, may perceive this response as a sign of weakness, which could lead them to launch their own attacks.To reduce the damage to its reputation,the targetcan vigorously fight other wars of attritionover
issues it cares more deeply about, thus signaling a willingness to bear costs if
the matter is of sufficient consequence.
Second, where the issue under dispute is importantenough to the targeted
state that it does not want to grant any concessions, the government may engage in targetedretaliation.Retaliationcan targetthe leadershipof the terrorist
group, its followers, their assets, and other objects of value. Care must be
taken, however, that the retaliationis precisely targeted,because the terrorist
41. Osama bin Laden, "Declarationof War against the AmericansOccupying the Land of the
Two Holy Places," Al-QudsAl-Arabi,August 1996, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/terrorism/
international/fatwa_1996.html.
Vol.
42. Peter C. Sederberg,"Conciliationas Counter-terrorist
Strategy,"Journalof PeaceResearch,
32, No. 3 (August 1995),pp. 295-312.
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organization could simultaneously be pursuing a strategy of provocation. A
harsh, indiscriminateresponse might make a war of attritionmore costly for
the terrorists,but it would also harm innocent civilians who might then serve
as willing recruitsfor the terrorists.The Israelipolicy of assassinationof terrorist leaders is shaped by this concern.
Third,a state can harden likely targetsto minimize the costs the terroristorganization can inflict. If targeted governments can prevent most attacksfrom
being executed, a war of attritionstrategy will not be able to inflict the costs
necessary to convince the target to concede. The wall separating Israel from
the West Bank and Gaza is a large-scaleexample of this counterstrategy.The
United States has been less successful in hardening its own valuable targets,
such as nuclear and chemical plants and the container shipping system, despite the creationof the Departmentof Homeland Security.43Protectingthese
types of targetsis essential if one seeks to deter additionalattacksand discourage the use of attrition.
Fourth, states should seek to deny terroristsaccess to the most destructive
weapons, especially nuclear and biological ones. Any weapon that can inflict
enormous costs will be particularlyattractiveto terroristspursuing a war of attrition. The greater the destruction, the higher the likelihood that the target
will concede increasinglyconsequentialissues. Particularattention should be
placed on securing Russian stockpiles of fissile material and on halting the
spread of uranium enrichmenttechnology to Iranand North Korea.No other
country has as much material under so little government control as Russia,
and Iranand North Koreaare vital because of the links both countrieshave to
terroristorganizations.44
Finally,states can strive to minimize the psychologicalcosts of terrorismand
the tendency people have to overreact.John Mueller has noted that the risks
associated with terrorismare actually quite small;for the average U.S. citizen,
the likelihood of being a victim of a terroristattackis about the same as that of
being struck by lighting.45Government public education programs should
thereforebe carefulnot to overstate the threat,for this plays into the hands of
43. StephenFlynn,AmericatheVulnerable:
How OurGovernment
Is Failingto ProtectUs fromTerrorism (New York:HarperCollins,2004).
44. GrahamT.Allison, Owen R. Cot6Jr.,RichardA. Falkenrath,and Steven E.Miller,AvoidingNuclearAnarchy:Containingthe Threatof LooseRussianNuclearWeaponsand FissileMaterial(CamTheUltimatePreventable
bridge, Mass.:MITPress, 1996);and GrahamAllison, NuclearTerrorism:
(New York:Times Books, 2004).
Catastrophe
45. John Mueller,"SixRatherUnusual Propositionsabout Terrorism,"Terrorism
and PoliticalViolence,Vol. 17, No. 4 (Winter2005),pp. 487-505.
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the terrorists.If Americans become convinced that terrorism,while a deadly
problem, is no more of a health risk than drunk driving, smoking, or obesity,
then al-Qaida's attrition strategy will be undercut. What the United States
should seek to avoid are any unnecessary costs associated with wasteful and
misguided counterterrorprograms. The more costs the United States inflicts
on itself in the name of counterterrorismpolicies of dubious utility, the more
likely a war of attritionstrategy is to succeed.
INTIMIDATION: THE REIGN OF TERROR

Intimidationis akin to the strategy of deterrence,preventing some undesired
behavior by means of threats and costly signals.46It is most frequently used
when terroristorganizations wish to overthrow a government in power or
gain social controlover a given population.It works by demonstratingthat the
terroristshave the power to punish whoever disobeys them, and that the government is powerless to stop them.
Terroristsare often in competition with the government for the support of
the population. Terroristswho wish to bring down a government must somehow convince the government'sdefenders that continued backing of the governmentwill be costly.One way to do this is to provide clear evidence that the
terroristorganizationcan kill those individuals who continue to sustain the regime. By targetingthe government'smore visible agents and supporters,such
as mayors, police, prosecutors,and pro-regimecitizens, terroristorganizations
demonstrate that they have the ability to hurt their opponents and that the
government is too weak to punish the terroristsor protect future victims.
Terroristscan also use an intimidationstrategy to gain greatersocial control
over a population. Terroristsmay turn to this strategy in situations where a
government has consistently refused to implement a policy a terroristgroup
favors and where effortsto change the state's policy appear futile. In this case,
terroristsuse intimidationto impose the desired policy directly on the population, gaining compliancethroughselective violence and the threatof future reprisals. In the United States, antiabortion activists have bombed clinics to
prevent individuals from performing or seeking abortions, and in the 1960s
racist groups burned churchesto deter AfricanAmericansfrom claiming their

46. The literature on deterrence is vast. See, for example, Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1966); and Christopher H. Achen and Duncan Snidal,
"Rational Deterrence Theory and Comparative Case Studies," WorldPolitics, Vol. 41, No. 2 (January 1989), pp. 143-169.
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civil rights. In Afghanistan,the Talibanbeheaded the principalof a girls school
to deter others from providing education for girls.47
An intimidationstrategy can encompass a range of actions-from assassinations of individuals in positions of power to car bombings of police recruits,
such as those carriedout by the Zarqawigroup in Iraq.It can also include massacres of civilians who have cooperatedwith the government or rival groups,
such as the 1957 massacreat Melouza by the National LiberationFrontduring
the Algerianwar for independence." This strategywas taken to an extremeby
the Armed Islamic Group in Algeria's civil war of the 1990s. In that war,
Islamistguerrillasmassacredthousands of people suspected of switching their
allegiance to the government. Massacreswere especially common in villages
that had once been under firm rebel controlbut that the army was attempting
to retakeand clear of rebels.StathisKalyvas argues that these conditions pose
extremedilemmas for the local inhabitants,who usually wish to support whoever will provide security,but are often left exposed when the governmentbegins to retake an area but has not established effective control.49
CONDITIONS
FAVORABLE
TOINTIMIDATION.
When the goal is regime change,

weak states and rough terrainare two factorsthat facilitateintimidation.James
Fearonand David Laitinargue that civil wars are likely to erupt and continue
where the government is weak and the territoryis large and difficult to traverse. These conditions allow small insurgentgroups to carve out portions of a
country as a base for challenging the central government.50Intimidation is
likely to be used against civilians on the fault lines between rebel and government control to deter individuals from supporting the government.
When the goal is social control, weak states again facilitate intimidation.
When the justice system is too feeble to effectivelyprosecutecrimes associated
with intimidation,people will either live in fear or seek protectionfrom nonstate actorssuch as local militias or gangs. Penetrationof the justice system by
sympathizers of a terroristgroup also facilitates an intimidation strategy,because police and courts will be reluctantto prosecute crimes and may even be
complicit in them.
47. Noor Khan,"MilitantsBeheadAfghan Principalfor EducatingGirls,"BostonGlobe,January5,
2006.
48. CrenshawHutchinson,"TheConcept of RevolutionaryTerrorism,"p. 390.
and
49. StathisN. Kalyvas,"Wantonand Senseless?The Logicof Massacresin Algeria,"Rationality
Society,Vol. 11, No. 3 (August 1999),pp. 243-285.
50. JamesD. Fearonand David D. Laitin,"Ethnicity,Insurgency,and Civil War,"AmericanPolitical
ScienceReview,Vol. 97, No. 1 (February2003),pp. 75-90.
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BESTRESPONSES
TOINTIMIDATION.
When the terrorist goal is regime change,

the best response to intimidation is to retake territoryfrom the rebels in discrete chunks and in a decisive fashion. Ambiguity about who is in charge
should be minimized, even if this means temporarilyceding some areasto the
rebels to concentrateresourceson selected sections of territory.This response
is embodied in the "clear-and-holdstrategy"that U.S. forces are employing in
Iraq.The 2005National Strategyfor Victoryin Iraqspecificallyidentifiesintimidation as the "strategyof our enemies."'51
The properresponse,as Secretaryof
State Condoleezza Rice stated in October 2005, "is to clear, hold, and build:
clear areas from insurgent control, hold them securely,and build durable national Iraqiinstitutions."52If rebels control their own zone and have no access
to the government zone, they will have no incentive to kill the civilians they
controland no ability to kill the civilians the governmentcontrols.In this situation, there is no uncertainty about who is in control; the information that
would be provided by intimidationis alreadyknown. The U.S. militarydeveloped the clear-and-holdstrategy during the final years of U.S. involvement in
Vietnam. A principal strategy of the Vietcong was intimidation-to prevent
collaborationwith the government and build up controlin the countryside.In
the early years of the war, the United States responded with search and destroy missions, essentially an attritionstrategy.Given that the insurgentswere
not pursuing an attritionstrategy,and were not particularlyvulnerableto one,
this initial counterstrategywas a mistake.Clear-and-holdwas the more appropriateresponse because it limited the Vietcong'saccess to potentialtargetsand
thus undercut its strategy.53
Clear-and-holdhas its limitations. It is usually impossible to completely
deny terroristsentry into the government-controlledzones. In 2002 Chechen
terroristswere able to hold a theater audience of 912 people hostage in the
heart of Moscow, and 130 were killed in the operation to retake the building.
The Shining Path frequentlystruckin Lima,far from its mountain strongholds.
In such situations, a more effective counterstrategywould be to invest in protecting the targets of attacks.In most states, most of the time, the majorityof
state agents do not need to worry about theirphysical security,because no one
51. UnitedStatesNationalSecurityCouncil,NationalStrategyfor Victoryin Iraq(Washington,D.C.:
White House, November 2005),p. 7.
52. Secretaryof State CondoleezzaRice, "Iraqand U.S. Policy,"testimonybefore the U.S. Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations,October 19, 2005, 109th Cong., 1st sess., http://www.foreign
.senate.gov/testimony/2005/RiceTestimony051019.pdf.
53. See Lewis Sorley,A BetterWar:TheUnexamined
Victoriesand theFinalTragedyof America'sLast
Yearsin Vietnam(New York:Harcourt,1999). This thesis is not without controversy.See Matt
Steinglass,"Vietnamand Victory,"BostonGlobe,December18, 2005.
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wants to harm them. However, certainstate agents, such as prosecutorsof organized crime, are more accustomed to danger,and procedureshave been developed to protect them. These procedures should be applied to election
workers, rural officials and police, community activists, and any individual
who plays a visible role in the support and functioning of the embattled
government.
When the terroristgoal is social control, the best response is strengthening
law enforcement.This may requiremore resources to enable the government
to effectively investigate and prosecute crimes. More controversial, it may
mean using national agencies such as the Federal Bureau of Investigationto
bypass local officials who are sympathetic to the terroristgroup and investigating law enforcementagencies to purge such sympathizers if they obstruct
justice. The state can also offer additional protection to potential targets and
increase penalties for violence against them. For instance, the 1994 federal
Freedomof Access to Clinic EntrancesAct, passed in the wake of the 1993killing of a doctor at an abortionclinic in Florida,prohibitsany violence designed
to prevent people from entering such clinics.
PROVOCATION: LIGHTING THE FUSE

A provocationstrategyis often used in pursuit of regime change and territorial
change, the most popular goals of the FTOslisted by the State Department.It
is designed to persuade the domestic audience that the target of attacksis evil
and untrustworthyand must be vigorously resisted.
Terroristorganizations seeking to replace a regime face a significant challenge: they are usually much more hostile to the regime than a majorityof the
state's citizens. Al-Qaidamay wish to topple the House of Saud, but if a majority of citizens do not support this goal, al-Qaidais unlikely to achieve it. Similarly,if most Tamilsare satisfied living in a united Sri Lanka,the TamilTigers'
drive for independence will fail. To succeed, therefore,a terroristorganization
must first convince moderate citizens that their government needs to be replaced or that independence from the central government is the only acceptable outcome.
Provocationhelps shift citizen support away from the incumbentregime. In
a provocation strategy, terrorists seek to goad the target government into a
military response that harms civilians within the terrorist organization's home
territory.54The aim is to convince them that the government is so evil that the

54. Fromkin, "The Strategy of Terrorism."
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radicalgoals of the terroristsare justifiedand support for their organizationis
warranted.55This is what the Basque Fatherland and Liberty group (ETA)
sought to do in Spain. For years, Madrid responded to ETAattacks with repressive measures against the Basque community, mobilizing many of its
members against the government even if they did not condone those attacks.
As one expert on this conflict writes, "Nothing radicalizesa people faster than
the unleashing of undisciplined security forces on its towns and villages."56
David Lake argues that moderates are radicalized because government attacks provide important information about the type of leadership in power
and its willingness to negotiate with more moderate elements.57 Ethan Bueno
de Mesquita and Eric Dickson develop this idea and show that if the government has the ability to carry out a discriminatingresponse to terrorismbut
chooses an undiscriminatingone, it reveals itself to be unconcerned with the
welfare of the country's citizens. Provocation,therefore,is a way for terrorists
to force an enemy government to reveal information about itself that then
helps the organizationrecruitadditional members.58
CONDITIONS FAVORABLE TO PROVOCATION. Constraints on retaliation and
regime type are again importantin determiningwhen provocationis successful. Forprovocationto work, the governmentmust be capableof middling levels of brutality.A government willing and able to commit genocide makes a
bad target for provocation, as the response will destroy the constituency the
terroristsrepresent.At the opposite pole, a government so committed to human rights and the rule of law that it is incapable of inflicting indiscriminate
punishment also makes a bad target, because it cannot be provoked. Such a
government might be an attractivetarget for an attrition strategy if it is not
very good at stopping attacks,but provocationwill be ineffective.
What explains why a government would choose a less discriminating
counterstrategyover a more precise one? In some instances,a large-scalemilitary response will enhance the securityof a countryratherthan detractfrom it.
If the target government is able to eliminate the leadership of a terroristorga55. Crenshaw,"TheCauses of Terrorism,"p. 387;and Price,"TheStrategyand Tacticsof RevolutionaryTerrorism,"p. 58.
56. Paddy Woodworth,"WhyDo They Kill?The BasqueConflictin Spain,"WorldPolicyJournal,
Vol. 18, No. 1 (Spring2001),p. 7.
57. David A. Lake,"RationalExtremism:UnderstandingTerrorismin the Twenty-firstCentury,"
Dialog-IO,Vol. 56, No. 2 (Spring2002),pp. 15-29.
58. Ethan Bueno de Mesquita and Eric S. Dickson, "The Propagandaof the Deed: Terrorism,
Counterterrorism,and Mobilization,"WashingtonUniversity and New York University,2005.
Buenode Mesquitaand Dicksonalso argue that governmentviolence lowers economicprosperity,
which favors extremistsin their competitionwith moderates.
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nization and its operatives, terrorismis likely to cease or be greatly reduced
even if collateraldamage radicalizes moderates to some extent. A large-scale
militaryresponse may also enhance the securityof a country,despite radicalizing some moderates, if it deters additional attacksfrom other terroristgroups
that may be considering a war of attrition.Targetgovernments may calculate
that the negative consequencesof a provocationstrategy are acceptableunder
these conditions.
Domestic political considerationsare also likely to influence the type of response that the leadership of a targetstate chooses. Democraciesmay be more
susceptible to provocation than nondemocracies.Populations that have suffered from terroristviolence will naturallywant their government to take action to stop terrorism.Unfortunately,many of the more discriminatingtools of
counterterrorism,such as infiltratingterroristcells, sharing intelligence with
other countries, and arrestingindividuals, are not visible to the publics these
actions serve to protect. Bueno de Mesquita has argued that democraticleaders may have to employ the more public and less discriminatingcounterterror
strategiesto prove that their governmentis taking sufficientaction against terrorists, even if these steps are provocative.59Pressurefor a provocative counterresponsemay also be particularlyacute for more hard-lineadministrations
whose constituentsmay demand greateraction.60Counterstrategies,therefore,
are influenced in part by the political system from which they emerge.
The United States in September2001 was ripe for provocation,and al-Qaida
appears to have understood this. The new administrationof George W. Bush
was known to be hawkish in its foreign policy and in its attitude toward the
use of militarypower. In a November 2004 videotape, bin Laden bragged that
The strategy
al-Qaidafound it "easy for us to provoke this administration."61
trust in the
to
international
be
A
found
2004
Pew
that
appears
working.
survey
United States had declined significantlyin response to the invasion of Iraq.62
Similarly, a 2004 report by the InternationalInstitute for Strategic Studies
found that al-Qaida's recruitmentand fundraising efforts had been given a
Interna59. EthanBueno de Mesquita,"Politicsand the SuboptimalProvisionof Counterterror,"
tionalOrganization
(forthcoming).
60. On the other hand, more dovish regimes might feel political pressureto take strong visible
actions,whereas a regime with hawkish credentialscould crediblyclaim that it was pursuing effective but nonvisibletactics.For a similarlogic, see KennethA. Schultz,"ThePoliticsof Risking
Vol. 59, No. 1
Peace:Do Hawks or Doves Deliver the Olive Branch?"International
Organization,
(Winter2005), pp. 1-38.
61. Bin Laden,Messagesto the World,pp. 241-242.
62. Pew ResearchCenterfor the People and the Press,Pew GlobalAttitudesProject:Nine-Nation
Survey,"AYearafterthe IraqWar:Mistrustof Americain EuropeEverHigher,MuslimAngerPersists," March16, 2004.
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major boost by the U.S. invasion of Iraq.63In the words of Shibley Telhami,
"Whatwe're seeing now is a disturbingsympathy with al-Qaidacoupled with
resentmenttoward the United States."64The Bush administration'seagerness
to overthrow Saddam Hussein, a desire that predated the September 11 attacks, has, in the words of bin Laden, "contributedto these remarkableresults
for al-Qaida."65
BEST RESPONSES

TOPROVOCATION.
The best response to provocation is a dis-

criminatingstrategy that inflicts as little collateraldamage as possible. Countries should seek out and destroy the terroristsand their immediatebackersto
reduce the likelihood of future terrorattacks,but they must carefully isolate
these targets from the general population, which may or may not be sympathetic to the terrorists.66
This type of discriminatingresponse will requiresuperior intelligence capabilities.In this regard,the United States' efforts to invest
in information-gatheringabilities in response to September11 have been underwhelming. Even the most basic steps, such as developing a deeper pool of
expertisein the regionallanguages, have been slow in coming.67 This stands in
contrast to U.S. behavior during the Cold War,when the government sponsored researchcenters at top universities to analyze every aspect of the Soviet
economic, military,and political system. The weakness of the U.S. intelligence
apparatushas been most clearly revealed in the inability of the United States
to eliminate bin Laden and al-Zawahiri,and in the United States' decision to
invade Iraq." Faulty U.S. intelligence has simultaneously protected al-Qaida
leaders from death and led to the destruction of thousands of Muslim
civilians--exactly the response al-Qaida was likely seeking.
SPOILING: SABOTAGING THE PEACE

The goal of a spoiling strategyis to ensure that peace overturesbetween moderate leaders on the terrorists'side and the target government do not suc63. See International Institute for Strategic Studies, Strategic Survey, 2003/4: An Evaluationand Forecast of WorldAffairs (London: Routledge, 2005).
64. Quoted in Dafna Linzer, "Poll Shows Growing Arab Rancor at U.S.," WashingtonPost, July 23,
2004.
65. Bob Woodward, Plan of Attack (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2004), pp. 21-23; and bin
Laden, Messages to the World,pp. 241-242.
66. A program of economic and social assistance to these more moderate elements would provide
counterevidence that the target is not malicious or evil as the terrorist organizations had claimed.
67. Farah Stockman, "Tomorrow's Homework: Reading, Writing, and Arabic," Boston Globe,January 6, 2006.
68. For an analysis of obstacles to innovation in U.S. intelligence agencies, see Amy B. Zegart,
"September 11 and the Adaptation Failure of U.S. Intelligence Agencies," International Security,
Vol. 29, No. 4 (Spring 2005), pp. 78-111.
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ceed.69It works by playing on the mistrust between these two groups and
succeeds when one or both parties fail to sign or implement a settlement. It is
often employed when the ultimate objectiveis territorialchange.
Terroristsresort to a spoiling strategy when relationsbetween two enemies
are improving and a peace agreementthreatensthe terrorists'more far-reaching goals. Peace agreements alarm terroristsbecause they understand that
moderate citizens are less likely to support ongoing violence once a compromise agreement between more moderate groups has been reached. Thus,
Iranianradicalskidnapped fifty-two Americansin Tehranin 1979 not because
relations between the United States and Iran were becoming more belligerent, but because three days earlier Iran's relatively moderate prime minister, Mehdi Bazargan,met with the U.S. national security adviser, Zbigniew
Brzezinski,and the two were photographedshaking hands. Fromthe perspective of the radicals, a real danger of reconciliationexisted between the two
countries,and violence was used to preventthis.70A similarproblemhas hampered Arab-Israelipeace negotiations,as well as talksbetween Protestantsand
Catholics in Northern Ireland.
A spoiling strategy works by persuading the enemy that moderates on the
terrorists'side cannot be trusted to abide by a peace deal. Whenevertwo sides
negotiate a peace agreement, there is uncertainty about whether the deal is
self-enforcing.Eachside fears that even if it honors its commitments,the other
side may not, catapulting it back to war on disadvantageous terms. Some
Israelis,for example, feared that if Israel returnedan additional 13 percent of
the West Bank to the Palestinians,as mandated by the 1998 Wye accord, the
PalestinianAuthoritywould relaunchits struggle from an improved territorial
base. Extremistsunderstandthat moderateslook for signs that their formerenemy will violate an agreement and that targeting these moderates with violence will heighten their fears that they will be exploited. Thus terroristattacks
are designed to persuade a targetedgroup that the seemingly moderateopposition with whom it negotiated an agreementwill not or cannotstop terrorism,
and hence cannot be trusted to honor an agreement.
Terroristacts are particularlyeffective during peace negotiations because
opposing parties are naturally distrustful of each other's motives and have
limited sources of information about each other's intentions. Thus, even if
moderate leaders are willing to aggressively suppress extremists on their side,
69. StephenJohn Stedman,"SpoilerProblemsin Peace Processes,"International
Security,Vol. 22,
No. 2 (Fall 1997),pp. 5-53.
70. Lewis, "TheRevolt of Islam,"p. 54.
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terroristsknow that isolated violence might still convince the target to reject
the deal. A reason for this is that the targetedgroup may not be able to readily
observe the extent of the crackdownand must base its judgments primarilyon
whether terrorismoccurs or not. Even a sincere effort at self-policing, therefore, will not necessarilyconvince the targeted group to proceed with a settlement if a terroristattack occurs.
CONDITIONS FAVORABLE TOSPOILING.
Terroristspursuing a spoiling strategy
are likely to be more successful when the enemy perceives moderates on their
side to be strong and thereforemore capable of halting terrorism.71When an
attack occurs, the target cannot be sure whether moderates on the other side
can suppress their own extremistsbut choose not to, or are weak and lack the
ability to stop them. Israelis, for example, frequently questioned whether
YasserArafatwas simply unable to stop terroristattacksagainst Israel or was
unwilling to do so. The weaker the moderatesare perceived to be, the less impact a terroristattack will have on the other side's trust, and the less likely
such an attack is to convince them to abandon a peace agreement.
The Israeli-Palestinianconflict,and in particularthe Oslo peace process, has
been plagued by spoilers. On the Palestinianside, Hamas's violent attackscoincided with the ratificationand implementationof accords--occasions when
increased mistrust could thwart progress toward peace. Hamas also stepped
up its attackspriorto Israelielections in 1996and 2001,in which Laborwas the
incumbent party,in an effort to persuade Israeli voters to cast their votes for
the less cooperative and less trusting hard-line Likud Party.72Terrorismwas
especially effective afterArafat's1996electoralvictory,when it became clearto
the Israelisthat Arafatwas, at the time, a popular and powerful leader within
the Palestiniancommunity.73This in turn suggested to the Israelis that Arafat
was capable of crackingdown aggressively on terroristviolence but was unwilling to do so, a sign that he could not be trusted to keep the peace.
BEST RESPONSES TO SPOILING. When mutual trust is high, a peace settlement
can be implemented despite ongoing terroristacts and the potential vulnerabilities the agreement can create. Trust, however, is rarely high after long
conflicts, which is why spoilers can strike with a reasonablechance that their
71. Andrew Kydd and Barbara E Walter, "Sabotaging the Peace: The Politics of Extremist Violence," International Organization, Vol. 56, No. 2 (Spring 2002), pp. 263-296.
72. Claude Berrebi and Esteban F. Klor, "On Terrorism and Electoral Outcomes: Theory and Evidence from the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict," Princeton University and Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2004.
73. Kydd and Walter, "Sabotaging the Peace," pp. 279-289.
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attack will be successful. Strategies that build trust and reduce vulnerability
are, therefore,the best response to spoiling.
Vulnerabilitiesemerge in peace processes in two ways. Symmetricvulnerabilities occur during the implementation of a deal because both sides must
lower their guard.The Israelis,for example,have had to relaxcontrolsover the
occupied territories,and the Palestinians were obligated to disarm militant
groups. Such symmetric vulnerabilitiescan be eased by third-partymonitoring and verificationof the peace implementationprocess. Monitoringcan help
reduce uncertainty regarding the behavior of the parties. Even better, thirdparty enforcement of the deal can make reneging more costly, increasing
confidence in the deal and its ultimate success.74
Vulnerabilitiescan also be longer term and asymmetric.In any peace deal
between Israel and the Palestinians, the ability of the Palestinians to harm
Israel will inevitably grow as Palestinians build their own state and acquire
greatermilitary capabilities.This change in the balance of power can make it
difficult for the side that will see an increase in its power to credibly commit
not to take advantage of this increaselater on. This commitmentproblem can
cause conflicts to be prolonged even though there are possible peace agreements that both sides would prefer to war.75
The problemof shifting power can be addressed in at least three ways. First,
agreementsthemselves can be craftedin ways that limit the post-treatyshift in
power. Power-sharing agreements such as that between the Liberals and
Conservativesto createa single sharedpresidencyin Colombiain 1957are one
example of this. Allowing the defeated side to retain some military capabilities, as Confederate officers were allowed to do after the surrender at
Appomattox, is another example.76Second, peace settlements can require the
side about to be advantaged to send a costly signal of its honorableintentions,
such as providing constitutionalprotectionsof minority rights. An example is
the Constitutional Law on National Minorities passed in Croatia in 2002,
74. BarbaraF. Walter,Committingto Peace:TheSuccessfulSettlementof Civil Wars(Princeton,N.J.:
PrincetonUniversityPress,2002);and Holger Schmidt,"When(and Why) Do BrokersHave To Be
Honest? Impartialityand Third-PartySupportfor Peace Implementationafter Civil Wars,19451999,"GeorgetownUniversity,2004.
75. Fearon,"RationalistExplanationsfor War";JamesD. Fearon,"CommitmentProblemsand the
Spreadof
Spreadof EthnicConflict,"in David A. Lakeand DonaldRothchild,eds., TheInternational
EthnicConflict:Fear,Diffusion,andEscalation(Princeton,N.J.:PrincetonUniversityPress,1998);and
RobertPowell, "TheInefficientUse of Power:Costly Conflictwith CompleteInformation,"American PoliticalScienceReview,Vol. 98, No. 2 (May 2004),pp. 231-241.
76. As part of the terms of surrender,Confederateofficerswere allowed to keep their sidearms
and personalproperty(includingtheir horses) and returnhome.
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which protectsthe right of minoritiesto obtain an education in their own language. Finally,partiescan crediblycommit to an agreementby participatingin
internationalinstitutionsthat insist on the protectionof minorityrights. A government that is willing to join the EuropeanUnion effectively constrainsitself
from exploiting a minority group because of the high costs to that government
of being ejected from the group.
OUTBIDDING: ZEALOTS VERSUS SELLOUTS

Outbidding arises when two key conditions hold: two or more domestic parties are competing for leadership of their side, and the general population is
uncertainabout which of the groups best representstheir interests.77The competition between Hamas and Fatahis a classic case where two groups vie for
the support of the Palestiniancitizens and where the average Palestinianis uncertain about which side he or she ought to back.
If citizens had full information about the preferences of the competing
groups, an outbidding strategy would be unnecessaryand ineffective;citizens
would simply support the group that best aligned with their own interests.In
reality, however, citizens cannot be sure if the group competing for power
truly represents their preferences.The group could be a strong and resolute
defender of the cause (zealots) or weak and ineffective stooges of the enemy
(sellouts). If citizens support zealots, they get a strong champion but with
some risk that they will be dragged into a confrontationwith the enemy that
they end up losing. If citizens support sellouts, they get peace but at the price
of accepting a worse outcome than might have been achieved with additional
armed struggle. Groups competing for power have an incentive to signal that
they are zealots ratherthan sellouts. Terroristattackscan serve this functionby
signaling that a group has the will to continue the armed struggle despite its
costs.
Threereasons help to explain why groups are likely to be rewarded for being more militant ratherthan less. First,in bargainingcontexts, it is often useful to be representedby an agent who is more hard-linethan oneself. Hard-line
agents will rejectdeals that one would accept, which will force the adversary

77. For the most extensive treatment of terrorism and outbidding, see Mia Bloom, Dying to Kill:
The Allure of Suicide Terrorism(New York: Columbia University Press, 2005). See also Stuart J.
Kaufman, "Spiraling to Ethnic War: Elites, Masses, and Moscow in Moldova's Civil War,"International Security, Vol. 21, No. 2 (Fall 1996), pp. 108-138.
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to make a betteroffer than one would get by representingoneself in the negotiations.78Palestiniansmight thereforepreferHamas as a negotiatingagent with
Israel because it has a reputationfor resolve and will rejectinferior deals.
Second, uncertaintymay also exist about the type of adversarythe population and its competing groups are facing. If the population believes there is
some chance that their adversary is untrustworthy(unwilling to compromise
under any condition),then they know that conflictmay be inevitable,in which
case being representedby zealots may be advantageous.79
A third factor that may favor outbidding is that office-holding itself may
produce incentives to sell out. Here, the problem lies with the benefits groups
receive once in office (i.e., income and power). Citizens fear that their leaders,
once in office, may betray important principles and decide to settle with the
enemy on unfavorableterms. They know that holding office skews one's preferences toward selling out, but they remain unsure about which of their leaders is most likely to give in. Terroristorganizationsexploit this uncertaintyby
using violence to signal their commitmentto a cause. Being perceived as more
extreme than the median voter works to the terrorists'benefit because it balances out the "temperingeffect"of being in office.
An interesting aspect of the outbidding strategy is that the enemy is only
tangentiallyrelated to the strategicinteraction.In fact, an attackmotivated by
outbidding may not even be designed to achieve any goal related to the enemy, such as inducing a concession or scuttling a peace treaty.The process is
almost entirely concerned with the signal it sends to domestic audiences uncertain about their own leadership and its commitment to a cause. As such,
outbidding provides a potential explanationfor terroristattacksthat continue
even when they seem unable to produce any real results.
CONDITIONS FAVORABLE
TO OUTBIDDING.

Outbidding will be favored when

multiple groups are competing for the allegiance of a similar demographic
base of support. In Peru, the 1970s saw the development of a number of leftist
groups seeking to represent the poor and indigenous population. When the
militaryturned over power to an elected governmentin 1980,the Shining Path
took up an armed struggle to distinguish itself from groups that chose to pur78. Abhinay Muthoo, Bargaining Theory with Applications (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999), p. 230.
79. Rui J.P. de Figueiredo Jr. and Barry R. Weingast, "The Rationality of Fear: Political Opportunism and Ethnic Conflict," in Barbara F. Walter and Jack Snyder, eds., Civil Wars,Insecurity, and Intervention (New York: Columbia University Press, 1999), pp. 261-302.
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sue electoral politics.8?It also embarked on an assassination campaign designed to weaken rival leftist groups and intimidate their followers. When
organizationsencounterless competitionfor the support of their main constituents, outbidding will be less appealing.
BEST RESPONSES TO OUTBIDDING. One solution to the problem of outbidding
would be to eliminate the struggle for power by encouraging competing
groups to consolidate into a unified opposition. If competition among resistance groups is eliminated, the incentive for outbidding also disappears. The
downside of this counterstrategyis that a unified opposition may be stronger
than a divided one. United oppositions, however, can make peace and deliver,
whereas divided ones may face greaterstructuraldisincentives to do so.
An alternativestrategy for the government to pursue in the face of outbidding is to validate the strategy chosen by nonviolent groups by grantingthem
concessions and attemptingto satisfy the demands of their constituents.If outbidding can be shown to yield poor results in comparison to playing within
the system, groups may be persuaded to abandon the strategy.As in the case
of the Shining Path, this may require providing physical protection to competing groups in case the outbidder turns to intimidation in its competition
with less violent rivals. In general, any steps that can be taken to make the
non-outbidding groups seem successful (e.g., channeling resources and government services to their constituents) will also help undermine the outbidders. The high turnoutin the December2005 Iraqielection in Sunni-dominated
regions may indicate that outbidding is beginning to fail in the communities
most strongly opposed to the new political system.81

Conclusion
Terroristviolence is a form of costly signaling by which terroristsattempt to
influence the beliefs of their enemy and the population they representor wish
to control.They use violence to signal their strengthand resolve in an effort to
produce concessions from their enemy and obedience and support from their
followers. They also attack both to sow mistrust between moderates who
80. JamesRon, "Ideologyin Context:ExplainingSenderoLuminoso'sTacticalEscalation,"Journal
Vol. 38, No. 5 (September2001),p. 582.
of PeaceResearch,
81. Dexter Filkins, "Iraqis,Including Sunnis, Vote in Large Numbers on Calm Day,"New York
Times,December16, 2005.
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might want to make peace and to provoke a reactionthat makes the enemy appear barbarousand untrustworthy.
In this article, we have laid out the five main goals terroristorganizations
seek and the five most important terroriststrategies, and we have outlined
when they are likely to be tried and what the best counterstrategiesmight look
like. What becomes clear in this brief analysis is that a deeper study of each of
the five strategies is needed to reveal the nuanced ways in which terrorism
works, and to refineresponses to it. Weconclude by highlighting two variables
that will be importantin any such analysis, and by a final reflectionon counterterrorpolicies that are strategicallyindependent or not predicated on the
specific strategy being used.
The first variable is information.It has long been a truism that the central
frontin counterinsurgencywarfareis the informationfront.The same is true in
terrorism.Costly signaling is pointless in the absence of uncertainty on the
part of the recipient of the signal. Attrition is designed to convince the target
that the costs of maintaininga policy are not worth the gains; if the target already knew this, it would have ceded the issue without an attack being
launched.Provocationis designed to goad the targetinto retaliatingindiscriminately (because it lacks informationto discriminate),which will persuade the
population that the target is malevolent (because it is uncertainof the target's
intentions).The other strategiesare similarlypredicatedon uncertainty,intelligence, learning,and communication.Thus, it bears emphasizing that the problem of terrorismis not a problemof applying force per se, but one of acquiring
intelligence and affectingbeliefs. With the right information,the proper application of force is comparativelystraightforward.The struggle against terrorism is, therefore,not usefully guided by the metaphorof a "waron terrorism"
any more than policies designed to alleviate poverty are usefully guided by
the metaphor of a "war on poverty" or narcoticspolicy by a "war on drugs."
The struggle against terrorismcan more usefully be thought of as a struggle to
collect and disseminate reliable information in environments fraught with
uncertainty.
The second important variable is regime type. Democracies have been the
sole targets of attritionalsuicide bombing campaigns, whereas authoritarian
regimes such as those in Algeria routinelyface campaignsby rebel groups pursuing an intimidation strategy. Democracies also seem to be more susceptible
to attrition and provocation strategies. This type of variation cries out for
deeper analysis of the strengths and weakness of different regime types in the
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face of differentterroriststrategies.Our analysis suggests that democraciesare
more likely to be sensitive to the costs of terroristattacks,to grant concessions
to terroristsso as to limit future attacks, to be constrained in their ability to
pursue a lengthy attritionalcampaign against an organization,but also to be
under greaterpressureto "do something."This does not mean that all democracies will behave incorrectlyin the face of terroristattacksall the time. Democratic regimes may possess certain structural features, however, that make
them attractivetargets for terrorism.
Finally,we realize that our discussion is only a beginning and that further
elaborationof each of the strategiesand their correspondingcounterstrategies
awaits future research.We also understandthat not all counterterrorismpolicies are predicatedon the specific strategy terroristspursue. Our analysis is at
the middling level of strategicinteraction.At the tacticallevel are all the tools
of intelligence gathering and target defense that make sense no matter what
the terrorist'sstrategyis. At the higher level are the primarysources of terrorism such as poverty, education, internationalconflict, and chauvinisticindoctrinationthat enable terroristorganizationsto operate and survive in the first
place. Our aim in this articlehas been to try to understandwhy these organizations choose certain forms of violence, and how this violence serves their
larger purposes. The United States has the ability to reduce the likelihood of
additional attacks on its territoryand citizens. But it will be much more successful if it first understands the goals terroristsare seeking and the underlying strategiclogic by which a plane flying into a skyscrapermight deliver the
desired response.
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