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Foreword

Freedom in the World is an institutional effort by Freedom House to monitor the progress
and decline of political rights and civil liberties in 192 nations and 17 related and dis-
puted territories. These year-end reviews of freedom began in 1955, when they were
called the Balance Sheet of Freedom and, still later, the Annual Survey of the Progress
of Freedom. This program was expanded in the early 1970s, and has appeared in a
more developed context as a yearbook since 1978.

Since 1989, the survey project has been a year-long effort produced by our re-
gional experts, consultants, and human rights specialists. The survey derives its infor-
mation from a wide range of sources. Most valued of these are the many human rights
activists, journalists, editors, and political figures around the world who keep us in-
formed of the human rights situation in their countries

The survey team is grateful to the considerable advice and input of our Freedom in
the World advisory board, consisting of Prof. David Becker, Prof. Daniel Brumberg,
Dr. Larry Diamond, Prof. Charles Gati, Prof. Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, Thomas Lansner,
Dr. Seymour Martin Lipset, Prof. Alexander Motyl, Dr. Joshua Muravchik, Dr. Daniel
Pipes, and Prof. Arthur Waldron.

Throughout the year, Freedom House personnel regularly conduct fact-finding mis-
sions to gain more in-depth knowledge of the vast political transformations affecting
ourworld. During these investigations, we make every effort to meet a cross-section of
political parties and associations, human rights monitors, religious figures, representa-
tives of both the private sector and trade union movement, academics, and journalists.

During the past year, Freedom House staff and survey team members traveled to
Argentina, Algeria, Belarus, Benin, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Canada, China,
Croatia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czech Republic, East Timor, Egypt, France, Haiti, Hun-
gary, India, Israel, Kenya, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Morocco, Namibia, Nigeria,
Poland, Puerto Rico, Romania, Russia, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Slovakia, Thailand,
Ukraine, Uzbekistan, and Yugoslavia. The survey project team also consults a vast array
of published source materials, ranging from the reports of other human rights organiza-
tions to often rare, regional newspapers and magazines.

Among those responsible for the production of Freedom in the World are Linda
Stern, copy editor; Mark Wolkenfeld, production coordinator; and Trish Fox, proof-
reader. The cover was designed by Anne Green.

Principal support for Freedom in the World has been generously provided by the
Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation and the Smith Richardson Foundation.



The Survey Team

Martin Edwin "Mick" Andersen is a reporter for Insight magazine. He has worked as
a special correspondent for Newsweek and The Washington Post in Argentina; staff
member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee; and senior adviser for policy plan-
ning with the criminal division of the U.S. Justice Department. He is the author of Dossier
Secreto: Argentina's Desaparecidos and the Myth ofthe "Dirty War," and La Policia:
Pasado, Presente y Propuestas para el Futuro, a history of Argentine law enforcement
written in Spanish. He serves as the Latin America analyst for Freedom in the World.

Gordon N. Bardos is assistant director of the Harriman Institute at Columbia Univer-
sity. His research interests focus on problems of nationalism and ethnic conflict, and he
is a frequent commentator on the Balkans in the U.S. and European press. He serves as
the Balkans analyst for Freedom in the World.

Michael Goldfarb is press officer at Freedom House. He has worked as a reporter in
Israel for United Press International and as a writer for Time Online. He serves as a
Middle East and Europe analyst for Freedom in the World.

Charles Graybow is a former managing editor of both Nations in Transit, a survey of
political and economic conditions in the post-Communist world, and Freedom in the
World. He has participated in human rights missions to several Asian and West African
countries. He serves as the East and Southeast Asia analyst for Freedom in the World.

Kristen Guida is a former senior researcher at Freedom House and managing editor of
Freedom House's annual Survey of Press Freedom. She serves as a Middle East and
North Africa analyst for Freedom in the World.

Adrian Karatnycky is president of Freedom House and coauthor of several books on
East European politics.

Karin Deutsch Karlekar is a senior researcher at Freedom House and the managing
editor of Freedom House's annual Survey of Press Freedom. She holds a PhD in In-
dian history from Cambridge University and previously worked as a consultant for
Human Rights Watch. She serves as the South Asia, Pacific Islands, and Europe ana-
lyst for Freedom in the World.

Edward R. McMahon is dean's professor of applied politics and the director of the Center
on Democratic Performance at Binghamton University (SUNY). From 1989 to 1998,
he was regional director for West, East, and Central Africa at the National Democratic
Institute for International Affairs, and previously served for a decade as a diplomat
with the U.S. Department of State. He currently is a contributing editor for the Politi-
cal Handbook ofthe World. He serves as an Africa analyst for Freedom in the World.
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Aili Piano is a senior researcher at Freedom House and the managing editor of Free-
dom in the World. She has written for Freedom House's Nations in Transit, a survey of
political and economic conditions in the post-Communist world, since its inception in
1994, and served as the managing editor of the 1999-2000 edition. Previously, she
worked as a diplomatic attache at the Estonian Mission to the United Nations. She serves
as the Eurasia analyst for Freedom in the World.

Arch Puddington is vice president for research at Freedom House. He has written widely
on American foreign policy, race relations, organized labor, and the history of the cold
war. He is the author of Broadcasting Freedom: The Cold War Triumph of Radio Free
Europe and Radio Liberty and is currently writing a biography of the late trade union
leader, Lane Kirkland. He serves as the United States and Canada analyst for Freedom
in the World.

Amanda Schnetzer is director of studies at Freedom House and managing editor of
Nations in Transit, a survey of political and economic conditions in the post-Commu-
nist world. Previously, she was a foreign policy researcher at the American Enterprise
Institute (AEI) and the program director of AEI's New Atlantic Initiative. She serves
as the East-Central Europe analyst for Freedom in the World.

Cindy Shiner is a freelance journalist who has spent much of her time in Africa. She has
written for The Washington Post, done broadcasts for National Public Radio, and worked
as a consultant on Africa issues for Human Rights Watch. She serves as an Africa ana-
lyst for Freedom in the World.

Leonard R. Sussman is senior scholar in international communications at Freedom House
and director of Freedom House's annual Survey of Press Freedom. He has written
extensively on press freedom and global journalism, including his latest book, Press
Freedom in our Genes: A Human Need.

Kendra Zaharescu is a program officer for the American Volunteers for International
Development (AVID) program at Freedom House. From 1997 to 1999, she worked as
a Peace Corps volunteer in Romania. She serves as a Europe analyst for Freedom in
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David Becker is associate professor in the department of government, Dartmouth College.
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The 2001-2002 Freedom House
Survey of Freedom

The DemOCFaCy Gap Adrian Karatnycky

THE THREAT OF MASS TERRORISM

As the year 2001 drew to a close, the international community confronted a widespread
terrorist threat emanating from a fanatical global revolutionary movement that claimed
its origins in an extremist interpretation of Islam. While one terror base, the Taliban in
Afghanistan, was in the process of being eliminated, the international community faced
a troubling future in which dispersed political extremists and movements sought to ex-
port terror to stable states and to topple politically brittle or weak Middle Eastern states
in their effort to foment an international Islamist revolution,

While turmoil beset parts of the Islamic world and threatened the tranquility of the
advanced democracies, the year saw modest trends in the further consolidation of young
democracies and the deepening of democratic practices in a wide variety of settings.
Democracy and market systems appeared resilient in the face of terrorist and extremist
challenges. They remained so because of the strength they and their leaders derive from
the sense of ownership citizens have in their governments.

At the same time, Islamist terrorism and the popularity of extremist ideas among
segments of the international Muslim community posed a serious threat to the spread
of political freedom in the Islamic world. This year's survey shows a dramatic gap be-
tween the levels of freedom and democracy in the Islamic countries—particularly in
their Arabic core—and in the rest of the world.

THE STATE OF FREEDOM AND DEMOCRACY: 2001

As 2001 drew to a close, the world reached a new watermark in the number and pro-
portion of democratically elected governments, with The Gambia reentering the ranks
of electoral democracies. In all, 121 of the world's 192 governments (63 percent) are
electoral democracies. While some electoral democracies have poor human rights
records, such democracies afford considerable space for political opposition movements;
provide opposition parties and viewpoints access to the media; and meet the minimum
standard of a relatively fair vote count in conditions of ballot secrecy.

In all, according to this year's Freedom in the World survey, there are 85 "Free"
countries, in which basic political rights and civil liberties are recognized (representing
2.5 billion people and 40.79 percent of the global population). There are 59 "Partly
Free" countries, in which there is limited respect for political rights and civil liberties.
These states also suffer from an environment of corruption, weak rule of law, ethnic
and religious strife, and often a setting in which a single political party enjoys domi-
nance despite the facade of limited pluralism. Approximately 23.86 percent of the
world's population, 1.46 billion persons, lives in such Partly Free societies. There are
2.17 billion people (35.35 percent of the global population) living in 48 "Not Free"



8 Freedom in the World—2001-2002

Freedom in the World—2001-2002

The population of the world as estimated in mid-2001 is Partly Free: 1,462.9 million (23.86 percent of the world's

6,130.7 million persons, who reside in 192 sovereign states. population) live in 59 of the states.
The level of political rights and civil liberties as shown com-
paratively by the Freedom House Survey is: Not Free: 2,167.1 million (35.35 percent of the world's popu-

lation) live in 48 of the states.
Free: 2,500.7 million (40.79 percent of the world's population)
live in 85 of the states.

A Record of the Survey
(population in millions)
SURVEY WORLD
DATE REE PARTLY FREE NOT FREE POPULATION
January '81 1,613.0 (35.90%) 970.9 (21.60%) 1,911.9 (42.50%) 4,495.8
January '83 1,665.4 (36.32%) 918.8 (20.04%) 2,000.2 (43.64%) 4,584.1
January '85 1,671.4 (34.85%) 1,117.4 (23.30%) 2,007.0 (41.85%) 4,795.8
January '87 1,842.5 (37.10%) 1,171.5 (23.60%) 1,949.9 (39.30%) 4,963.9
January '89 1,992.8 (38.86%) 1,027.9  (20.05%) 2,107.3 (41.09%) 5,128.0
January '90 2,034.4 (38.87%) 1,143.7 (21.85%) 2,055.9 (39.28%) 5,234.0
January '91 2,088.2 (39.23%) 1,485.7 (27.91%) 1,748.7 (32.86%) 5,322.6
January '92 (a) 1,359.3 (25.29%) 2,306.6 (42.92%) 1,708.2 (31.79%) 5,374.2
January '93 1,352.2  (24.83%) 2,403.3 (44.11%) 1,690.4 (31.06%) 5,446.0
January '94 1,046.2  (19.00%) 2,224.4  (40.41%) 2,234.6 (40.59%) 5,505.2
January '95 1,119.7  (19.97%) 2,243.4  (40.01%) 2,243.9 (40.02%) 5,607.0
January '96 1,114.5 (19.55%) 2,365.8 (41.49%) 2.221.2 (38.96%) 5.701.5
January '97 1,250.3  (21.67%) 2,260.1 (39.16%) 2,260.6 (39.17%) 5,771.0
January 98 1,266.0 (21.71%) 2,281.9 (39.12%) 2,284.6 (39.17%) 5,832.5
January '99 (b) 2,354.0 (39.84%) 1,570.6 (26.59%) 1,984.1 (33.58%) 5,908.7
January 2000 2,324.9 (38.90%) 1,529.0 (25.58%) 2,122.4 (35.51%) 5,976.3
January 2001 2,465.2  (40.69%) 1,435.8 (23.70%) 2,157.5 (35.61%) 6,058.5
January 2002 2,500.7 (40.79%) 1,462.9 (23.86%) 2,167.1 (35.35%) 6,130.7

(a) The large shift in the population figure between 1991 and 1992 is due to India's change from Free to Partly Free.

(b) The larg shift in the population figure between 1998 and 1999 is due to India's change from Partly Free to Free.

countries, where basic political rights are absent and basic civil liberties are widely and
systematically denied.

COUNTRY TRENDS
The year's trends yielded mixed results, with 16 countries registering significant gains
in freedom and 17 registering setbacks for political rights and civil liberties.

Among the countries making important gains in freedom was Peru, which reen-
tered the ranks of Free countries after open democratic elections that saw the victory
of Alejandro Toledo. Peru's democratic gains came after a period of terrorism, insta-
bility, and corrupt authoritarian rule by former President Alberto Fujimori. The Gambia's
status improved from Not Free to Partly Free after the government lifted a controver-
sial decree barring opponents from political activity in advance of nationwide elec-
tions. Mauritania registered gains and saw its status improve from Not Free to Partly
Free as a consequence of local and national parliamentary elections. Additional ad-
vances for freedom were registered in Albania, Bahrain, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Cameroon,
Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Kinshasa), Cote d'lvoire, Croatia, East Timor, Equato-
rial Guinea, Fiji, and Yugoslavia.

Among 17 states suffering significant setbacks to freedom was Trinidad and To-
bago, which declined from Free to Partly Free as the country's parliamentary system
broke down amid a disputed national election and growing corruption. Argentina slipped
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from Free to Partly Free d_ue to the resig- The Global Trend

nation of an elected president, growing

evidence of a lack of professionalism in the Free Partly Free Not Free
judiciary, and significant increases in pub- 1991-1992 76 65 42
lic insecurity, including common crime,

police misconduct, and organized civil dis- ~ [1996-1997 79 59 53

obedience arising from a mounting eco-
nomic crisis. Liberia saw its status decline
to Not Free as a result of persistent repres-
sion of political opponents. Under the au- Tracking Democracy
thoritarian leadership of President Robert
Mugabe, Zimbabwe entered the ranks of
Not Free countries amid widespread vio- | 1991-1992 91
lence against the opposition, civil society,
and the independent media, and as the
government acted to reduce the indepen- 2001-2002 121
dence of the judiciary. Additional substan-
tial declines in freedom occurred in Belize, Benin, the Central African Republic,
Egypt, Eritrea, Haiti, Jamaica, Jordan, Macedonia, Malawi, Morocco, Nigeria, and
Yemen.

2001-2002 85 59 48

Number of Democracies

1996-1997 118

At the end of 2001, there were 121 electoral democracies among the world's 192
states (63 percent). The 1987-88 survey had found that just 66 of 164 countries (40
percent) were electoral democracies. In short, the number of new democratically elected
governments has increased by 55 over the space of 14 years, an average of nearly 4 per
year. This gradual, sustained expansion of electoral democracy has helped to create a
framework for improvements in basic human rights worldwide.

REGIONAL PATTERNS

Democracy and freedom are the dominant trends in Western and East-Central Europe,
in the Americas, and increasingly in the Asia-Pacific region. In the former Soviet Union,
the picture remains mixed, with progress toward freedom stalled and a number of coun-
tries consolidating into dictatorships. In Africa, too, Free societies and electoral de-
mocracies remain a distinct minority. There are no true democracies or Free countries
within the Arab world, and there is a low proportion of Free and democratic Muslim
states.

Ofthe 53 countries in Africa, 9 are Free (17 percent), 25 are Partly Free (47 per-
cent), and 19 are Not Free (36 percent). Only 20 African countries (38 percent) are
electoral democracies. Generally, the region continued to be the most dynamic part of
the world, but there was little evidence of forward momentum toward greater open-
ness. This year, 7 African states registered gains for freedom, while 9 suffered signifi-
cant setbacks.

In Asia, 18 of the region's 39 countries are Free (46 percent), 10 are Partly Free
(26 percent), and 11 are Not Free (28 percent). Despite the looming presence of Com-
munist China and the rhetoric of "Asian values," 24 (62 percent) of the region's poli-
ties are electoral democracies.

In East-Central Europe and the former U.S.S.R., there is now evidence ofa deep-
ening chasm. In Central Europe and parts of Eastern Europe, including the Baltic states,
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democracy and freedom prevail; in the
Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS), however, progress toward the emer-
gence of open societies has stalled or
failed. Overall, 19 of the 27 post-Commu-
nist countries of East-Central Europe and
the CIS are electoral democracies (70 per-
cent). In addition, 11 ofthe region'sstates

The 10 Worst-Rated Countries

Afghanistan
Burma
Cuba
Iraq
North Korea

are Free (41 percent), 10 are Partly Free Libya
Saudi Arabia
(37 percent), and 6 are Not Free (22 per- sud
cent). Of the 12 non-Baltic former So- S“ ‘_'j‘”
yria

viet republics, 6 countries are Partly
Free, 6 are Not Free, and none are Free.
Stagnation and reversals for freedom char-
acterized virtually all the non-Baltic So-
viet states.

Turkmenistan

The 2 Worst-Rated
Disputed Territories

Chechnya (Russia)

Western Europe remains the preserve
Tibet (China)

of Free countries and democracies, with
all 24 states both free and democratic.

Among the 35 countries in the Americas, 32 are electoral democracies (91 per-
cent). In addition, 22 states are rated as Free (63 percent), 11 are Partly Free (31 per-
cent), and 2—Cuba and Haiti—are Not Free (6 percent).

In the 14 Middle Eastern countries (excluding those in North Africa), the roots of
democracy and freedom are weakest. In this region there is only one Free country,
Israel (7 percent); there are three Partly Free states—Jordan, Kuwait, and Turkey (21
percent)—and ten countries that are Not Free (71 percent). Israel and Turkey are the
region's only electoral democracies (14 percent).

FREEDOM AND THE ISLAMIC WORLD: THE DEMOCRACY GAP

Since the early 1970s, when the third major historical wave of democratization began,
the Islamic world—and, in particular, its Arabic core—has seen little significant
evidence of improvements in political openness, respect for human rights, and trans-
parency. Indeed, the democracy gap between the Islamic world and the rest of the
world is dramatic. Of the 192 countries in the world today, 121 are electoral de-
mocracies; but in countries with an Islamic majority, only 11 of 47 have democrati-
cally elected governments, or 23 percent. In the non-Islamic world, there are 110 elec-
toral democracies out of 145 states, over 75 percent. This means that a non-Islamic
state is nearly three times more likely to be democratic than an Islamic state. There
are no electoral democracies among the 16 Arabic states of the Middle East and
North Africa.

While presidential and parliamentary democracies and constitutional monarchies
are the norm in almost four out of five of the world's non-Islamic states, in countries
with a majority Islamic population there are ten presidential-parliamentary democra-
cies and one parliamentary democracy. At the same time, within the Islamic world there
are nine countries with authoritarian presidencies, there are seven with dominant party
states in which opposition parties are nominal, there are six with presidential-parlia-
mentary systems with features of authoritarian rule, there are nine traditional monar-
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chies, there are three one-party states, there is one military-ruled state, and until No-
vember there was one fundamentalist theocracy, Afghanistan under the rule of the
Taliban.

THE FREEDOM GAP

There is an even more dramatic freedom gap between majority Islamic countries and
the rest of the world. In countries in which there is an Islamic majority, there is just 1
Free country, Mali, while 18 are rated Partly Free and 28 are Not Free. By contrast,
among the non-Islamic countries, 84 are Free, 41 are Partly Free, and 20 are Not Free.

Twenty years ago, there was also one Free country among states with a majority
Islamic population, while there were 20 that were Partly Free and 18 Not Free. By
contrast, at the close of 1981, the rest of the world registered 50 Free countries (the
majority of them in Europe and North America), 31 Partly Free countries, and 42 Not
Free countries.

This means that over a 20-year period—which also saw the emergence of 30 new
states—the number of Free countries in the non-Islamic world increased by 34, the
number of Partly Free states grew by 10, while the number of Not Free countries de-
clined by 22. Over this 20-year time frame, diametrical trends were taking place in the
Islamic world. The number of Free countries remained stuck at 1 and the number of
Partly Free countries declined by 2, while the number of Not Free countries increased
by 10. In other words, while the countries of Latin America, Africa, East-Central Eu-
rope, and South and East Asia experienced significant gains for democracy and free-
dom over the last 20 years, the countries of the Islamic world experienced an equally
significant increase in repressive regimes.

These opposite trends have contributed to a growing gap between the Islamic world
and the rest of humanity. Indeed, while some posit a clash of civilizations, such a clash
is not between the Islamic world and the Judeo-Christian civilization; rather, it is on the
one hand between the Islamic world and its Middle Eastern core, and on the other
between the nondemocratic Islamic world (in particular its repressive Arabic core) and
the rest of the world.

This dichotomy persists in every region in which Islam has a presence. A look at
the political map of Africa is revealing. It shows, for example, that among the majority
Islamic countries of the African continent, only 1 ofthe 20 countries is rated Free, 10
are Partly Free, and 9 are Not Free. By contrast, among the non-Islamic countries of
Africa, 8 are Free, 14 are Partly Free, and 11 are Not Free. Similarly, 7 of the 20 Mus-
lim African countries are democracies, while 13 of 33 non-Muslim African states have
democratically elected governments.

In the non-Islamic countries of East Central Europe and the former USSR, there
are 11 Free countries, 9 Partly Free countries, and 1 Not Free country, while among
the majority Islamic states inthis category, 1 country is rated Partly Free and 5 are Not
Free.

A similar dichotomy is revealed in Asia, where there are 18 Free, 7 Partly Free,
and 7 Not Free countries among the non-lIslamic countries, while among the Asian
countries with a majority Islamic population, none is rated Free, 3 are Partly Free, and
4 are Not Free.

The weakness of democratic culture and free market beliefs in many of the major-
ity Islamic states, particularly in the Arabic states, as well as the weak democratic dis-
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course within a large part of Islamic civilization contributes to political conflict in multi-
denominational settings. In countries like Lebanon, large portions of the Islamic popu-
lation have been drawn to the appeal and patronage of antidemocratic movements. In
Nigeria, a clash has erupted between fundamentalist Islamic forces seeking to impose
their version of sharia (Islamic prescriptions related to lifestyle and law) in states where
Muslims predominate and pursue policies that violate basic rights, in particular the rights
of religious minorities and women. In the Philippines, Islamist ideas have raised ten-
sions on the island of Mindanao and posed a serious threat to security. Similarly, Islamism
has provoked a war of genocide against the predominantly Christian and animist Afri-
can population of southern Sudan. In 2001, a new insurgency by the Islamic-Albanian
minority contributed to the deterioration of civil liberties in the democratic state ofMacedonia.
In Indonesia, Islamic fundamentalism has in recent years fed attacks on predominantly
Christian Chinese minorities and threatened the country's democratic transition.

While a number of the more repressive Arabic states—Egypt and Saudi Arabia,
most notably—have successfully suppressed Islamist political movements, they have
at the same time tolerated the spread of radical fundamentalist ideas to other countries.
Moreover, such states have permitted—some say encouraged—the proliferation of anti-
Western and anti-U.S. views within their media and by Islamic clerics.

In other states, the Islamist threat has proved real. In Algeria, Islamists nearly cap-
tured state power, and when they were thwarted in a military coup, proceeded to launch
a decade-long war of terror that has claimed more than 100,000 lives. In Kuwait, which
has seen a limited devolution of power to an elected parliament, fundamentalists have
captured substantial numbers of seats and are seeking to impose their version of sharia
on Kuwaiti society.

The significant threat posed by Islamism in many predominantly Muslim societies
and the absence of democratic practices in many Islamic majority states should not
obscure the considerable democratic ferment in the Islamic world. Democratic polities
are now found in Albania, Bangladesh, Djibouti, The Gambia, Indonesia, Mali, Niger,
Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, and Turkey.

Notably, none of these Islamic democracies has a majority Arab population, and
all are found in the Islamic periphery in South and East Asia, on the border of Europe
and the Caucasus, and in Northern and Central Africa. Out of the non-Arabic Islamic
countries, 11 of 30 countries are electoral democracies, while none ofthe 17 majority
Arabic countries has a democratically elected government. Among the majority Ara-
bic countries, 1, Tunisia, has an authoritarian presidential system; two—Libya and
Irag—are one-party dictatorships; 1, Lebanon, is a presidential-parliamentary system
under the foreign influence of Syria; and 4 are states with a dominant ruling party that
faces a thwarted and severely circumscribed political opposition (Algeria, Egypt, Syria,
and Yemen). The 9 remaining states are monarchies.

Still, recent history shows that Islam is not inherently incompatible with democratic
values. Indeed, ifwe take into account the large Muslim populations of such countries
as India, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey, and the Islamic populations of
North America and Western Europe, the majority of the world's Muslims live under
democratically constituted governments.

As significantly, over the last three years, democracy has been restored or has
emerged in Albania, Indonesia, and Nigeria. In Islamic Iran, there has been consider-
able democratic foment, and it is clear, the public is eager to supplant the political domi-



Survey of Freedom 13

nance of the country's fundamentalist clergy. The Islamic plurality in Bosnia has re-
spected basic democratic norms, and in majority Islamic Kosovo, local elections have
confirmed the electoral victory of moderate, pro-democratic secular forces.

FACTORS INHIBITING DEMOCRATIC DEVELOPVENT

There are, of course, many factors that have contributed to the weakness of democracy and
freedom in large parts of the Muslim world. Islam has spread to many of the less devel-
oped parts ofthe world, where education and prosperity have also lagged behind.

Another factor contributing to the democracy gap has been the cultural burden
imposed by an interpretation of Islamic faith and tradition that relegates women to a
second-class status as worshippers and members of society. The severe limitations placed
on women in such countries as Afghanistan and Saudi Arabia, and other Persian Gulf
states, are grave impediments to their participation in civic life.

A third factor has been the Islamic tradition that merges religion and the state. As
Bernard Lewis has written, "In Muslim theory, church and state are not separate or
separable institutions.. ..Such familiar pairs of words as lay and ecclesiastical, sacred
and profane, spiritual and temporal, and the like have no equivalent in classical Arabic
or in other Islamic languages, since the dichotomy they express, deeply rooted in
Christendom, was unknown in Islam until comparatively modern times."™ This is not to
say that the distinction does not exist in practice. Indeed, of the 47 Islamic polities,
only 2, Afghanistan and the Islamic Republic of Iran, united clerical leadership with
the political leadership of the state.

Another factor has been the corrosive power of oil and natural gas reserves. The
income derived from these commodities has conferred vast riches on a narrow ruling
elite. For decades, such revenue has also meant that many Islamic societies have not
needed to focus on building the types of viable entrepreneurial and wealth-creating
economic systems that less resource rich countries have employed to build prosperous
societies. Instead, they used oil revenues to provide large subventions to their populations,
creating a unique form of public welfare that reinforces idleness and suppresses initiative.
With oil dividends declining, many Arabic and other oil-rich Islamic states will need to
confront harsh choices and take measures that empower individual initiative, build self-
sustaining middle classes, and in so doing create a basis for democratic civic life.

Finally, there is the historical legacy. Many of the Arabic states remain narrowly
held monarchies, with few features of broader consultation and democratization. The
ostentatious economic oligarchies that the monarchies have spawned have created sig-
nificant resentment within these states and contributed to the appeal of fundamentalist
movements.

Many of the remaining Arabic states—Egypt, Iraq, Libya, and Syria—are the heirs
to the statist authoritarianism of Arab socialist and secular Ba'athist regimes, whose
worldviews and systems of mass mobilization derive from such totalitarian models as
fascism and communism. These states have suppressed democratic and fundamental-
ist Islamist movements alike, and they have not undergone the political reforms that
occurred in most of the Communist world.

While it is clear that all these factors have contributed to a singular lack of progress
toward democracy and civic activism in most of the Arab world, it is also worth noting
that important, though halting and inconsistent, inroads toward democratic reform have
been made in several Arabic countries. In Algeria, despite the disruptive influence of
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Islamist terror, the public has voted in large numbers—albeit in flawed elections—to
signal its disapproval of terror and violence as a path to power.

In Jordan, the monarch has moved prudently to devolve some power to local gov-
ernments and has established a parliament with limited powers. While there is some
space for political parties, civic groups, and unions, the last year saw chaotic protests
by radical opponents of a normalization of relations with Israel that resulted in a tem-
porary ban on demonstrations.

Morocco, too, has seen limited relaxation of political restrictions; the king declared
in December 2000 his commitment to the establishment of a constitutional democratic
monarchy.

In Bahrain, a national referendum in which both men and women voted, overwhelm-
ingly ratified wide-ranging political reforms that may move the country toward consti-
tutional monarchy. These reforms have been accompanied by the return of opposition
figures from exile, the rehiring of those dismissed from state jobs for political reasons,
and the creation of a commission to investigate allegations of torture and past human
rights violations.

Yemen's limited progress toward democratic reform has been set back by Presi-
dent Ali Abdullah Saleh's efforts to increase executive power and extend his term of
office, while marginalizing opposition parties.

At the same time, Kuwait's effort to devolve power has come amid a surge of sup-
port for fundamentalists, who seek to reduce the already limited rights of women.

In many settings, substantial movement toward democratic practice is inhibited by
the presence of fanatical Islamist political forces, which seek to use political space and
the ballot to attain power in order to establish authoritarian rule.

At the same time, the fear of Islamism has been used by authoritarian governments
in Azerbaijan, Egypt, Malaysia, and Uzbekistan to suppress legitimate secular demo-
cratic forces.

The reality in much of the Islamic world is that democratic secular voices are op-
posed not only by tyrannical regimes, but also by powerful extremist Islamic political
forces, some of them supported by the power of the mosque, which often promotes
antidemocratic and anti-Western viewpoints.

The lack of progress for political rights and civil liberties in much of the Islamic
world should not suggest that the Islamic world is incapable of rapid momentum to-
ward democratic change. If one examined the political map of the world at the begin-
ning ofthe 1950s, one might have observed the singular absence of democratic gover-
nance among countries with Catholic majorities. At that time, authoritarian govern-
ments predominated on the lberian peninsula, in East-Central Europe, in the Philip-
pines, and in most of Latin America. By the 1960s, the attitudes of Catholic clergy and
the Catholic hierarchy had begun to shift and the Church was increasingly taking up
the causes of the downtrodden and those victimized by oligarchies and tyrannies. These
trends reached an apogee under the leadership of Pope John Paul Il, who clearly ar-
ticulated and reinforced trends supporting such values as human rights, freedom of
association, the dignity ofthe worker, and trade union rights.

All this suggests that religion is not an immutable factor in political change. Rather,
religious leaders and clergy frequently seek to be responsive to public sentiments. When
public sentiment shifts toward democracy, for example, religious leaders tend to be swept up
in the popular mood, even as they seek to put forward transcendent values. This is possible
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because the great religious traditions are rich in references to the dignity of the indi-
vidual and are malleable enough to support the project of democratic reform.

Similarly, someone looking at the European political landscape in the late 1980s
might have pointed to the fact that the Orthodox Christian states seemed resistant to
democratic practice. Now, significant reform has been achieved in such protestant states
as Bulgaria, Serbia, and Yugoslavia, and democratically elected governments have
become the norm in Russia and Ukraine.

It is not to be discounted that similar trends toward democratic change could occur
in the coming decades in the Islamic world. Indeed, in one sense, the Arabic countries
share one important characteristic with the vast majority of liberal democracies: they
are mono-ethnic states with a majority ethnic group representing more than two-thirds
of the population.

FREEDOM AND ETHNICITY

Just as there are important regional variations in basic freedoms and political systems,
there are also noteworthy distinctions between mono-ethnic and multi-ethnic coun-
tries with regard to freedom and democracy. Indeed, democracy is, as a rule, signifi-
cantly more successful in mono-ethnic societies (that is, societies in which there is a
single dominant majority-ethnic group representing more than two-thirds of the popu-
lation) than in ethnically divided and multiethnic states.

When this year's survey data are examined through the prism of ethnic composi-
tion, they offer some revealing findings. For example, of Free countries, 63 (74 per-
cent) have a dominant ethnic majority representing more than two-thirds of the popu-
lation, while 22 (26 percent) do not. Among Partly Free countries, 24 (41 percent) are
mono-ethnic, while 35 (59 percent) are multiethnic or ethnically divided. Additionally,
among the Not Free states, there are 27 (56 percent) that are mono-ethnic, while 21
(44 percent) are not. In short, a state with a dominant ethnic group is some three times
more likely to be Free than is a multiethnic state.

Similar patterns can be found among the democracies. Of the world's 121 elec-
toral democracies, 79 (65 percent) have a dominant ethnic group and 42 (35 percent)
do not. Ofthe 71 countries that do not have a democratic government, 35 (49 percent)
are mono-ethnic and 36 (51 percent) are not.

One reason for this outcome is that in ethnically divided and multiethnic societies,
political parties tend to form around ethnic allegiances. This is particularly the case in
multiethnic states where ethnic groups are not heterogeneously dispersed throughout
the country, but live in specific geographic regions. Many African states fall into this pattern.
Atthe same time, asarule, in societies where there is a single dominant ethnic group, politi-
cal mobilization along primarily ethnic lines is less likely and politics tend to divide
along the lines of economic and class-based interests. This is the record of the nation-
states in much of Western and Central Europe and in most countries in the Americas.

At the same time, it must be said that there are numerous examples of successful
multiethnic societies, many of which have a strong tradition of decentralized power,
federalism, and protection of ethnic and minority rights, and a strong and vibrant mar-
ket system open to the participation of a broad range of religious and ethnic communities.

WORST OF THE WORST
There are 48 states that are rated Not Free and in which a broad range of freedoms are
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systematically denied. Of these, 28 have majority Islamic populations. Among the Not
Free countries, 10 states have been given the survey's lowest rating of 7 for political
rights and 7 for civil liberties. These worst-rated countries represent a narrow range of
systems and cultures. Two—Cuba and North Korea—are one-party Marxist-Leninist
regimes. Seven are majority Islamic countries (Afghanistan, Irag, Libya, Saudi Arabia,
Sudan, Syria, and Turkmenistan). The remaining worst-rated state is Burma, a tightly
controlled military dictatorship.

There are two worst-rated territories: Tibet (under Chinese jurisdiction), and
Chechnya, where an indigenous-Islamic population is engaged in a brutal guerrillawar
for independence from Russia.

TERROR AND FREEDOM

The end of the Cold War and the more than quarter-century-long third wave of demo-
cratic expansion contributed to the reduction in perceptible threats to peace and secu-
rity. Analysts of global conflicts have also pointed to additional positive security-re-
lated trends: the absolute decline in major conflicts since the beginning of the 1990s
and the virtual disappearance of interstate conflict.

Now the world faces the emergence of mass terrorism associated with a universal-
ist revolutionary ideology that seeks to create a khilafah, a transnational caliphate, or
Islamic regime, governed on the basis of a rigorous and narrow-minded interpretation
of Islam. This ideology, which repudiates democracy as an alien Western concept, will
pose serious challenges inside established democracies, for new democracies, in coun-
tries seeking to reform, and among the world's tyrannies.

In established democracies, efforts to combat terrorism will necessarily require
greater intrusiveness by the state in the lives of its citizens, and in particular in the ac-
tivities ofrecent immigrants, foreign students, and short-term residents. Yet the deep
roots of an independent judiciary in established democracies are likely to ensure that a
proper balance between liberty and security is maintained.

In new democracies, weak political institutions will be faced with the challenge of
intelligently coping with terrorist threats in the absence of entrenched traditions of re-
spect for civil liberties. In settings just emerging from tyranny, the appeal of authoritar-
ian quick fixes may find added resonance among electorates.

At the same time, there is already ample evidence that the war against terrorism
may give already authoritarian regimes a pretext for political repression against oppo-
sition groups, whether or not credible links exist to terrorist and extremist movements.

The monstrous terrorist attacks of September 11,2001, which claimed thousands
of lives in the United States, are without question a watershed event in international
affairs. In the coming years, key foreign policy issues and geopolitical alignments will
be seen through the prism of that cataclysm and the comprehensive war on terrorism
triggered by the murderous attack on America.

Yet the resurgence of mass terror on U.S. soil seems at immense odds with the great
trends of the last decade: the spread of democracy and the decline in major conflicts. With
the impressive expansion of democratic regimes in Latin America, the countries of the
former Soviet bloc, and parts of Asia and Africa, many envisioned an era of greater interna-
tional cooperation. Likewise, many saw in the collapse of Communist ideology the dis-
appearance of transnational ideological rivals to democracy and the free market. Clearly,
the promise of democracy has not been destroyed by the events of September 11.
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Indeed, the triumph of the values of democracy and human rights may well be
contributing to the irrational fury of revolutionary millenarians, who seek in a series of
dramatic acts of evil to reverse history and supplant the natural human instinct for
autonomy and dignity with an esoteric ideology of neo-totalitarian control masked in
the language of religion.

THE STRUGGLE WITH TERROR

In this context, it would be wrong for the leaders of the democratic community of na-
tions to conclude that the project of promoting the expansion of democracy must be
abandoned or suspended in the face of the terrorist and Islamist threat.

Clearly, the proposition that democratic elections are an instant solution to the
problems of all struggling societies is inappropriate. There are some societies so de-
formed and brutalized by decades of repression and terror that the call for immediate
elections could lead to the electoral victory of demagogic forces eager to impose their
own new forms of tyranny.

However, the project of providing to peoples living in closed societies the benefits
of open access to information through uncensored radio and satellite television broad-
casting and through initiatives that provide access to books on democracy and eco-
nomic freedom must be intensified.

In addition, support should be given to countries that are seeking to move away
from statism in their economic life and to afford their citizens the opportunity to exer-
cise initiative in economic pursuits.

Finally, the international community should expand its commitments to support
pro-democratic civic organizations and civil society in repressive settings.

Such initiatives must not be seen as somehow at odds with the antiterrorist agenda.
Rather they should be seen as the mechanisms by which reliable allies of the demo-
cratic world and committed opponents of terrorism and ideological extremism are
empowered.

As the battle against terrorism and extremism takes shape, it would be wrong to
disregard the fundamental progress made over the last quarter century toward more
open and democratic systems. For it is the moral appeal of democratic values and the
preponderance of strategic power and economic resources in the emerging global com-
munity of democratic states that are the most compelling reasons for confidence that
the scourge of terrorism will be defeated.

WHY THE FUTURE IS WITH FREEDOM
Despite the vexing challenges posed by mass terrorism, there are convincing reasons to
hope that the countries that embody the values of freedom and democracy can prevail.
This above all is made clear by the overwhelming advantage that free societies enjoy in
terms of their share of the world's resources. Free countries account today for $26.8
trillion of the world's annual gross domestic product (GDP), which represents 86 per-
cent of global economic activity. By contrast, Partly Free countries accounted for $2.3
trillion in output (7 percent) and Not Free countries produced $2.2 trillion in economic
output, representing 7 percent of the globe's GDP.

These vast material and financial resources are a confirmation of the crucial role
played by political freedom and the rule of law in spurring economic progress. More-
over, this vast reserve of the democratic world's economic power suggests that free
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countries can prevail in the project of eradicating mass terrorism, of defeating fanatical
political movements, and of further expanding the ranks of free and democratic societies.

The prodigious reservoirs of economic power, of technological advantage, and of
military potential that belong to the democratic world suggest that there is a greater
urgency than ever in building an effective, coordinated international community of
democracies, in which the United States plays the leading role. In the current perilous
environment, such a cohesive alliance of states can work in tandem to promote more
open political and economic systems, while ensuring much-needed foreign aid and in-
vestment targeting countries that respect the rule of law and are moving along the demo-
cratic path.

Adrian Karatnycky is president of Freedom House and general editor of Free-
dom in the World.



Freedom in the Age of Terrorism

The following two essays take up critical issues raised by the events of September 11,
2001, and after. Clearly, global terrorism has had a major impact on human freedom
around the world. For democratic states, terrorism poses a major challenge as states
seeks ways to provide security for their citizens, while at the same time protecting the
broad array of civil liberties that are basic to free societies. Terrorism also presents
serious problems for societies that are in transition from autocracy to some form of
democratic or quasi-democratic order. Terrorists can create chaos and make societies
ungovernable. On occasion, terrorist acts can provide an excuse for authoritarian rul-
ers to maintain repressive policies or to institute even more brutal regimes.

In Freedom in the World: 2001-2002, two authorities on various aspects of the
terrorist phenomenon set forth their views on critical aspects of the issue. Daniel
Brumberg looks at the Middle East, analyzing the roots of authoritarianism that have
contributed in important ways to the rise of Islamic extremism. Brumberg believes that
relatively moderate Arab governments have boxed themselves in by creating condi-
tions that, should they embrace democracy, would likely lead to the triumph of Islamic
parties that are hostile to democratic rule. Brumberg's essay is sobering reading for
those who believe that democratization represents the golden key that will unlock the
solution to the problem of Islamic extremism. John C. Harrison takes up a much differ-
ent problem: the balancing act between security and civil liberties in a post-September
11 United States. Harrison reminds us that any serious fight against terrorism on the
domestic front will entail some loss of civil liberties. The challenge, he says, is to en-
sure that any reduction in liberty be justified and that, in assessing domestic political
conditions, we keep in mind that some changes have accompanied every wartime situ-
ation the United States has experienced.



The Limits of Political
Liberalization in the
Middle East

Daniel Brumberg

INTRODUCTION

On October 14,2001, barely a month after the catastrophes of September 11, Egypt's
semi-official press launched a celebration of President Hosni Mubarak's twentieth year
in office. The most striking thing about the language used to fete this auspicious occa-
sion was not so much its obsequiousness as its strange antiquity, for the lavish praise
that rolled off the presses was fit for a seventeenth-century French monarch. "Your
excellency the President,” one writer proclaimed, "the people that give you back love
in exchange for your love... pledges its support to you....Live for Egypt and Egypt
will live through you."* Not to be outdone, the pro-regime Uktober declared, "God has
permitted you [Mubarak] to write pages full of sacrifice, and anyone who is believed
beloved by God is also beloved by the people. Victory will remain at the right hand of
anyone whom God supports."?

It would be easy to dismiss such praise as the predictable fawning of a state-em-
ployed intelligentsia, rather than as a sign of the overall sad state of Egypt's politics.
Surely, most Egyptians would argue, their country does not resemble a "truly" auto-
cratic Arab regime such as Syria. There, for more than 30 years, the habitual declara-
tions of "Long live Hafez al-Assad" sustained a bankrupt cult of personality whose
homages were endlessly repeated but rarely believed.® Egyptian politics had certainly
not reached this cynical point! After all, Egypt has a cabinet and prime minister, politi-
cal parties and elections, a reasonably open press, and a judiciary that, despite the heavy
hand of the state, has maintained a modicum of independence. By contrast, in Febru-
ary 2001 the Syrian regime arrested secular liberal intellectuals for daring to informally
gather in private homes to debate the question of democracy.* Could anyone ever imag-
ine such a scenario in Egypt?

Perhaps not. However, when rumors surfaced that President Mubarak had chosen
his son Gamal to succeed him, even the proudest of Egyptians wondered if their leader
was about to emulate the late Hafez al-Assad, a Levantine autocrat who, despite his
commitment to "Baathist socialism," had gone the kingly route by selecting his 31-
year-old son Bashar to succeed him. To dispel any such ideas, in June 2000 the Egyp-
tian government arrested Dr. Saad Eddin Ibrahim, together with some 27 of his col-
leagues who worked for, or were associated with, the 1bn Khaldoun Center for Develop-
ment, an independent research institute that had intended to monitor the 2000 elec-
tions. Accused of many misdeeds, Ibrahim's real crime was that he had offended Mubarak
by hinting that Egypt was creating its own version of a presidential monarchy.®

While Ibrahim's imprisonment had a chilling effect, Egypt has in fact not gone down
the Syrian road. Rather, it has maintained the eclectic blend of autocracy and open-
ness, and centralized rule and hobbled pluralism, that has been the hallmark of many
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Arab states. The repressive bureaucratic police state, distinctive variations of which can be
found in Tunisia, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Syria, is an important part of the Arab political
landscape. However, such states are outnumbered and out-populated by Arab states
whose political systems might be called "liberalized autocracies.” These multidimensional,
mixed regimes survive not despite, but rather because of, their fettered political open-
ness. By allowing for a measure of political competition and debate whose ultimate bound-
aries are defined and enforced by the state, they defy the simple logic of full-fledged autoc-
racies, while falling short of the complex requirements of competitive democracy.

Although this essay illuminates the endurance of liberalized autocracies in Morocco,
Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, and Kuwait, it does not assume that these countries
will remain forever stuck in a political purgatory. After all, many of today's fledgling
(or struggling) democracies began as dictablandas or "white dictatorships.” In Russia
and Brazil, glasnost and abertura, respectively, were initiated by regimes as a survival
strategy, not as a path to democracy. That said, what distinguishes the Middle East
from a good part of the global community is the persistence, durability, and even effec-
tiveness of mixed regimes and the survival strategies that abet them.

What explains the success of liberalized autocracy? Moreover, is there reason to
believe that Arab leaders can break with this well-trodden path, one whose political
and social horizons have narrowed over the past decade? While there are some glim-
mers of hope in Morocco, Jordan, Bahrain, and even conflict-ravaged Algeria, it is
unlikely that mixed regimes will make a transition to democracy any time soon. This
assessment is based on a sociological analysis that attributes the durability of liberal-
ized autocracy not to any unchanging cultural or religious factors, but rather to a well-
institutionalized matrix of social, organizational, and ideological forces. In particular,
this essay focuses on three issues: first, the constraints and dilemmas created by the
patron state; second, the tendency of Arab control systems and the survival strategies
that accompany them to produce a weak political society, one that gives both regime
reformists and moderate oppositions little leverage; three, the persistent challenge of
mainstream Islamists. Because they advocate illiberal agendas that threaten the inter-
ests of powerful military, ethnic, and professional elites, the engagement of mainstream
Islamists in the political process has reinforced the leverage of regime hardliners. Un-
der such conditions, there is little room for forging regime-opposition accommodations
or pacts that might facilitate a transition from controlled openings to competitive de-
mocracy. Moreover, as the economic stakes have risen, growing pressures for market
reforms have exacerbated this polarizing dynamic, thus making it even more difficult
for rival political leaders to renegotiate the rules of the game.

That said, the endurance of mixed systems cannot be attributed merely to the wily
strategies of ruling autocrats. It is a central contention of this essay that the leaders of
Algeria, Morocco, Jordan, Kuwait, and even Egypt have secured a measure of grudg-
ing if implicit acceptance from opposition groups. Indeed, both secular and mainstream
Islamists have forged an implicit power-sharing bargain whose main contours are as
follows: governments have given secularists and Islamists the chance to participate in
parliaments and key professional associations in return for their tacit commitment not
to challenge the hegemony of the ruling party or of the royal family. This implicit power-
sharing model may be expanded in the next few years to include Morocco, Bahrain,
and quite possibly Qatar.

While such arrangements have secured a measure of pluralism and stability, it is
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not clear how long they can be sustained without exacting long-term costs. Because
mixed systems do not address the central failure of Arab political systems to create a
robust political society in which competing political parties link up with organized con-
stituencies, they have not narrowed the widening gap between regimes and Islamist
oppositions. Hence the great dilemma, namely, that the more time goes by, the more
substantive democracy is both urgently needed and yet increasingly risky, particularly
for regimes that have done little to renegotiate the institutional and ideological param-
eters of political society. It will take courageous leadership to find a way out of this
box, something that appears to be lacking—even among the "new generation™ of Arab
leaders who have taken the reigns of power in Morocco and Jordan. Outside the Arab
world, and in the Islamic Republic of Iran, such leadership has dared to defy a legacy
of autocracy. Yet, the important lessons suggested by Iran's recent contentious history
have largely been ignored by Arab political activists, particularly those who espouse
the notion of an "Islamic democracy."

THE LOGIC OF REGIME-OPPOSITION PACTS

Well-institutionalized autocracies are unlikely to commit political suicide. Faced by a
crisis of authority, they may try to regain legitimacy by opening up the political field in
a measured and controlled manner. Such tactical openings are unlikely to occur, and
even less likely to expand, unless ruling elites secure some guarantee from the opposi-
tion that further liberalization will not end with the ruling elite's political—much less
physical—demise. Hence the logic of political pacts. By giving regime soft-liners and
moderate oppositionists sufficient political leverage to overcome the radical forces in
their respective camps, pacts make a move from controlled liberalization to competi-
tive democracy more likely.

Some political scientists hold that pacts require a purely rational cost-benefit cal-
culation, rather than a normative system that values democracy for its own sake. In
countries that have paid a heavy price for years of regime-opposition conflict, it is ar-
gued, democracy can serve as a useful device for creating social peace. Hence the notion
that one can have "democracy without democrats.” However, even scholars who ad-
vocate this "proceduralist” view of democracy admit that pacts cannot be forged or,
most of all, sustained, absent certain social, institutional, and even ideological condi-
tions.® Some autocracies create the institutional and normative legacies that facilitate
regime-opposition accommodations, while others bequeath legacies that narrow or even
preclude the space for pacts. Unfortunately, Arab political systems have emerged out
of an institutional-social-ideological legacy that has hindered the negotiation of demo-
cratic political pacts in a number of ways.

FROM RULING BARGAIN TO LIBERALIZED AUTOCRACY

While the autocracies of the Arab world are far from uniform, they are all "patron states"
in that their ruling establishments provide subordinate groups economic and social re-
sources in return for the acquiescence of those groups to the hegemony of aruling party
or monarchy. The rentier economies of the Persian Gulf secured this "ruling bargain”
by using direct oil rents, whereas populist authoritarian regimes in Egypt, Algeria, and
Syria have depended on large public sectors whose import-substituting industries and
white-collar bureaucracies offered guaranteed employment and other social benefits
in return for the subordination of key opposition elites and groups to autocracy.
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During the late eighties, this ruling bargain began to unravel. The reasons for this
development were similar to those that had undermined an analogous autocratic pact
in Eastern Europe: A profound economic crisis born of the intrinsic inefficiencies of
state-led development, a sharp drop in oil income or indirect oil rents, and, after 1990,
arapid fall in the strategic rents from Washington and especially Moscow, all conspired
to undermine the ability of Arab autocracies to buy political support.” As in the former
Soviet Union, the response of many (but not all) reformists was to initiate a mix of Arab
variations on perestroika and glasnost. Egypt's President Anwar Sadat led the way in
the seventies, while his successor, President Mubarak, perfected the system. Some
political parties were allowed to operate, but not to develop grassroots constituencies
that might challenge the ruling parties' permanent, even if "elected,” majority in the
parliament. The press and professional syndicates obtained a measure of pluralism
sufficient to allow the regime to play off Islamists and Arab nationalists against liber-
als, socialists, women's groups, and others, but insufficient to allow any of these groups
to force the ruling authority from power through elections and/or mass mobilization via
civil society. In the mid-nineties, this amalgam of political liberalization and limited
democratization became the norm in Morocco, Jordan, Lebanon, and Kuwait. In 1997,
after some five years of civil war, Algeria too opted for a mixed system.

MIXED SYSTEMS: SURVIVAL STRATEGIES AND THE PARADOX OF SUCCESS

It is tempting to attribute the durability of mixed systems, or the absence of further
transitions, to the organizational skills and occasional ruthlessness of ruling elites.
However, if one day President Mubarak or King Abdullah Il of Jordan lifted the con-
trol mechanisms and survival strategies that they or their predecessors had carefully
crafted, it is unlikely that a stable democracy would break out. Indeed, mixed systems
endure because from the perspective both of rulers and of some mainstream opposition
groups, these systems provide a second-best alternative to the black hole of full or un-
controlled democratization.

Why have ruling elites, as well as key social groups that are in theory part of the
opposition, concluded that the status quo of controlled political liberalization and mini-
mal democracy is preferable to full democratization? The answer lies in the social,
economic, and political legacies of the patron state, and especially in the negative con-
sequences that have ensued from the survival strategies and control mechanisms that
rulers have used to deal with these legacies. Four points deserve attention: (1) the de-
pendence of the middle classes on state power; (2) the endurance of patrimonialist
authority;? (3) the weakness of political society and fragmentation of civil society; and
(4) the growing influence of mainstream Islamists. These four factors have helped to
mold a rough consensus among ruling autocrats and the non-Islamist opposition re-
garding the advantages of mixed political systems.

DEPENDENT MIDDLE CLASSES

The patron state substituted a relationship of taxation and representation with a rela-
tionship of governmentjobs and minimal (or fake) representation. Through this ruling
bargain, the very classes that we often expect to push for democracy, namely the pro-
fessionals and businessmen of the Arab world, emerged in a subordinate and depen-
dent position to the state. From the vantage point of these groups, their corporate sur-
vival hinged on the maintenance of a strong state, at least in the economic and social
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realms. Thus in Egypt, Kuwait, Jordan, and Morocco, key wings of the intelligentsia
have remained wedded to the notion of a strong state. Moreover, even "private" busi-
nessmen, many of whom developed privileged linkages to the state, tended to view
democracy as a threat to their economic interests. To this day, it is usually only those
business groups that have not succumbed to the enticement of state contracts who as-
sail corruption, the lack of transparency, and the absence of democracy. As a result, in
Morocco, Egypt, Jordan, and Kuwait, many businessmen and the organizations that
represent them are implicit or sometimes keen defenders of mixed systems.®

PATRIMONIALISM AND THE ABSENCE OF LIBERAL DEMOCRATIC LEGITIMACY

The legitimacy of the patronage state rested on two supports, the first of which—eco-
nomic benefits—was slim indeed. Once economic benefits began to run out, particu-
larly in the wake of declining oil prices in the nineties, some Arab states began to rely
more heavily on the other implicit or explicit support—Islamic legitimacy. That prin-
ciple had always been around, in the sense that most Arab education systems have long
emphasized a traditional or patrimonialist vision of authority that calls for respecting
the leader and subordinating individuals' rights to those of the community. Recourse to
religious symbolism in Kuwait, Egypt, Morocco, and Jordan reinforced this vision.
Moreover, some of these regimes tolerated and in some cases encouraged Islamist
political activism in efforts to deflect calls from liberals and leftists for greater plural-
ism or democracy. Lost in this manipulative game was any effort by the state to pro-
mote the values of liberal democracy.'®

SURVIVAL STRATEGIES AND WEAK POLITICAL SOCIETIES

The failure to promote liberal democratic values, combined with the tolerance or en-
couragement of Islamists, eventually had the ironic if unintended effect of weakening
non-Islamist voices in ways that made for a zero-sum standoff between the state and
its Islamist opposition more likely. During the early nineties this polarizing dynamic
was evident in Jordan, Kuwait, and Egypt, where Islamists constituted the only coher-
ent parliamentary opposition blocks. Having paid a high cost for such policies, some
Arab regimes shifted ground by encouraging both modern and traditional alternatives
to the Islamists. Thus, in Jordan the government promoted the powerful tribes as well
as nascent women's associations.* In Egypt, Mubarak's government promoted inde-
pendent nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) in a bid to counter the Islamists' elec-
toral gains in the ruling councils of the university faculty clubs and some corporatist
associations such as the Syndicate of Lawyers and the Syndicate of Doctors. Such shifts,
however, were never meant to create a genuinely liberal alternative. Rather, they con-
stituted a key part of an evolving survival strategy, one of whose central goals was to
give ruling autocrats maximum room for maneuvering in their efforts to play one group
off against the other. This is why survival strategies have worked best in those states
that have inherited a measure of ideological and institutional pluralism such as Mo-
rocco, Egypt, Kuwait, and Jordan. By contrast, where autocracies failed to allow for
even a hint of competition, as in Syria, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia, leaders have not had the
tools with which to initiate survival strategies and the mixed regimes that sustain such
strategies.

Ironically, while such strategies seek to both manipulate and limit the influence of
Islamists, they have unwittingly enhanced the Islamists' reach in ways that have ob-
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structed a further transition to democracy. This is so because such strategies seek, in
the final analysis, to block the growth of political society. This point cannot be empha-
sized strongly enough. Political control in mixed systems is normally exercised through
corporatist and patron-client links, and when the need arises, through the heavy hand
of the military or the security establishment. However, such systems function so long
as the regime retains space to play one group off against the other. For this purpose, it
is vital that the regime prevent the emergence of an independent political society, that
is, a sphere in which distinctly political organizations—political parties in particular—
develop mass constituencies independently of the state. Note that "political society"
must be distinguished from "civil society." Many Arab states do not lack the latter. For
example, it is estimated that Morocco has some 50,000 NGOs, and Egypt about half
that many. Yet, as many American and international aid organizations have come to
realize, civil society groups cannot replace robust political parties. Indeed, in the ab-
sence of parties, the proliferation of NGOs can become the unwitting handmaidens of
the divide-and-rule strategies pursued by mixed regimes. Thus, while the govern-
ments of Egypt, Morocco, Yemen, and Kuwait have tolerated and even promoted
the notion of civil society, they have not been keen on the idea of promoting mass
political parties. Parties exist, but they are usually little more than instruments of con-
trolled competition.'

The encouragement of civic groups in the absence of an effective political society
has exacerbated the dilemmas facing mixed regimes. When civic groups try to substi-
tute for parties, they also take on ideological and political roles that undermine their
capacity to articulate the professional or social interests of their members. The result-
ing organizational and ideological fragmentation of civil society in Jordan, Morocco,
and Egypt has undercut the influence of human rights organizations, women's groups,
and other key bodies that might otherwise play a part in promoting competitive democ-
racy. Moreover, while this debilitating process has accelerated, there has been little
comparable fragmentation in the mainstream Islamist camp. This is because with the
exception of Tunisia, no Arab state has tried to completely remove Islamists from the
political arena. Because they claim to represent religion, and because they operate
through mosques and thus have a comparative advantage over their secular competi-
tors, Islamists have been the first to extend their reach into civil society, or into those
political parties that have roots in society. Thus, over the last five years Islamists in
Morocco, Yemen, Jordan, Kuwait, and Egypt have, to varying degrees, extended their
reach by winning positions in the ruling councils of professional syndicates, or by cre-
ating political parties or informal groupings that speak in the name of religion. This has
resulted in a civil sphere that is both fragmented and increasingly illiberal. As one scholar
notes, "The emergence of independent sites of social and political expression within an
authoritarian setting is not the same as the emergence of a civil society, at least not in
its liberal conception."*®

The longer this situation has endured, the more Arab leaders have concluded that
there is no safe way to exit the circle of autocracy. It is of course true that many of
these same leaders helped to build the very box of autocracy that eventually trapped
them. However, that paradoxical fact does not change the reality that by the close of
the twentieth century, even the most well-meaning reformers discovered that the past
had come back to haunt them. Thus while Morocco's new king, Mohammad V1, at first
promised a "new concept of authority,” he soon fell back on the familiar defense of
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mixed regimes, namely "that each country has to have its own specific features of
democracy."**

THE CHALLENGE OF MAINSTREAM ISLAMISM

The durability of mixed systems is partly a consequence of the growing influence of
political Islam. By "political Islam," or "Islamism," I am not referring to radical groups
that use violence against the state, against non-Muslim minorities (such as Copts in
Egypt or Berbers in Algeria), or against secular Muslims. With the possible exception
of Algeria (where Islamist terrorists continue to control sections of the country), revo-
lutionary Islamic groups have been largely contained by the state, although at great
cost in terms of human and civil rights. The more complicated challenge for Arab re-
gimes has been mainstream Islamist groups, that is, precisely those that abjure vio-
lence and promise to play by the rules. These groups are as apt to instrumentally use
Islam as the regimes with which they contend. Indeed, mainstream Islamists echo the
cultural relativism of ruling regimes when they assert that Islam has its own particular
"democratic requisites” that set it apart from "Western-style" democracy. Yet while
Islamists advocate the principle of asala, or cultural authenticity, most of their ideas,
including the supposed natural link between Islam and politics, as well as the notion of
a comprehensive or total Islamic ideology, were actually influenced by Western no-
tions of mobilizing ideologies developed by nationalist or Marxist ideologues.™®

That said, contemporary Islamist ideology is not solely a product of the manipula-
tions of Islamist politicians seeking to confront the West by echoing its autocratic ide-
ologies. It is also a consequence of a profound sense of alienation and anomie pro-
voked by rapid modernization and globalization. This debilitating process has helped
to shape a profoundly illiberal—if mainstream —Islamism, one that is often openly hostile
to Western values, and one that calls for subordinating the rights of the individual to
those of the state or the collective.'® As for liberal Islamism, it exists, but for the most
part only as a limited intellectual current. The assertion that an "Islamic perestroika
has... sprung from the crumbling edifices".'” of the Muslim world's autocracies is thus
overly optimistic. While Islamic liberalism has secured popular support in Iran, Indo-
nesia, and perhaps Turkey, it has not sunk roots in an organized constituency anywhere
in the Arab world.

The ubiquity of mainstream illiberal Islamism has had two related consequences.
To begin with, from the vantage point of ruling elites, Islamism's growing social and
political power has fed the perception that not only will substantive democratization
undermine the ruling elite's political and social power, it will also produce a cultural
revolution that rulers will have little chance of surviving politically, if not physically.
Islamist oppositions, by design or default, undermine the leverage of regime soft-liners
who, under less threatening conditions, might back further democratization. Second,
Islamists advocate ideologies and programs that encourage groups that might other-
wise support pluralist democracy to embrace autocrats, or to subscribe to the limits
that autocrats impose on mixed political systems. After all, despite the Islamists' famil-
iar assertion that their community, or umma, is intrinsically unified merely because the
majority of its members are Muslims, most Islamic polities are ideologically, ethnically,
and even religiously heterogenous. They not only contain significant ethnic minorities
(Berbers in Algeria and Morocco; Kurds in Iraq, Turkey, and Syria), but they also have
important Christian minorities, such as Copts in Egypt, and non-Sunni Muslim minori-
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ties such as Shiites in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Moreover, sociologically speaking,
"minorities" in the Arab world include groups such as women's associations, traditional
or Islamic mystical-Sufi orders, and even nominal or secular Muslims.™® (In fact, in many
Arab states such non-Islamist groups collectively constitute a kind of silent majority,
one that is numerically superior but organizationally inferior because it lacks the or-
ganic means for mobilization available to Islamists.) Because all of these groups fear
the consequences of a majoritarian system that might exclude them—a fear enhanced
by the very fact that many Sunni Islamists in Algeria, Kuwait, Egypt, Morocco, and
Jordan have embraced democracy as a means of advancing their illiberal agenda—
non-Islamist professional or traditional groups are often either grudging or willing al-
lies of military or bureaucratic elites that impose limits on democratization.

This does not mean that non-Islamist democratic activists are hypocrites. In Alge-
ria, secular Muslim intellectuals, Berbers, and women's groups genuinely dislike and
often complain about the military's influence over politics. Yet they do not completely
contest such dominance by actively pushing for a return to the kind of uncontrolled
liberalization that had opened the door to illiberal Islamists in 1991. Similarly, in re-
sponse to the challenge of illiberal Islamism in the universities and professional syndi-
cates, some prominent leftist professionals and intellectuals in Egypt have taken ref-
uge in state-controlled institutions such as the Al-Ahram Center for Strategic Studies.
Further afield, in Kuwait, many Shiite politicians and intellectuals fear the growing power
of Sunni Islamism and thus look to the state for a measure of protection.19 In short,
mixed systems are not merely imposed from above: Instead, they have secured a base
of ambivalent support in crucial elements of the wider, non-Islamist society.

ISLAMISTS AND IMPLICIT POWER SHARING

While it may sound counterintuitive, it is not merely non-lIslamist groups that, over time,
have implicitly supported mixed systems. Mainstream Islamists in Algeria, Jordan, and
Kuwait have done so as well, in large measure because they have concluded that the
benefits of political accommodation outweigh the costs. Still, this pragmatic shift did
not come about without some resistance. During the late eighties and early to mid-nine-
ties, Islamists in Jordan, Kuwait, and Egypt participated in elections knowing full well
that despite their growing popularity, their respective regimes would never allow them
to win enough seats to control legislatures. Parliaments were designed to rubber-stamp
the wishes of the dominant party or of the monarch, a fact of political life that no re-
gime was willing to change. Whether by passing new elections that undermined Islam-
ist mobilization (Jordan), or by using a well-oiled political machine in combination with
limits on party activity and outright fraud (Egypt), or by excluding women from voting
while naming nonelected cabinet members to the parliament (as in Kuwait, where most
of the 15-member cabinet is made up of members of the royal Sabah family), Arab
regimes ensured that their oppositions would see, but never enter, the Promised Land
of real political power.”

At first, mainstream Islamists in Algeria, Jordan, and Kuwait did everything they
could to challenge or disparage such frustrating limits. However, by the mid to late-
nineties many Islamist politicians began to evince a readiness to live within the limits
imposed by the leaders of mixed systems. This development can partly be attributed to
the experience of Algeria. In December 1991, following the country's first competitive
national elections, the Islamic Salvation Front, or FIS, was poised to win control of the
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legislature. Prior to the poll, the FIS's leaders had done much to stoke the fears of the
military and other key groups that once the Islamists secured a majority, they would
quickly move to create an Islamic state. Faced, as one liberal Algerian writer told me,
"by a choice between Ah Belhadj and General Nezzar," the intelligentsia, women's
groups, and other key factions backed the military's January 1992 coup. The cancella-
tion of elections set the stage for a bloody civil war that took some 150,000 lives. By
1997, however, the military had gained the upper hand. Feeling secure, it held elec-
tions in which two Islamist parties, the Mouvement de la Societe pour la Paix (MSP)
and An-Nahda, together took about 28 percent of the seats in parliament. While these
two parties were handpicked by the regime, and while it was widely assumed that the
elections were not completely free and fair, many party leaders in both the regime and
the opposition held that an implicit (if unbalanced) power-sharing arrangement pro-
vided a better alternative than a process of unfettered competition that might re-ignite
acivil war in which all sides would be losers.”*

Algeria's experience has apparently taught different regimes different lessons.
Egypt, for example, has spurned power sharing by banning all formal Islamists parties
and, in the October 2000 elections, by using intimidation and vote rigging to ensure
that independent Islamists would not win anywhere close to the number of parliamen-
tary seats that Algeria's Islamists obtained in 1997.%? Similarly, while in 1990 the presi-
dent of the recently united Republic of Yemen forged an alliance with Islamists, Ali
Abdullah Saleh has since then developed a penchant for hoarding power. Indeed, since
the 1997 parliamentary elections, President Saleh has moved against all challengers,
whether they be Islamists from the north or Secular Yemenis from the south.?

Elsewhere, however, Islamists have concluded that a kind of informal power shar-
ing with the regime and the secularists might offer long-term advantages. Thus while
Islamist candidates in Kuwait and Jordan have lost ground since their electoral victo-
ries of the early and mid-nineties, and while in contrast to their Algerian counterparts,
they do not serve in governmental cabinets, they have maintained a sizeable presence
in their respective parliaments, a well as a dominant position in many professional syn-
dicates.** As for Morocco, although Islamists were barely represented in the 1997 elec-
tions, Morocco's new king probably knows that most urban youth attach little credibil-
ity to the seven political parties that currently constitute the "democratic coalition."”
As aresult, itis likely that in the run-up to the 2002 general elections, King Mohammad
VI will follow the Algerian example by striking an implicit bargain with the most sig-
nificant Islamist party, Al-Adl Wal-lhssan (Justice and Charity). The terms of such a
bargain will be similar to those that exist in Jordan and Algeria: Justice and Charity will
be allowed to run, provided that it follows the path of all Moroccan parties by accept-
ing the regime's effective allocation of a particular percentage of seats prior to elec-
tions, and by recognizing that the 1996 constitution explicitly gives the king ultimate
and total authority over parliament.”

In no case have such implicit power-sharing arrangements been secured through
the negotiation of a formal political pact that explicitly apportions seats to different
ideological, ethnic, or social groups. Lebanon is the only state in the Arab world that
has a "consociational democracy" that by dint of tradition and, since the 1994 Taif
accord, explicit agreement, divides power in this formal manner. Still, in Jordan, Alge-
ria, and Kuwait, a rough consensus exists over the legitimacy of power-sharing arrange-
ments that place most power in the hands of monarchs or ruling parties. Morocco may
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move in this direction, and recent reforms in Qatar and Bahrain may be setting the
stage for a similar politics of accommodation.

Yet even if implicit power sharing becomes the prevailing trend, there should be
no illusions as to the limitations and drawbacks of regime-opposition ententes. Such
arrangements may create a modicum of stability and even confined pluralism. How-
ever, because they are based on a fragile accommodation of competing and even an-
tagonistic visions of authority, they cannot create a sustainable basis for legitimacy.
For example, secularists and Islamists in Algeria may find ways to get along, but if each
fundamentally believes that accommodation is merely a long-term tactic by which to
outflank or exclude the other, there can be no real or lasting democratic bargain. Hence
the paradox that while survival strategies are designed to circumvent a potentially deadly
zero-sum standoff between regimes and oppositions, over time not only do such strat-
egies circumvent the question of legitimacy, but they can also allow for the expansion
of Islamist power in ways that reinforce the perception of rulers that a full transition to
competitive democracy is dangerous if not deadly. Survival strategies survive at the
cost of narrowing the options for reformers who, in theory, may very well wish to move
from mixed regimes to full democratization.

CONCLUSION: BEYOND HOBBLED PLURALISM

In many respects, the atrocities of September 11 brought the above contradictions to
the fore. Arab liberals who had long struggled to maintain a measure of integrity and
autonomy in mixed systems suddenly found themselves squeezed between regimes that
had tolerated or manipulated Islamist parties (or ideas) to contain calls for competitive
democracy and a "war on terrorism" being waged through an alliance between the United
States and the very regimes that had played such manipulative games. Many Western
and even some Arab observers held that the long-term costs of this state of affairs were
evident in the growth of a xenophobic and at times openly anti-Semitic ideology that
was disseminated in both the opposition and semi-official presses, as well as in the
educational systems of some Arab states. The most prescient of these observers also
understood what this essay has tried to show; namely, that the obstacles to further
democratization in the Arab world are not primarily cultural. The main issue is the state,
and the kinds of policies and ideologies it adopts. States shape cultures and values in
ways that are not easily abandoned—even after the most well-meaning of political lead-
ers decide that the time has finally come to shift ground.

Such a shift cannot be imposed from outside without being discredited. It is up to
Arab democrats to convince their leaders and the wider populace to transcend a hobbled
pluralism that sometimes has inadvertently advanced illiberal Islamism. It is not enough
to warn governments—as Kuwait's Sheikh Saud al-Sabah has courageously done—
that their countries have "been kidnaped by groups that say that they are Islamic, while
in point of fact they ... want to climb over the regime's shoulders and dominate the
political process in the name of Islam."* What is needed is a new vision of authority,
one that makes the state responsible for creating the laws and institutions that give all
citizens the right to freely and peacefully adhere to their principles, customs, and reli-
gious beliefs, whether those be Islamic, feminist, liberal secularist, or Berber. Only then
will Arab states be in a position to move beyond mixed systems towards real competi-
tive democracy.

This lesson might be best applied by those states that are only now embarking on
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the process of political liberalization. The two most obvious candidates are Qatar and
Bahrain. In 1999 and 2000, respectively, the monarchs of both countries initiated po-
litical openings. Bahrain is in fact due to hold parliamentary elections in October 2002,
while Qatar will probably hold parliamentary elections to replace its 35-member Con-
sultative Council in 2003. Itis not surprising, however, that the ruling monarchs in both
countries have thus far opposed the creation of formal political parties. Although it is
too early to reach any definitive conclusions, quite possibly the strategic goal of re-
formists in Qatar and Bahrain is to promote mixed systems as alternatives to competi-
tive democratization.?” Given the size and wealth of both countries, this strategy may
well succeed. However, if it does, ten or twenty years from now success will exact its own
costs. A new generation of reformists may then emerge wishing that they were not haunted
by a legacy of survival strategies that encourage a controlled form of pluralism rather
than a genuine liberalism that is neither Western nor Islamic but is in fact universal.

Iran's reformists also have their regrets, although these are of a somewhat differ-
ent kind than those of their Arab analogues. In contrast to the Arab, and indeed the
wider Islamic, world, Iran was the only Islamic polity to experience a social revolution.
Although declared "Islamic" by its founding fathers, that revolution was in no sense
purely Islamic. Instead it was based on an amalgam of ideas and values taken as much
from the West as from Islamic-Shiite Iran. The dissonant vision was reflected in a coa-
lition of two forces: the clerical right, which claimed that Iran should be ruled strictly
by a clerical elite that had the requisite intellectual tools to divine the "true" meaning
ofthe Koran and the Islamic left, which argued that clerical rule had to be linked with,
if not subordinated to, a form of populist democracy in which the "masses" expressed
their opinions via elections and through the authority of the parliament.?® The contra-
dictions between these two visions were at first obscured by the late Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini's charisma. In the wake of his death in 1989, however, these two camps began
to go their opposite ways. This divorce was brought about in part by the clerical right's
decision to ban many prominent Islamic leftists from participating in the 1992 parlia-
mentary elections. Accused of lacking the requisite "Islamic" credentials, some Islamic
leftists began to rethink fundamental questions, such as the relationship between mosque
and state.

One of these revisionists was none other than Mohammad Khatami, who was forced
by hardliners to resign his position as Minister of Islamic Guidance in 1993. In the wake
of this event, Khatami began to quietly advocate the notion that the very success of the
Islamic Republic of Iran now hinged on getting the state out of the business of impos-
ing Islamic dogma. Directed at Iran's disaffected youth, in 1997 this inspiring message
eventually carried Khatami in to the presidency. His election was followed in 2000 by
parliamentary elections that gave the reformists a clear majority. Nevertheless, to their
dismay, Khatami and his allies could not overcome the well-institutionalized power of
a clerical elite for whom any talk of distancing mosque and state was tantamount to
heresy. Forced to reckon with an institutional and ideological legacy that he had helped
to sustain, Khatami tried to appease Ah Khamenei and his allies in the clerical estab-
lishment by moderating his calls for political change. By the time of Khatami's reelec-
tion in June 2001, the reform movement had been battered by a clerical elite that would
not countenance calls for even the most modest of political reforms. Although an ac-
commodation between reformists and conservative clerics may eventually emerge, a
major social explosion cannot be ruled out.
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While Iran's experience has much to teach the Arab world, the prevailing discourse
of most Arab Islamists suggests that such lessons have not been learned, much less
recognized. Iran's experience shows that if the state is the ultimate and sole arbiter of
what is "truly™ Islamic, there can be no religious or political freedom. As Abdolkarim
Soroush, one of Iran's leading philosophers (and a former Islamic leftist) has suggested,
while Islam and democracy are surely compatible, they are different things and can
only be conflated at great peril.” Even the most well-meaning quest to join the two by
creating an "Islamic democracy" inevitably puts power in the hands of those who wish
to limit democracy in the name of Islam. After all, the leaders of Egypt, Morocco, Jor-
dan, and Kuwait have always argued that democracy is acceptable so long as it is rooted
in a supposedly common religious or cultural "authenticity.” The problem is that the
substance of such authenticity can only be defined by the state itself. Arab Islamists
who are serious about democracy must grasp what many of their brothers and sisters in
Iran now know: While competitive democracies cannot determine the content of a
society's religious authenticity, they can create a framework by which free men and
women seek out that content for themselves.

Dr. Daniel Brumberg is an Associate Professor in the Department of Government at
Georgetown University and a Visiting Fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace. He has published widely on issues of political and social change in
the Islamic World. His most recent study, Reinventing Khomeini: The Struggle for Re-
form in Iran, was published by University of Chicago Press in 2001.
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War, Terrorism, and
Civil Liberties

John C. Harrison

Wars have costs. That is, goods must be traded for victory or the chance of victory. To
the extent that wars are financed through taxation or borrowing, the cost is distributed
among all the goods that money can buy. Often, however, war demands more specific
sacrifices, including the sacrifice of the precious good of civil liberty.

War is familiar enough, even to liberal democracies, that most of its costs for lib-
erty are familiar too. Dissent from government policy may obstruct the war effort, and
may even be designed to do so; so suppression of dissent becomes more palatable dur-
ing war. Students of the U.S. Constitution are quite familiar with this tendency, in part
because some of the Supreme Court's leading cases on free speech and the press came
from World War I. During that war, Congress passed and the administration of Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson vigorously enforced the Espionage Acts, which banned inter-
ference with the war, including criticism of the government. Other familiar costs in-
clude greater government secrecy, which interferes with democratic accountability,
and a tendency to be even more hostile than usual to marginal groups that may be sym-
pathetic to, or worse yet connected with, the enemy.

War on terrorism, though, is less familiar, at least to Americans. Its costs, and in
particular its costs in civil liberty, are therefore also less familiar. Right now, the United
States faces threats from people who are highly sophisticated organizationally and techno-
logically, some of who are prepared to die to accomplish their objective. These opponents
are able to inflict massive loss of life and vast destruction of property. The costs of allowing
them to succeed and the benefits of stopping them are thus enormous. That means that
the costs that must reasonably be borne in order to stop them are substantial.

Some of those costs will come in the form of lost liberty. The extent of our liberty
depends on the cost of supplying it, and when that cost changes substantially, we can
expect that there will be less liberty. With respect to terrorism, the cost of liberty is to
a significant extent the risk of terrorism: In some ways more liberty means more terror-
ism. As the harm from terrorism increases, and along with it the risk that terrorism im-
poses, liberty will cost more and we can expect to have less of it. This is so, not because
liberty has become any less precious or because governments have become any less
responsive to the people's demand for it, but because it has become more expensive.

There are at least two particular ways in which the change in risk, and hence the
change in cost and benefit, are reflected in the law. First, a sufficiently substantial risk
of terrorism, such as the United States may well now face, can lead the government to
depart from familiar features of its main tool for dealing with most dangers, the crimi-
nal law. This constitutes a move away from deterrence, which is how criminal law mainly
influences behavior, and toward prevention of especially dangerous actions through
means other than deterrence.

The second issue that arises out of the changed risk profile the United States now
confronts is the use of military commissions to try suspected terrorists. That issue is
basically about the structure of government and not about the content of the law. The
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use of military commissions, like the move away from deterrence, reflects a changed
configuration of risk and a resulting change in the trade-off between liberty and safety.

1.
There is a fundamental difference between governmental measures to combat terror-
ism, especially the kind of terrorism the United States now confronts, and ordinary crimi-
nal law. Criminal law is largely about deterrence, but counter-terrorism measures are
mainly about prevention through means other than deterrence.

In discussing trade-offs concerning serious risks, it is commonplace to observe that
people do not take all the precautions they could against even death itself. For example,
they climb up on ladders to perform routine household tasks that could be performed
some less dangerous way. In similar fashion, ordinary legal rules do not represent all
the precautions that could be taken even against homicide. They allow people access
to all sorts of dangerous instruments, such as baseball bats.

Some risk of murder is worth running because the cost of eliminating the risk altogether
is so high. Criminal punishment for murder goes a long way toward reducing that risk
in a pretty cost-effective way, but it is far from perfect. If it were, punishment would never
actually happen. Sometimes deterrence fails, and punishment must then be carried out.

Modern terrorism, however, presents different problems. First, the damage that
can be inflicted by technologically sophisticated and well-financed terrorists is immense.
Preventing 3,000 murders justifies much more severe steps than preventing only one.
Second, some terrorists are especially difficult to deter because they will willingly un-
dergo imprisonment and actually welcome death. Suicide bombers are the classic ex-
ample: A successful operation puts the terrorist beyond earthly punishment. In this
respect a war on terrorism, even when waged through the institutions of civilian law
enforcement, resembles a real war. In war, the main object is not to deter the enemy
but to defeat his forces and, if necessary, physically control his territory.

In preventing rather than deterring terrorism through the ordinary tools available
to them, governments generally follow two main strategies. Both are aimed at precursors to
acts of terror, and both seek to make those terrorist acts impossible. One involves physical
control of access to instrumentalities and targets of terror attacks. It seems desirable these
days to make it very difficult for potential terrorists to obtain the kind of explosives
that can be hidden in one's shoe, and also to make it very difficult for people with ex-
plosives in their shoes to enter public places such as airplanes. The other strategy seeks to
keep attacks from happening by identifying the people who are planning to commit
them, and putting those people in prison before they can do any serious damage.

Implementations of the first strategy have long been familiar to air travelers and
those who visit government buildings in the United States. For years now, in order to
get on an airplane or walk into a congressional office building, it has been necessary to
pass through a metal detector. Anyone who tries to walk around the detector will be
restrained, and any object identified as dangerous by the applicable rules will be con-
fiscated. Physical control of access to especially attractive targets has long been in place.
So has physical control of especially dangerous instrumentalities. Fewer of us are likely to
have encountered those controls first hand, because few of us even attempt to obtain, say,
plutonium. However, even people who have never tried to get into a nuclear fuel storage
facility generally know that doing so is difficult, and that the difficulty does not arise simply
from the deterrent effect of laws that make it a crime to do so without authorization.
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Recent events already have led to more of this, and may well lead to yet more. Access
to the U.S. Capitol is already more difficult than it had been, and security at sports events is
tighter than ever. In addition, we can be sure that, for example, measures to further restrict
access to potential weapons of mass destruction have certainly been put into place.

Although we may not immediately characterize them as such, strategies of physi-
cal control are a sacrifice of liberty in a quite fundamental sense. Doing what you like,
and in particular going where you want to, is liberty. That people generally accept these
limitations demonstrates not that there is no serious loss, but that the gain being sought
is significantly large, and the connection to prevention of terrorism sufficiently clear.

Physical prevention has weaknesses, one of which comes from the limits of imagina-
tion. In order to keep terror from happening it is necessary to have some idea about how it
may happen, and sufficiently creative terrorists can get around preventive measures
by devising means and identifying targets that had not occurred to anyone before. For
that reason among others, putting terrorists in jail before they strike—the second strat-
egy used to prevent terrorist acts—has a lot to be said for it. Without drastic increases
in the government's powers of detention, jailing terrorists can be done only through
criminal conviction. It is thus sound antiterror policy to identify acts that terrorists, and
they alone, engage in, to make those acts crimes, and to detect and punish them.

Sophisticated terrorism generally requires organization and preparation, and so the
natural strategy here is to emphasize the traditional legal tools that attack dangerous
organizations and preparation for crime. That means first of all the law of conspiracy,
which is aimed simultaneously at organization and preparation, and related crimes. Itis
noteworthy that Congress's first major legislation after September 11 made very few
changes in federal criminal law, but did create new conspiracy offenses. That legisla-
tion added a conspiracy component to each of several terror crimes, so that they cov-
ered not only the offense and attempts to commit it, but also conspiracies to do so.

Conspiracy prosecutions are a powerful and dangerous tool. In the wrong hands,
they are a threat. More interesting, however, is the idea that in the right hands they are
also a threat. Indeed, a law of conspiracy that is designed and administered so as to
strike at sophisticated criminal organizations is also likely to strike at the innocent and
the relatively innocent, not out of lack of concern for them, but despite that concern.
The virtue of an effective law of conspiracy is also its vice.

A criminal conspiracy is an agreement to engage in criminal activity, normally
combined with some overt step furthering the crime. Given good law enforcement in-
vestigative capabilities (which of course pose their own threat to liberty), conspiracy
prosecutions are quite well suited to a strategy of prevention. It is difficult to carry out
a major act of terror without substantial planning and coordination, and that planning
and coordination almost always will constitute a conspiracy. Terrorists generally have
to conspire before they act, and the more frightful the act they plan, the longer in ad-
vance they have to plan. Moreover, the vast bulk of innocent people do not do any-
thing that even resembles terrorist conspiracy.

Not everyone, however, is part of that vast bulk. Some innocent people may well
engage in the kind of action that easily could be mistaken for a crime of coordination.
Friends, family, and other associates of criminals regularly provide them with places to
stay, material support, and other forms of assistance. Sometimes the associates are quite
unaware of what is going on; sometimes they have their suspicions but keep those suspicions
to themselves; sometimes they are pretty sure that something unlawful is afoot; and some-
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times they actively desire to help with the crime. An associate who actively desires to help,
and possibly one at a lower level of culpability, is a pretty plausible target of a preven-
tive strategy. Those who genuinely do not know about the criminal plan are not.

Terrorists who plan carefully will plan with the law in mind, justas organized crimi-
nals do. Both groups know about the law of conspiracy, and in particular that it is about
agreements to act. Hence they create as little evidence as possible of such agreements.
Heads of criminal operations order murders by indirection. In turn, governments know
that their most dangerous enemies are very careful, and they adjust their rules and pro-
cedures in response. A criminal agreement can be proved with evidence far short of
signatures on the dotted line, and criminal conduct can be defined in a way that cap-
tures disguised coordination. An example of the latter is a provision in the USA Patriot
Act, passed by the U.S. Congress, that creates the new offense of knowingly harboring
or concealing terrorists. Even someone who does that may not really be a truly danger-
ous part of the conspiracy, but then again the harborer might well be the sort of person
who should be incarcerated for preventive purposes. In times like the present, legisla-
tures, prosecutors, judges, and juries are likely to err on the side of caution. They will
do that not because of any bad motive, but because the stakes are so high.

One approach, then, is for legislators to make behavior that appears to be marginal a
crime, realizing that some behavior that then appears to be criminal will in fact be inno-
cent but accepting that as the price of security. Another way of incapacitating terrorists through
the criminal law is to make more or less everything a crime and then prosecute those
people, but only those people, whom the executive believes to be dangerous.

While establishing a legal code under which everything is a crime may seem like a
bizarre step, there are very respectable legal scholars who believe that something close
to that is true in the United States. Those commentators maintain that while breathing
is not yet illegal, an enormous number of essentially unobjectionable business transac-
tions are federal mail fraud, and more generally that an enormous number of essen-
tially unobjectionable actions violate some federal statute. As a result, they argue, the
actual rules as to what is forbidden and what is permitted come not from the statutes
but from the prosecutorial policies of the Department of Justice.

This claim actually seems quite plausible, and to the extent that this is not yet true,
Congress could fairly easily go a long way toward making it so. For example, Congress
could make the already burdensome and labyrinthine rules concerning financial trans-
actions so complex and demanding that everyone who transfers or spends money will
have committed an offense. (Itis possible that the banking law as modified by the USA
Patriot Act already does that; the law is too intricate for a lawyer to answer that ques-
tion without days of study, which suggests just how serious the possibility is.)

Even prosecutors who are sincerely trying to incapacitate only terrorists will make
mistakes in deciding whom to prosecute. Indeed, given the stakes, we can say fairly
confidently that an attorney general who prosecuted only terrorists would not be serv-
ing the country well. Suppose that after prosecuting everyone who was absolutely,
positively a terrorist, the Justice Department had a list of ten people, each of who had
a 90 percent likelihood of being extremely dangerous. Someone who is 90 percent likely
to attempt a mass murder should be injail, yet if those ten are all prosecuted and incar-
cerated, it is more likely than not that at least one innocent person will be locked up.

It is always true that some innocent people will be convicted if the standard for
conviction is less than absolute certainty (and if the standard is absolute certainty, then
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probably no one will be convicted at all). When the aim of the criminal law is deter-
rence, the rate of convicting the innocent can be fairly low. Deterrence requires that
the rate of convicting the guilty be substantial, but it need not be overwhelmingly high,
especially if Penalties are sufficiently severe that they will deter even when discounted
by a relatively low likelihood of punishment. Thus a system oriented toward deterrence
can be one in which it is better that ten guilty people go free than that one innocent
person be punished. Prevention through incapacitation does not work that way, at least
not if the harm to be prevented is grave enough. If the benefits of jailing terrorists are
enormous, they will justify jailing more nonterrorists.

Moreover, substantive criminal laws and prosecution policies that are aimed at
preventing terrorism will inflict a second kind of injury on liberty. Not only will people
who engage in innocent conduct go to jail, but people will be deterred from engaging in
the kind of innocent conduct that could send them to jail. (Deterrence is unavoidable,
whether or not it is the main purpose of a criminal prohibition.) Again, preventing ter-
rorism, rather than just deterring it, entails much loss of liberty. It does so, not because
of the dangerous tendencies of governments, but because of the inevitability of error
even by governments that are acting in good faith.

2.

Talk is cheap, and the explicit protections of liberty found in written constitutions of-
ten turn out to be mere parchment barriers, as the American framers often put it. The
most reliable, and maybe the only really effective, constitutional rules are those that
determine the structure of government. Those rules are in general very hard to depart
from, and they have predictable consequences that designers of constitutions can rely
on. American political and constitutional history has been shaped far more by the four-
year presidential term than by many other more weighty provisions.

Structural protections of civil liberty are therefore of fundamental importance, and
recent events have brought to the fore the most basic of those protections: prosecution
of crime before an independent judiciary. A first reading of the Constitution suggests
that it provides for this quite straightforwardly. Article 111 grants the judicial power to
courts staffed by life-tenured judges, and if anything is the exercise of judicial power,
it is the trial of crimes. Such trials, Article I11 goes on to say, shall be by jury. Juries,
coming from the body of the people and blending back into it when they are done,
achieve independence through short rather than long tenure, but they too are inde-
pendent.

Many countries have found their ordinary judicial structure ill-suited to prosecut-
ing terrorists and have resorted to extraordinary measures. Not long after the Septem-
ber 11 attacks, President George W. Bush issued an executive order providing for the
trial of terrorists before military commissions. Such commissions need not follow the
procedures used in ordinary U.S. federal courts, many of which are dictated by the
Constitution, and their judges and juries, members of the military hierarchy, would be
the opposite of independent.

As is so often the case in the United States, debate on this possibility has inter-
twined arguments about desirable policy and arguments about the Constitution. From
the standpoint of policy, trying accused terrorists before military commissions reflects
a re-weighing of the risk calculation that underlies the ordinary criminal structure and
procedure. Military tribunals differ from civilian courts in three main ways. First, they
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are composed of military personnel. Second, their existence and the contents of their
proceedings can be kept secret from the world at large. Finally, some of the evidence
presented to them can be kept secret from the defendants and their counsel.

If the purpose of a criminal justice system is to convict the guilty and acquit the
innocent at a reasonable cost, those three features have advantages and disadvantages.
Whether they are on balance a good idea depends on the risks associated with those
advantages and disadvantages, and the important consideration about terrorism is, as
we have seen, that it changes the risk situation.

Military personnel are in an obvious way more closely affiliated with the execu-
tive and the legislature than are life-tenured judges and amateur jurors. As a result,
they are more likely to respond to the institutional imperatives of the two elected
branches as well as the current demands of the voters who do the electing. In times of
crisis, those demands may focus more on convicting and punishing someone than on
convicting and punishing the right people. However, while that disadvantage is plain
enough, one specific virtue of military judges and jurors is that they are more indepen-
dent than civilians in an important way. Because it is easier for the government to pro-
tect them, and perhaps because they are in the business of being at personal risk, they
are less likely to be intimated by terrorists. Remember that while politicians and their
constituents may be clamoring for the conviction of the innocent, terrorist friends of
terrorist accused will be clamoring for the acquittal of the guilty.

Secrecy, as against the public and the defendant, has advantages that are once again
easy to see. Trials of terrorists, including members of terrorist organizations who are
not actually guilty of the crimes charged, are magnets for terrorism. Making all the
government's evidence available to the defendant runs the risk of exposing intelligence
sources and methods, with a variety of negative consequences, including the ultimate
negative consequence of death for some informants.

Secrecy also has costs. Criminal proceedings that the public does not know about
are a favorite tool of tyrannies, and even largely benevolent governments will be tempted
to limit their public accountability by limiting the public knowledge on which it de-
pends. While the public may be confident that the U.S. government is very unlikely to
use that secrecy simply to have its enemies shot, the cover of confidentiality can be
used for less appalling but still ignoble purposes.

In this context too, the costs of attractive antiterror tools must be paid even when
the government is not trying to do anything nefarious. Very likely the president would
be happy for the public to know that major terrorists were on trial and would be happy
to make public the evidence showing their guilt. Indeed, he would be especially happy
for foreign governments and their citizens to see that evidence. As for secrecy from the
defendant, a government that is trying to convict the guilty but only the guilty will rec-
ognize such secrecy as a handicap. In particular the courts, who are especially charged
with that function whether they be military or civilian, will realize that they cannot do
their job optimally when the participant with the strongest incentive to challenge the
government's evidence is not properly able to do so. Adversary legal systems rest in
large part on the power of that incentive. Military commissions have value, but as al-
ways that value comes at a price.

In the American legal system, questions of policy often cannot be considered with-
out taking into account constitutional limitations. Military commissions raise hard ques-
tions under the Constitution. They have no natural place in the American constitutional
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structure. As executive agencies, they should not be exercising judicial power, and the
trial of crimes is a central aspect of judicial power. Yet the Supreme Court has ap-
proved them in certain circumstances. Whether that approval has much to do with then-
latest proposed use is an open question.

Although the Court's leading case on this subject, Ex parte Quirin, is not easy to
interpret, it has a teaching that emerges with a little careful thought. Quirin approved
the military commission that tried eight members of the German military who landed
secretly in the United States, buried their uniforms, and went on a mission of sabotage
in civilian dress. The case holds that the ordinary civilian courts, including the Supreme
Court itself, have no jurisdiction to interfere with such tribunals. It is best understood
in contrast with the precedent on which the German petitioners chiefly relied, Ex parte
Milligan, which was decided shortly after the Civil War. Milligan, an American citizen
resident in Indiana, was alleged to have conspired with Confederate agents. He was
charged with treason, tried before a military commission, convicted, and sentenced to
be executed. The Supreme Court found that the military commission had no jurisdic-
tion because it could not try a civilian for an ordinary criminal offense when the regular
courts were functioning and perfectly capable of conducting trials for treason.

Quirin distinguished Milligan on the ground that Milligan was not a belligerent,
not a member of the enemy forces. Military commissions, Quirin explained, are an
exercise, not of the normal civil power to keep the peace and punish criminals, but of
the power to make war. As such, military commissions apply the law of war, and the
offenses they punish are war crimes. Quirin and the other German defendants were
charged, not with conspiracy to destroy government property or some other civilian
criminal offense, but with conducting military operations out of uniform—spying. A
few years after that war was over, the Court for similar reasons approved the trial by
military commission of General Yamashita of the Japanese Imperial forces. He too was
accused of a war crime, that of permitting his troops to inflict atrocities on civilians.
Yamashita was not charged with murder for ordering the combat deaths of American
soldiers, although of course he had done that too. Those orders were acts of lawful
belligerency. They were acts, but not crimes, of war.

This focus on the war power and the law of war fits military commissions into the
American constitutional structure, although still a little uncomfortably. In ordinary cir-
cumstances the law of war is part of the relationship between belligerents. That rela-
tionship has its own rules, the most basic of which is that the use of force is permitted
when otherwise it would be forbidden. In addition, Quirin and similar cases assume
that there is a structural difference. The power to make war includes the power to hold
the other side to the law of war.

While the Constitution has no direct indication ofthis, so that the fit is indeed some-
what uncomfortable, in most wars that discomfort can be limited because the jurisdic-
tion of military commissions is itself intrinsically limited. From the standpoint of the
side that is applying the law of war, the limitation derives from the fact that war crimes
are themselves an exception to an exception, and hence can be committed only when
the primary exception applies. The primary exception, the reason General Yamashita
was not guilty of murder, is the rule that excepts acts of lawful belligerence from the
ordinary criminal and private law. It is a defense to a charge of murder, or to a civil
action for wrongful death, that the defendant and the victim were soldiers and the
victim's death was consistent with the rules of civilized warfare. Only deaths not con-
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sistent with those rules, for example one inflicted by a soldier out of uniform in enemy
territory, fall outside the primary exception and are war crimes.

So under Quirin, to convene a military commission is to accord to the enemy the
status of a belligerent. Only someone who is at war can violate the law of war, and
military commissions apply the law of war, not the civilian law. Ordinary criminals do
not have the privileges of belligerents, and the U.S. government is not about to accord
them those privileges. The price of subjecting criminals to the law of war and trying
them with military commissions would be too high.

A similarly self-limiting logic applies from the standpoint of the side to which the law of
war is to be applied. A political organization that plans to use force, whether a state or a great
robber band that has taken up politics, ordinarily must decide whether to take on the status
of a belligerent. If it does not, its use of force almost always will be subject to criminal
prosecution, which is a cost. Prosecution, however, will take place in civilian courts
with their many protections for defendants, which is a benefit. Conversely, ifthe orga-
nization decides to act as a belligerent, it receives the benefit of the privilege to use
force under the law of war. At the same time, it bears the cost that its members' war
crimes, the exception to the exception concerning the use of force, may be prosecuted
before military commissions that are not as protective of defendants as civilian courts.
The presence of costs and benefits on both sides means that the choice has consequences.

So goes the normal logic of belligerency and the law of war. Some political organi-
zations that use force, however, do not fit in so neatly. Terrorist organizations that are
not states and have no ambition to become states, organizations such as A1 Qaeda per-
haps, have different incentives. In order to take advantage of the privilege of waging
lawful war, a political organization must use force through something resembling a
conventional military. Military forces must have a command structure, must distinguish
themselves from civilians through distinctive dress, must carry their arms openly, and
must limit themselves to lawful military targets. This means that they may not attack
civilians. Deviations from those norms, like spying, sabotage while in disguise, and
attacks on civilians, are war crimes.

Terrorist organizations are distinct from normal military forces in that they have no
interest in openly attacking military targets. Their central strategy is one of disguised
attack on nonmilitary targets (or unlawful attack on military targets). To put the point
more starkly, everything they plan to do would be a war crime if they were subject to
the law of war. To them, the privilege of lawful war is valueless, and they have no
incentive to purchase it by subjecting themselves to the law of war and in particular to
military commissions. They would rather just be criminals.

Itis natural to think that no sensible legal system would allow terrorists, of all people,
to play a game like this, in which they demand the protection of the rule of law while
engaging in what amounts to unlawful warfare. Yet ordinary criminals are entitled to
the rule of law, depraved and dangerous though they may be. One reason the U.S. govern-
ment usually may not make its war on crime literal is that to do so would relax the other side
of the law of war's self-limiting logic: Normally, in order to subject a group to the law
of war it is necessary to concede to them the privilege to engage in lawful combat.

Groups like A1 Qaeda thus do not fit well into the structure that the Supreme Court
has found implicit in the Constitution, a structure that sharply separates belligerency
with its benefits and burdens from crime with its benefits and burdens. One possible
answer is that an organization that does not claim the privilege of warfare must be treated
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like a criminal band, even ifit is an especially dangerous criminal band and the benefits
of applying the law of war are substantial. The main argument in favor of this position
is that without the sharp delineation between belligerency and crime, the government
will be able to treat any criminal, or at least any dangerous criminal, as an enemy, and
thereby subvert the structure of government and the liberty it protects.

While that may be the correct answer under the U.S. Constitution, it is not clearly so. It
may be possible to maintain the necessary line between law enforcement and war without
relying on the ordinary line between statelike belligerents and criminals. Several substitutes
for that line have been proposed. Some may not be promising, but at least one is.

President Bush's executive order authorizes trial by military commission only for
persons who are not citizens of the United States. While it is true that the Constitution
is more generous to citizens than to noncitizens, it is unlikely that the distinction mat-
ters in this context. For one thing, the fundamental objection to military commissions
that are not legitimate exercises of the war power is that they depart from the
Constitution's structural allocation of authority. They are an attempt by the executive
to exercise the judicial power. Unlike the provisions that explicitly protect individual
rights, the structural parts of the Constitution make no distinction between citizens and
aliens. Congress may not try aliens for offenses before one of its subcommittees any
more than the courts may adopt statutes so long as they apply only to noncitizens.
Moreover, there is an individual-rights provision that is thought substantially to over-
lap with the structural separation of executive and judicial power, the Due Process Clause
of the Fifth Amendment. That clause secures due process of law to all persons, notjust
citizens, and the fact that it extends to all persons, and in particular aliens, is a well-
established feature of constitutional law.

Another possible line involves not people but places. Perhaps military commissions
operating outside the United States may exercise authority that only an ordinary court
(an Article Il court) could exercise in American territory. There is something to this
suggestion, but I think not nearly enough to support a broad role for military commis-
sions in trying accused terrorists. Despite indications to the contrary in the Constitution's
text, it is now generally accepted that the federal separation of powers does not oper-
ate in its normal form in all places. It does not even operate in American territories that
are not states, such as Puerto Rico. For many years Congress has provided those terri-
tories with courts staffed by judges who do not enjoy the life tenure conferred by Ar-
ticle 111 of the Constitution.

More to the point here is the long-standing historical practice under which military
courts resolve civil disputes and punish crimes in places outside the United States that
have been occupied by American forces. The logic of this practice is straightforward
enough: Military occupation displaces ordinary civil government, and so it becomes
the obligation of the occupiers to perform the basic functions of government, including
establishing justice. While sometimes important, this practice does not mean that the
federal executive may exercise judicial power as long as the instrumentalities through
which it does so operate outside the United States. Rather, it means that when Ameri-
can armed forces administer foreign territory, they may perform judicial functions. Few if
any terrorists are likely to operate in American-occupied places (of which there are virtually
none right now). They operate in the United States and in foreign countries that are not
subject to American military jurisdiction, and do not come within this exception.

Military commissions such as those contemplated by President Bush's order nev-
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ertheless may be consistent with the Constitution, because the law of war's scope may
not be limited to those who accept and seek to abide by it. Instead, the law of war and
hence the war power under the Constitution may extend to some violent organizations
that neither seek its privileges nor concede its limitations. Whether it does so is a diffi-
cult question about which the Constitution itself offers hardly any guidance and consti-
tutional practice offers precious little. Despite that, the basic rationale of the law of
war itself may provide a signpost.

To make out that signpost, we need to think about the principle that the legitimate
uses of force in war are much broader than in ordinary civilian law enforcement. While
reasonable and even deadly force may be used to make an arrest, simply killing sus-
pected criminals is not permissible. In similar fashion, while the FBI may demand that
a fugitive come out with his hands up, it may not demand an unconditional surrender.
Suspects who surrender keep all their rights.

Why does that make sense? One leading reason is that war is part of the relations
between states, and states pose a special threat to one another precisely because they
are political organizations that use force to accomplish their ends. As political organi-
zations, states are concerned not simply with the material gain of their members or lead-
ers, but with the basic rules that structure all interactions; they are about power. That
can make their interests antagonistic to those of another state in a fundamental sense.
The fact that states use force to sustain their claims means that their clashes of interest
are especially dangerous. Combined, these factors make governments special. People
who use force for private gain are dangerous but usually not in a basic sense, and non-
violent political organizations operate within the structures set by governments.

Many readers will find the natural analogy between states and terrorist organiza-
tions somewhat, but only somewhat, persuasive. The sticking point, I think, is a reluc-
tance to come to the conclusion that all terrorists, considered as such, are at war with
the states they target and therefore may be subjected to warlike force. Granted that the
Red Brigades or the Weather Underground were dangerous, would it have been per-
missible for law enforcement agencies simply to bomb the places where their members
gathered, accepting innocent deaths as the kind of unintended damage that may be
inflicted when a legitimate military target is attacked? Many will say no.

If there is a difference between the Weather Underground and Al Qaeda as it is
currently known to the public, that difference is one of degree and not kind. Legal rules
routinely make such distinctions, and when so much is at stake, it is certainly plausible
to say that an especially dangerous political organization in its use of force should be
treated like a state for purposes of the war power. To see the value of this argument, we
need only counter the hypothetical military attack on the Weather Underground with
the very real attacks on A1 Qaeda camps in Afghanistan. If those were justified as such
(and not on the rationale that A1 Qaeda was indistinguishable from the government of
Afghanistan), then at some point military measures may properly be used against ter-
rorism. In turn, if that is so, then probably military commissions may be used to try
members of such organizations.

Taking the Quirin case as the leading authority assumes that any exception to the
ordinary rules of constitutional structure comes from the war power. That is the power
with which the United States deals with enemy belligerents and those who are consti-
tutionally in the same category, as members of some terrorist organizations may be.
President Bush's executive order, however, is not necessarily limited to war crimes.
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That may be because it is not clear whether the acts of terror on September 11 were
war crimes even if their perpetrators are legally capable of waging war and hence le-
gally capable of committing a war crime.

Neither Quirin nor the war power on which it rests supports trying terrorists for
offenses that are not war crimes. Yet the president's order appears to leave open that
possibility, and the policy arguments offered in favor of military tribunals, mainly hav-
ing to do with their greater security and reduced vulnerability to manipulation by de-
fense counsel, certainly are not limited to war crimes. This possibility is important enough
to justify some speculation about a possible role for military commissions that goes
beyond that contemplated in war crimes cases like Quirin and Yamashita.

In the post-Civil War case of Ex Parte Milligan, the Court's majority assumed
that the U.S. Constitution contemplates martial law. The Court did not elaborate much
on this because it concluded that Milligan's trial was not pursuant to martial law as the
majority conceived it, so it did not have to say much about when martial law applies.
The justices seemed to assume that when civil order has broken down so that the ordi-
nary courts are incapable of performing their functions, military rule and military jus-
tice may be permissible. That possibility was irrelevant to Milligan's situation, as his
alleged crimes and trial took place in Indiana, where, as the Court explained, the state
government remained loyal, the authority of the United States was not in practice chal-
lenged, and the ordinary civil courts continued to function.

From these hints, one could assemble another implicit exception to the Constitution's
structure, one that allows the armed forces, which is to say the executive, to provide
justice and punish crimes when order has so collapsed that the normal courts cannot
operate. Indeed, an inability of the regular courts to maintain order because they are
resisted by force too great for them triggers the president's power to restore tranquility
with the army and the militia under statutes that date back to the first Washington ad-
ministration. (Those statutes are sometimes colloquially known as the Riot Act.)

As understood in Milligan, that exception operates in space, as does the exception
for military occupation; indeed, the two resemble one another in that martial law is like
a military occupation of the homeland itself. Perhaps the exception also operates in the
abstract space of the relations between a government and organizations that threaten
it, so that martial law may be established between the United States and terrorist groups.
This possibility, although intriguing, is so speculative that we can say little about it other
than to identify it. Because Quirin is an actual Supreme Court precedent and any other
theory for the use of military commissions is much less firmly grounded, it seems likely
that if such commissions are convened the administration will do its best to justify them
as an exercise of the ordinary war power.

To say that it is permissible to try members of terrorist organizations for violations
of the law of war, just as it is permissible to try soldiers for violations of the law of war,
raises a somewhat technical legal issue that is interesting and important. Quirin, Milligan,
and Yamashita are alike not only in the substantive issues they raise but in the proce-
dural mechanism they employed, probably the most famous procedural mechanism in
Anglo-American law: the writ of habeas corpus.

Habeas corpus is called the Great Writ for a reason. It is the procedure through
which the division of the executive and judicial powers is brought to bear on the most
fundamental of personal interests: natural liberty and life itself. Although American
law now knows the writ mainly as a means by which federal courts exercise a form of
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appellate review over state court criminal convictions, that function is an offshoot of a
function that is more basic both historically and substantively. In its origins, and still
today, a petition for a writ of habeas corpus is filed by an individual who is held in
custody, deprived of natural liberty, by the executive and who wishes to challenge the
legality of that custody in the courts.

Quirin and his fellows were being held by the army pending trial before a military
commission. They sought judicial relief from that detention through habeas corpus,
arguing that the military commission had no authority to try them; in lawyer's terms,
that it had nojurisdiction. As the law of habeas corpus provides and as the Court made
clear in Quirin, the only issue raised by the petition for habeas was that of the military's
jurisdiction. Whether Quirin and the others were guilty or innocent was not before the
Article in courts. The question they addressed, and that the Supreme Court decided adversely
for Quirin and the others, was whether the question of guilt or innocence could be
conclusively resolved by the military commission. Once its jurisdiction was affirmed
and habeas relief denied, the military tribunal adjudicated the charges of spying.

Quirin and those tried with him were subject to the jurisdiction of a military tribu-
nal because of their status as hostile belligerents. In converse fashion, Milligan was not
subject to such jurisdiction because he was a civilian and not a belligerent, not a mem-
ber of an armed force. Jurisdiction, which is adjudicated by the ordinary courts in ha-
beas proceedings, thus depends on the defendant's status. In an ordinary war, there is
a sharp distinction between being a belligerent and being a war criminal. There was no
serious dispute about General Yamashita's status as an enemy soldier, but he denied
that he had committed war crimes. In passing on the habeas petitions by Quirin and
Yamashita, the federal courts were in part resolving a factful question that was quite
unrelated to guilt and in those cases was easy, and indeed was conceded on all hands.

However, terrorists do not wear uniforms, so identifying someone as a member of
a terrorist organization is not as easy as identifying an enemy soldier as such. What is
even more important is that the government's reason to believe that someone is amember
of a terrorist organization is quite likely to rest on the kind of highly sensitive informa-
tion that military commissions are supposed to protect. (There is, moreover, the addi-
tional problem of deciding what it means to be a member of an organization that prob-
ably does not have membership cards or a mailing list.) Yet an accused terrorist held
for trial before such atribunal is entitled, through habeas, to have an ordinary court test
the commission's jurisdiction by deciding the question of membership. Most likely, those
proceedings would be treated as civil and not criminal under long-standing habeas prin-
ciples, but even civil proceedings in civilian courts have more procedural demands,
and in particular more publicity, than trials before military tribunals. Thus in order to
establish military jurisdiction, the government may have to give the civilian courts the
very information it is trying to keep out of them.

Constitutions are said not to be suicide pacts, and the U.S. Constitution limits even
the Great Writ. Congress has power, in case of invasion or domestic violence, to sus-
pend the writ. It rarely does so, and whether the recent terrorist attacks constitute an inva-
sion is a nice question. The existence of that power, in addition to its practical implications
for military commissions, is a reminder that some goods have to be bought with liberty.

John C. Harrison is professor of law and Class of 1966 Research Professor at the
University of Virginia.



Introduction to Country and
Related Territory Reports

The Freedom in the World 2001-2002 survey contains reports on 192 countries and
17 related and disputed territories. Each country report begins with a section contain-
ing basic political, economic, and social data arranged in the following categories:
polity, economy, population, purchasing power parities (PPP), life expectancy,
ethnic groups, capital, political rights [numerical rating], civil liberties [numerical
rating], and status [Free, Partly Free, or Not Free]. Each territory report begins with a
section containing the same data, except for PPP and life expectancy figures.

The polity category contains an encapsulated description of the dominant centers
of freely chosen or unelected political power in each country or territory. The follow-
ing polity descriptions were used in this year's survey: presidential—the president
enjoys predominant power beyond ceremonial functions, while the legislature, ifthere
is one, enjoys limited or no independence from the executive; parliamentary—the
government (i.e., prime minister, cabinet) is approved by the legislature, and the head
of state, ifthere is one, enjoys a largely ceremonial role; presidential-parliamentary—
the president enjoys predominant power beyond ceremonial functions, and the gov-
ernment is approved by the legislature; traditional chiefs—traditional chiefs wield
significant political power; traditional monarchy—the country's monarch enjoys pre-
dominant power through hereditary rule (as opposed to a constitutional monarchy);
principality—the country's monarch is a prince who may enjoy either predominant
power or a largely ceremonial role (constitutional monarchy); dominant party—the
ruling mass-based party or front dominates the government, while allowing other parties
to organize and compete short of taking control of the government; one party—abso-
lute rule is enjoyed by the one legal party in the country; military—the military en-
joys predominant power, despite the possible existence of a head of state or legisla-
ture; international protectorate—an international governing body, such as the United
Nations, administers the country. In addition, the term "democracy" may be added to
those polities in which the most recent national elections met minimum standards for
free and fair elections as judged by international observers.

Polities may be modified by one or more of the following descriptions: insurgency,
military-dominated, military-influenced, clergy-dominated, dominant party, federal,
transitional, post-conflict. While the preceding list of polities may be applied to most
countries, exceptions do occur. In those rare cases where the polities listed above do
not adequately reflect the current situation in a particular country, other polity de-
scriptions have been used.

The reports contain a brief description of the economy of each country or terri-
tory. Non-industrial economies are called traditional or pre-industrial. Developed
market economies and developing countries with a modern market sector have the
designation capitalist. Mixed capitalist countries combine predominantly private
enterprise with substantial government involvement in the economy for social wel-
fare purposes. Capitalist-statist economies have both large market sectors and gov-
ernment-owned productive enterprises. Mixed capitalist-statist economies have the
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characteristics of capitalist-statist economies, as well as major social welfare programs.
Statist economies place virtually the entire economy under direct or indirect govern-
mental control. Mixed statist economies are primarily government-controlled, but also
have significant private enterprise. Economies in transition between statist and capi-
talist forms may have the word "transitional™ included in their economy description.

The population and life expectancy figures were obtained from the 2001 World
Population Data Sheet of the Population Reference Bureau. Life expectancy figures
for Andorra, Liechtenstein, and Monaco were not available. Population figures for
territories were obtained from sources including the The World Almanac and Book of
Facts 2002, the World Gazetteer, and the Unrepresented Nations and Peoples Organi-
zation (UNPO).

The purchasing power parities (PPP) show per capita gross domestic product
(GDP) in terms of international dollars in order to account for real buying power. These
figures were obtained from the 2001 United Nations Development Program Human
Development Report. For some countries, especially tiny island nations, this informa-
tion was not available.

Information about the ethnic groups in a country or territory is provided in order
to assist with the understanding of certain issues, including minority rights, addressed
by the survey. The primary sources used to obtain this information were The World
Almanac and Book of Facts 2002 and the CIA World Factbook 2001.

The political rights and civil liberties categories contain numerical ratings be-
tween 1 and 7 for each country or territory rated, with 1 representing the most free and
7 the least free. The status designation of Free, Partly Free, or Not Free, which is
determined by the combination of the political rights and civil liberties ratings, indi-
cates the general state of freedom in a country or territory. The ratings of countries or
territories which have improved or declined since the previous survey are indicated
by asterisks next to the ratings. Positive or negative trends which do not warrant a
ratings change since the previous year may be indicated by upward or downward trend
arrows, which are located next to the name ofthe country or territory. A briefexpla-
nation of ratings changes or trend arrows is provided for each country or territory as
required. For a full description of the methods used to determine the survey's ratings,
please see the chapter on the survey's methodology.

Following the section on political, economic, and social data, each country report
is divided into two parts: an overview, and an analysis of political rights and civil
liberties. The overview provides a brief historical background and a description of
major current events. The political rights and civil liberties section summarizes each
country or territory's degree of respect for the rights and liberties which Freedom House
uses to evaluate freedom in the world.

The related and disputed territory reports follow the country reports. In most cases,
they are comparatively brief and contain fewer categories of information than do the
country essays.
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T Afghanistan

Polity: Transitional Political Rights: 7

Economy: Mixed statist Civil Liberties: 7

Population: 26,800,000 Status: Not Free

PPP: na

Life Expectancy: 45

Ethnic Groups: Pashtun (38 percent), Tajik (25 percent),
Hazara (19 percent), Uzbek (6 percent), other (12 percent)
Capital: Kabul

Trend Arrow: Afghanistan received an upward trend arrow because of the installation
of a broad-based interim government, an easing of repression, and reduced civil conflict.

Overview: Afghanistan's war-ravaged population had its first real pros-
pects for peace in years in late 2001 after American-led mili-
tary strikes and Afghan opposition forces routed the ultracon-

servative Taliban movement that had ruled the impoverished country for five years. It

was not clear, however, whether the Taliban's overthrow would bring the stability
needed to rebuild a country wracked by severe food shortages, three years of drought,
and 22 years of civil conflict.

A broad-based, interim government that took office in December, led by Pashtun
tribal leader Hamid Karzai, enjoyed the backing of the West and the United Nations,
and the nominal support of Afghanistan's post-Taliban provincial governors. However,
it had little real authority outside Kabul. Throughout the rugged countryside, military
commanders, tribal leaders, rogue warlords, and petty bandits held sway. This patch-
work of local control plus the onset of the harsh Afghan winter complicated efforts by
international aid agencies to help the roughly one-third of Afghanistan's population
that depends on food aid for its survival. Thousands of Afghans returned to their homes
once the American bombing campaign ended, but at year's end upwards of 1.1 million
civilians remained displaced within the country. Many had left their homes long before
the latest crisis began, in search of food or to flee fighting.

Karzai, meanwhile, faced the daunting tasks of setting up working government in-
stitutions almost from scratch and maintaining an uneasy power-sharing arrangement
between representatives of ethnic Pashtuns, who are Afghanistan's largest ethnic group,
and minority Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Hazaras. Those groups dominated the Northern Alli-
ance coalition that for years fought a losing campaign against the Pashtun-based Taliban
until the United States and its allies intervened.

The United States launched the campaign, which featured daily aerial bombings
and the aid of American, British, and Australian troops, to capture or kill Saudi militant
Osama bin Laden, destroy the Afghanistan operations of his A1l Qaeda terrorist net-
work, and punish the Taliban for harboring him. Washington accused bin Laden of
masterminding the September 11 terrorist attacks on New York's World Trade Center
and the Pentagon.

Located at the crossroads of the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Indian subcon-
tinent, Afghanistan has for centuries been caught in the middle of great power and re-
gional rivalries. After besting Russia in a nineteenth-century contest for influence in
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Afghanistan, Britain recognized the country as an independent monarchy in 1921. King
Zahir Shah ruled from 1933 until being deposed in a 1973 coup. Afghanistan has been
in continuous civil conflict since 1978, when a Communist coup set out to transform this
highly traditional society. The Soviet Union invaded on Christmas Day in 1979 and installed
a pro-Moscow Communist faction. Until they finally withdrew in 1989, more than 100,000
Soviet troops faced fierce resistance from U.S.-backed mujahideen (guerrilla fighters).

The ethnic-based mujahideen factions overthrew the Communist government in
1992, and then battled each other for control of Kabul, killing more than 25,000 civil-
ians in the capital by 1995. Until the mid-1990s, the main forces were the Pashtun-
based Hizb-i-Islami (Islamic Party) and the Tajik-dominated Jamiat-i-Islami (Islamic
Association). The rural-based Pashtuns form a near majority in Afghanistan and have
ruled for most of the past 250 years.

Drawn largely from students in Islamic schools, the Taliban militia entered the fray
in 1995 and, in 1996, seized control of Kabul from a nominal government headed by
the Jamiat's Burhanuddin Rabbani. Defeating or buying off mujahideen commanders,
the Taliban soon controlled most of the mountainous country, except for parts of northern
and central Afghanistan, which remained in the hands of the Northern Alliance. Paki-
stan and Saudi Arabia were the Taliban's main supporters, while Iran, Russia, India,
and Central Asian states backed the Northern Alliance.

By the time the American-led strikes began on October 7, 2001, the Taliban con-
trolled roughly 95 percent of Afghanistan. After holding out for several weeks, the
movement crumbled quickly throughout the country. The Taliban lost Kabul to North-
ern Alliance forces in November and then on December 7 surrendered the southern
city of Kandahar, the movement's spiritual headquarters.

The UN-brokered deal that put Karzai in office sought to balance demands for power
by victorious Tajik, Uzbek, and Hazara military commanders with the reality that many
Pashtuns would not trust a government headed by ethnic minorities. Karzai, 44, named
18 Northern Alliance officials to his 30-member cabinet. They included Northern Al-
liance military leader Mohammad Fahim as defense minister. Fahim had taken com-
mand of Northern Alliance troops in September after two men posing as Arab journal-
ists had assassinated his predecessor, Ahmad Shah Masood, the storied anti-Soviet
resistance leader. Karzai, moreover, is expected to be in office only until June 2002,
when exiled monarch Zahir Shar, 87, will convene a loyajirga, a traditional council of
tribal elders and other notables. That body will name a government that will rule for
two years, pending elections.

As Karzai's government got down to work in Kabul, relief workers in the country-
side struggled to meet the needs of thousands of displaced and refugee Afghans who
were returning to their homes and the millions more who needed food aid. Relief work-
ers blamed the severe food shortages on a three-year drought, the worst in decades,
and the civil conflict.

At year's end, some 80,000 Afghan refugees had returned from Pakistan and Iran
since late November, according to the UN High Commissioner for Refugees. The
Geneva-based agency warned, however, that Afghanistan needs large amounts of hu-
manitarian relief and reconstruction aid before any large-scale refugee returns would
be possible. Even before the latest crisis began, Pakistan had hosted around 2 million
Afghan refugees, and Iran another 1.5 million. Most had fled fighting, while many newer
arrivals desperately sought food.
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Adding to the difficulty of providing relief, fighting continued in parts of Afghani-
stan at year's end, while warlords were setting up numerous checkpoints to extort money
from travelers. The first lightly armed British troops of a foreign security force for the
capital began patrolling Kabul in December. U.S. and anti-Taliban forces, however,
were still confronting pockets of resistance from some Taliban soldiers and the mainly
Arab Al-Qaeda fighters, and were mounting cave-to-cave searches for bin Laden and
Taliban leader Mullah Mohammed Omar. Meanwhile, Pashtun chieftains with few ties
to Karzai's government were carving out their own fiefs in much of southern and east-
ern Afghanistan.

Political Rights As 2001 ended, Afghanistan had only a nominal government
and Civil Liberties: in Kabul and most Afghans enjoyed few basic rights. With
the Taliban routed, residents of the capital and other cities
were able to go about their daily lives with far less harassment. Basing its rule on a
strict interpretation of the Sharia (Islamic law) and the harsh Pashtun social code of
rural Afghanistan, the Taliban had placed tight restrictions on nearly all aspects of so-
cial and religious life. At year's end, however, it was not clear whether rural Afghans
had gained much in the way of enhanced security or freedom to live and work without
being molested. The local military commanders, tribal leaders, and rogue warlords who
replaced the Taliban in the countryside enjoyed virtually unlimited power.
Throughout Afghanistan, new rulers from Karzai on down to local strongmen faced
the question of whether to bring to justice, take revenge upon, or simply ignore perpe-
trators of past abuses. During the civil war, Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch,
and other international human rights groups recorded numerous cases where either the
Taliban or an opposition group Killed civilians or soldiers, often from particular ethnic
groups, after wresting control of cities or towns. The London-based Amnesty Interna-
tional in December called for an inquiry into what it said was a "large-scale killing" of
captured Taliban fighters and others at the Qala-i-Jhanghi fort outside Mazar-i-Sharif.
In another recent incident, Taliban fighters reportedly massacred more than 100 Hazara
Shiite civilians in January 2001 after recapturing Yakaolang district in central Bamiyan
Province from the Shiite-based Hezb-e-Wahadat militia in December, according to
Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, and the United Nations.

During their rule, the Taliban also detained and tortured thousands of Tajiks,
Hazaras, and members of other ethnic minorities, some of whom were killed or disap-
peared. The warring factions at times also deliberately or indiscriminately bombed or
shelled homes, schools, and other civilian buildings.

Dealing with past abuses as well as protecting basic rights will be particularly tough
in a country where courts are rudimentary and judges are easily pressured. Justice un-
der the Taliban consisted of clerics with little legal training handing down rulings based
on Pashtun customs and the Taliban's interpretation of the Sharia. Trials were brief
and defendants had no legal counsel or rights of appeal. The situation was not much
differentin areas outside of Taliban control, although punishments were generally less
severe. In a society where families of murder victims have the option of either carrying
out court-imposed death sentences or granting clemency, the Taliban allowed victims'
relatives to kill convicted murderers on several occasions. Taliban authorities at times
bulldozed alleged sodomizers beneath walls, stoned adulterers to death, and amputated
the hands of thieves.
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The end of Taliban rule freed women in Kabul and other cities from harsh restric-
tions that had kept them largely shrouded, isolated, and, in many cases, impoverished.
In their five years in power, the Taliban made all women wear burgas, head-to-toe
coverings, outside their homes, and banned most from working. The Taliban also enforced
the rural Islamic custom of purdah, which requires families to isolate women from men
who are not blood relatives, even in the home, as well as the custom of mehrem, which
requires women to be accompanied by male relatives when they leave their homes.

Rural Afghan women, particularly Pashtuns, have faced many of these restrictions
for centuries. Late in the year, it was not clear to what extent these strictures were still
being enforced outside Kabul. Under the Taliban, religious police from the Ministry for
the Promotion of Virtue and Suppression of Vice routinely detained, flogged, beat, or
otherwise punished women for violating Taliban decrees.

Moreover, the Taliban's ban on female employment, though enforced unevenly,
reduced many women to begging in order to eat. The ban also caused a health care
crisis. The Taliban allowed female doctors and nurses to return to work in 2000, though
only to treat other women, following reports that many women had died after being
unable to obtain medical assistance in the country's gender-segregated hospitals.

In a further sign of change, Afghanistan's new education minister, Rasoul Amin,
told Reuters in late December that Karzai's government would reverse the Taliban's
ban on schooling for most girls. Boys too had found it tough to attend school, in part
because the majority of Afghan teachers are women and the Taliban had banned them
from working. Under the Taliban, only about four out of ten boys and perhaps three out
of ten girls attended school, according to the World Bank. In a move long on symbol-
ism, Karzai named two women to his 30-member cabinet.

The Taliban's downfall also meant that Afghans generally were able to speak more
freely and openly. They also were able to enjoy routine leisure activities banned by the
Taliban, including listening to music, watching movies and television, and flying kites.
In a country with few independent newspapers and radio stations, many Afghans get
their news from foreign radio broadcasts. Afghanistan has fewer than ten regular pub-
lications, while several others appear sporadically, according to the U.S. State
Department's February 2001 report on human rights in Afghanistan in 2000. During
the U.S.-led military campaign, gunmen believed to be either bandits or Taliban fight-
ers killed several foreign journalists.

For Muslim Afghans, the end of Taliban rule meant that they were no longer forced
to adopt the movement's ultraconservative Islamic practices. Taliban militants had made
men maintain beards of sufficient length, cover their heads, and pray five times daily.
Many Muslim men whose beards were too short were jailed for short periods and forced
to attend mandatory Islamic instruction. Roughly 85 percent of Afghanistan's popula-
tion is Sunni Muslim, with Shiites making up most of the remainder. The Taliban drew
international condemnation in 2001 for ordering Hindu Afghans to wear yellow pieces
of cloth to identify themselves as non-Muslims. Taliban leaders insisted this was to pro-
tect Hindus from being punished for failing to adhere to Islamic religious practices. The
Taliban were also denounced abroad after they demolished two giant, 2,000-year-old
statues of Buddha in central Bamiyan Province.

Life for Afghans in rural areas formerly controlled by the Taliban may come to
resemble that in traditional Northern Alliance strongholds. Villagers in these often re-
mote parts of the country are able to go about their daily lives with little harassment,
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and girls can attend school. They enjoy few real rights, however, with local authorities
and strongmen ruling according to whim. Soldiers of the Northern Alliance and local
strongmen occasionally kill, kidnap, detain, and torture opponents and civilians and
rape women, according to the U.S. State Department report.

The UN estimates that Afghanistan is the most heavily land mined country in the
world despite more than a decade of internationally assisted mine clearance. Farming
has been severely hampered by the threat posed by mines, and by drought, limited re-
sources, and poor irrigation systems, roads, and other infrastructure. Aviation and fi-
nancial sanctions imposed by the UN in 1999 worsened economic conditions in a country
already ravaged by two decades of war.

Albania

Polity: Presidential- Political Rights: 3*
parliamentary democracy Civil Liberties: 4*
Economy: Capitalist Status: Partly Free

statist (transitional)
Population: 3,400,000
PPP: $3,189

Life Expectancy: 72
Ethnic Groups: Albanian (95 percent), Greek (3 percent), others, including Roma, Serb,
and Bulgarian (2 percent)

Capital: Tirana

Ratings Change: Albania's political rights rating improved from 4 to 3, and its civil
liberties rating improved from 5 to 4, due to slow progress toward stabilization and im-
proved parliamentary elections during the summer.

Overview: From World War Il until 1990, former dictator Enver Hoxha's
xenophobic Communist regime turned Albania into the most
isolated country in Europe. In 1990, however, the Commu-

nist regime collapsed, and in March 1992, multiparty elections brought the Democratic

Party (DP), led by Dr. Sali Berisha, to power. Berisha's government, however, was

plagued by corruption, and Berisha quickly assumed autocratic ways of dealing with

criticism. The collapse of several pyramid investment schemes in early 1997 caused
much of Albania's population to lose their life savings and nearly resulted in civil war.

In the years since the civil unrest of 1997, during which Albania has been ruled by
the Socialist Party (SP), the central government in Tirana has been unable to reimpose
meaningful control over much of Berisha's stronghold in northern Albania.

Although a number of small parties run in elections, the most important political
organizations are the DP and the SP. The differences between them, however, are more
a matter of the personalities leading the parties than of serious programmatic or ideo-
logical differences between the two.

Albania's first parliamentary elections since 1997 were held over four rounds in
June and July. Although the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) found the first round to be generally "free and fair," the subsequent three rounds
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were increasingly problematic, as allegations of fraud in the electoral process increased.
Berisha's DP announced a boycott of parliament in protest. The OSCE admitted that
there were "serious flaws" in the election process but still said that the 2001 polls showed
progress in comparison with the previous election held amidst the anarchy of 1997.
Socialists now hold 73 out of 140 seats in parliament, as against 46 from the opposition
Union for Victory coalition, led by the DP.

Albania's political scene remains significantly polarized. Splits appear on the hori-
zon in both major parties. In the DP, party members disaffected with Berisha's erratic
leadership have formed a splinter party, the New Democratic Party, which has become
the third largest party in the country. Moreover, the dimensions of the SP's victory
over Berisha's coalition suggest that Berisha's best days are behind him. For the SP, a
power struggle between current Prime Minister Ilir Meta and party chairman Fatos Nano
threatens to divide that party as well.

Continuing problems plaguing the country are organized crime, trafficking ofdrugs
and women, and official corruption. Berisha's control of districts in northern Albania
adjoining Kosovo means that the region has remained an area where such activities
remain strong.

Prime Minister Ilir Meta's government has received significant international sup-
port. One example of such confidence was the European Union's invitation to Albania
to begin negotiations with the EU on an Association and Stabilization Agreement. Meta's
government was also given high marks for maintaining a moderate stance during the
civil unrest in neighboring Macedonia.

Political Rights The Albanian constitution guarantees citizens freedom of as-
and Civil Liberties: sociation, freedom of movement, freedom of the press, and
freedom of expression. On the whole, these rights are re-
spected, but significant problems remain. Several political parties exist and compete
for power. Albania also has several active trade unions, the most prominent of which
are the Confederation of Trade Unions of Albania, with some 280,000 members, and
the Confederation of Unions, which is affiliated with the SP. There were no significant
reports of governmental harassment of either foreign or domestic nongovernmental
organizations in 2001. Academic freedom, however, is considered limited.

The Albanian constitution provides for an independent judiciary. Overall, how-
ever, international observers still believe that the judiciary in Albania is inefficient and
prone to corruption, and judges are often inexperienced and untrained. The combina-
tion of a weak economy and the growth of powerful organized crime syndicates makes
judges susceptible to bribery and intimidation. Police corruption is also considered wide-
spread. For instance, in 2000 alone more than 190 police officers were removed from
their positions because of alleged incompetence, lack of discipline, or violations of the
law. There are no reported political prisoners in the country.

In an important ruling on the balance of power between judicial and executive au-
thorities, in May the parliament failed to produce a two-thirds majority needed to re-
move threejudges from their positions. The judges had been accused of involvementin
a scandal involving the release of a suspected drug dealer. Despite the nature of the
accusations, the parliament's unwillingness to remove the judges was seen by some
observers as a victory for constitutional procedure.

The Albanian constitution provides for freedom of religion and religious practice.
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Although much of Albanian society became secularized during the Communist period,
approximately 70 percent of the population is nominally Muslim, 20 percent is
Roman Catholic, and 10 percent Orthodox Christian. The Albanian Evangelical
Alliance, an association of more than 100 churches in the country, has complained
that the government has been creating various administrative difficulties in the churches'
attempts to get legally registered. The government still has not fully resolved the issue
of restitution of church properties confiscated during the Communist period. Albania's
small Greek Orthodox minority (approximately 3 percent of the population, concen-
trated in southern Albania) has intermittently been subjected to various forms of
discrimination.

Freedom of the press is also generally respected, and there are few direct attacks
on the media. Most media outlets, however, are directly linked to certain political or
business groups, which compromises their reporting. The state television and radio net-
work, Radio Televize Shqgiptare (RTSH), and the official state news agency, the Alba-
nian Telegraphic Agency (ATA), are both considered excessively progovernment.

Traditional patriarchal social mores pose significant problems for the position of
women in Albania. Many segments of Albanian society, particularly in the mountains
of northeastern Albania, still abide by amedieval moral code according to which women
arc considered chattel property and may be treated as such. There are frequent reports
from these areas of the kidnapping of young women to serve as brides. The Albanian
constitution, however, places no legal impediments to women's role in politics and
society, although women are vastly underrepresented in most governmental institutions.
The Albanian labor code mandates that women are entitled to equal pay for equal work,
but data are lacking on whether this is respected in practice. The trafficking of women
and girls for the purposes of prostitution remains a significant problem.

Widespread lawlessness plagues large parts of Albania. Since 1997, more than 100
policemen have been killed in a country with a population half the size of New York
City. The weakness of state institutions has allowed international criminal syndicates
to operate with relative ease in Albania, and international law enforcement officials
claim that Albania has become an increasingly important transshipment point for drug
smugglers moving opiates, hashish, and cannabis from southwest Asia to Western Europe
and the United States. Northern Albania is especially unstable owing to a variety of
factors, including the fact that it is Berisha's home base and that the Kosovo Liberation
Army has a presence in the region, which effectively prevents legitimate state institu-
tions from establishing their authority there.

Another problem is the persistence of blood feuds between different families and
clans. Recent reports suggest up to 2,000 children are being kept inside their homes for
fear of revenge killings by rival families engaged in blood feuds.
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Algeria

Polity: Dominant party Political Rights: 6
(military-influenced)  Civil Liberties: 5
Economy: Statist Status: Not Free
Population: 31,000,000

PPP: $5,063

Lite Expectancy: 69

Ethnic Groups: Arab Berber (99 percent),
other (1 percent)

Capital: Algiers

Overview: The nine-year-old insurgency by guerrillas fighting to estab-

lish an Islamic state in Algeria was overshadowed in 2001 by

massive protests demanding democracy. The killing of a
Berber youth by police in the northeastern Kabylie region in April set off months of
demonstrations against violence, unemployment, corruption, and other social ills. Some
80 people died in the unrest, which extended throughout Kabylie and into Algiers, cre-
ating another headache for the beleaguered government of Abdelaziz Bouteflika and
his military backers.

Still, violence related to the Islamist insurgency continued despite Bouteflika's two-
year-old civil reconciliation plan designed to end the conflict. Fighting led to hundreds
of deaths per month as Islamist extremists ambushed and massacred villagers, while
government armed forces pursued a search-and-destroy policy against guerrillas.

After a violent liberation struggle convinced France to abandon 130 years of colo-
nial rule, Algeria achieved independence in 1962. The National Liberation Front (FLN)
ruled as a virtual one-party regime until the political system was reformed in 1989.
Antigovernment sentiment stemming from comiption, housing shortages, unemploy-
ment, and other severe economic and social problems boosted the opposition Islamic
Salvation Front (FIS) despite the party's avowed commitment to theocratic rule under
Sharia (Islamic law). In 1992, the army canceled a second round of legislative elec-
tions in which the FIS had achieved a commanding lead and banned the party, setting offa
civil conflict marked by often random violence that has claimed more than 100,000 lives.

A former foreign minister, Bouteflika was handpicked by the pouvoir (power), or
ruling military establishment, to win fraudulent presidential elections in April 1999.
Weeks after taking office, he introduced the Civil Concord Plan based on a 1997 truce
between the military and the Islamic Salvation Army (AIS), the outlawed military wing
of the FIS. The plan included an amnesty for Islamist rebels who renounced violence,
and won wide support in a September 1999 referendum. Up to 5,500 rebels took ad-
vantage of the amnesty, and the AIS formally disbanded in early 2000. However, the
radical Armed Islamic Group (GIA), which has been blamed for most of the killings of
the past nine years, rejected the amnesty and vowed to continue its struggle. Bouteflika
promised a merciless campaign to eradicate remaining guerrilla factions. According to
official figures, 2,000 people were Killed in the fighting during 2000. Independent esti-
mates put the figure at up to 9,000. At least 1,000 people were Killed during the first
half of 2001.
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While radical Islamists are primarily responsible for the massacres of men, women,
and children that have characterized the conflict, government-backed militias have also
apparently committed mass killings. Human rights groups have charged government
forces with thousands of disappearances, tortures, and other excesses against alleged
militants and their suspected supporters. In February 2001, former army officer Habib
Souaidia published a book in France describing systematic torture and killings of vil-
lagers by the army between 1995 and 1998. Souaidia explained that the military's tac-
tics were meant both to eliminate villagers suspected of harboring militants and to dis-
credit Islamists. On April 25, a Paris prosecutor decided to investigate former Algerian
defense minister General Khaled Nezzar after Algerians residing in France filed acom-
plaint alleging Nezzar's responsibility for tortures and extrajudicial killings between
1990 and 1993.

Bouteflika has achieved little in the way of economic or political reforms neces-
sary to improve social conditions and to combat corruption. The military continues to
dictate policy, and changes in official policy tend to reflect shifts in the balance of power
among infighting military factions whose vested interests may be threatened by reform.
Bouteflika has clashed with the pouvoir over his plans to privatize the state energy
company and to deregulate the hydrocarbons sector; the generals control much of
Algeria's oil wealth. Oil and gas account for up to 85 percent of government revenue.
Unemployment is officially at 30 percent, though among Algerians under the age of 25
the figure is estimated at 80 percent. A corrupt legal system, which offers no guaran-
tees of contract enforcement, and an archaic banking system make Algeria unattrac-
tive to foreign investors.

On April 18, the death of a Berber teenager in police custody in the northeastern
Kabylie region sparked a week of massive riots in which some 50 protesters were killed
by security forces. The killings led to even larger protests, with demonstrators calling
for withdrawal of the security force responsible for the killings and for recognition of
Berber language and cultural rights. The government response was delayed; on April
30, Bouteflika appeared in a televised speech promising an inquiry into the causes of
the violence and accusing unnamed internal and external groups of inciting extremism.
In a major blow to Bouteflika, the Kabylie-based Rally for Culture and Democracy
(RCD) party withdrew from the government in protest of its handling of the situation.

What began as a protest against ethnic discrimination and abuse ballooned into a
general antigovemment movement denouncing corruption, housing shortages, violence,
political stagnation, unemployment, and repression. In May, 40 journalists led a march
in Kabylie to show solidarity with Berbers and to protest new legal measures restricting
the press. Some 5,000 women also marched to protest police brutality. In mid-June,
hundreds of thousands marched on the presidential palace in Algiers demanding greater
democracy. Four were killed in related violence, and the government banned demon-
strations. Protests continued in Kabylie, and Bouteflika agreed in October to a consti-
tutional amendment granting Tamazight, the Berber language, official recognition. The
amendment will require a national referendum. In December, the government announced
the creation of six working groups to examine Berber social conditions. Demonstra-
tions continued into December. The final death toll was around 80.

Local journalists have excoriated Bouteflika for his handling of the Berber riots, as
well as for the continuing violence, abounding socioeconomic problems, and mounting
allegations of state-sponsored murder and torture. The president's popularity plummeted
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from 65 percent in April 2000 to 42 percent in April 2001. And when floods killed
more than 600 people in November, riots broke out in several towns over government
negligence in maintaining housing and insufficient rescue efforts. Algerians also com-
plain that Bouteflika spends too little time at home; he has made more than 40 trips
abroad since taking office. Opponents accuse him of becoming increasingly autocratic
and marginalizing parliament. He has replaced the president of the upper parliamen-
tary chamber with a longtime supporter. But some observers suggest that Bouteflika
may be using international diplomacy and Algeria's poor human rights record to wrest
control from the pouvoir. Given his success in developing contacts with the interna-
tional community, the ruling generals might think twice before ousting him. Moreover,
recent charges of military abuses could give him the opportunity to purge military leaders.

Algeria pledged support for the U.S. campaign against terrorism in the wake of
September 11. Algerian officials reportedly sent Washington a list of 350 Islamist ex-
tremists known to be living abroad who may have contacts with Osama bin Laden's Al
Qaeda terrorist network. Bouteflika visited the United States in November in hopes of
encouraging stronger political and economic ties between the two countries.

Political Rights Algerians' right to choose their government freely in demo-
and Civil Liberties: cratic elections has never been honored. The country has ef-

fectively been under martial law since the cancellation of the
1992 polls. The April 1999 presidential elections were restricted to seven military-ap-
proved candidates. The ruling generals openly favored Bouteflika, making him the guar-
anteed winner well before the polls opened, and his six competitors withdrew from the
race on the eve of elections, calling the process a "charade." Reports of irregularities
included official intimidation of candidates' supporters, media favoritism of Bouteflika,
padding of election rolls, and distribution of preprinted ballots. June 1997 legislative
polls excluded the main Islamic opposition groups and were conducted under severe
restrictions of free expression and association. The 1996 constitution expanded presi-
dential powers and banned religion-based parties. The continuing state of emergency
and an antiterror decree give the regime almost unlimited power.

Security forces and progovemment militias are responsible for extrajudicial ex-
ecution, torture, arbitrary arrest, and detention without trial. Despite government claims
that officials are routinely brought to justice for such abuses, the authorities have not
made such cases public. There were credible reports of mistreatment and abuse of
detainees arrested in connection with antigovernment riots in Kabylie during the sum-
mer. By the government's own admission, 4,880 people have disappeared since 1992
after having been abducted by security forces and state-armed militias, but no inde-
pendent investigation into their cases has been initiated. Abandoning its policy of re-
acting to atrocities, the government has taken a proactive role in hunting down Islamist
guerrillas; its forces killed hundreds of suspected militants during the year.

The GIA and other militants continue to ambush and brutally murder civilians. The
Salafist Group for Preaching and Salvation (GSPC), an Islamic militant group active in
Kabylie, carried out an attack in May which killed eight police officers. Observers said
the attack was a response to the publicity given the Berber cause following riots begin-
ning in April. Islamist militants killed 48 civilians in massacres during the first three
weeks of Ramadan, which began on November 16.

In a drive to combat corruption, Bouteflika replaced most of the heads of the 187
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lower courts and 37 higher-level courts in August 2000. Most were reassigned to new
positions. Civil courts try cases involving civilians, though military courts have tried
civilians for security and terrorism offenses. Regular criminal courts try individuals
accused of security-related offenses. Authorities do not always respect due process
rights, such as the right to counsel, and suspects are frequently detained for long peri-
ods without trial. Some lawyers refuse to represent individuals accused of security of-
fenses out of fear of retribution from the security forces. Defense lawyers for members
of the FIS have suffered harassment, death threats, and arrest. Estimates of the number
of political prisoners are unreliable; some estimate the number to be several thousand,
including suspected Islamist sympathizers and members of the FIS.

Press freedom is limited by government pressure, legal constraints, and the Islam-
ist insurgency. Before a recent abatement in violence against journalists, about 70 had
been killed by Islamists and hundreds had fled Algeria. The state of emergency restricts
press freedom and punishes undefined threats to the state or to public order. A 1990
law requires speech to respect "individual dignity, the imperatives of foreign policy,
and the national defense.” Penal code reforms enacted in July 2001 provide for prison
terms of 2 to 12 months and fines of $700 to $3,500 for defamation of the president,
parliament, the courts, the military, and other public officials, as well as Islam and the
prophet Mohammed. The new law also allows the public prosecutor to begin proceed-
ings against an individual for defamation without the prior filing of a complaint. The
government controls broadcast media. Foreign journalists are rarely granted visas to
work in Algeria, and few foreign titles have permission to appear on Algerian news-
stands. Two journalists with La Voix de L'Oranie were sentenced to six months' im-
prisonment in April for libel. In May, a journalist covering the riots in Tizi Ouzou, a
capital of Kabylie, was assaulted by police.

Freedom of assembly is sharply limited. Official permission is required for public
meetings, with the exception of legal opposition-party meetings. On November 8,2001,
authorities violently dispersed about 100 relatives of missing persons, who gathered to
demonstrate peacefully in the eastern city of Constantine. According to Amnesty In-
ternational, police beat four women with batons and insulted and threatened others.
Emergency legislation restricts freedom of association. Nongovernmental organizations
must have licenses, and the interior ministry may deny a license or dissolve any group
regarded as a threat to public order. Membership in the FIS is illegal, and despite the
1999 peace agreement between the government and the FIS, the government has given
no indication that the FIS will be allowed to return to public life.

Islam is the state religion, and the law limits the practice of other faiths. However,
small Christian and Jewish communities practice without government interference.
Radical Muslims have killed and issued public threats against perceived "infidels."”

Berbers, who live mainly in Kabylie, have been targeted by Islamists for their lib-
eral interpretation of Islam. The original inhabitants of north Africa, Berbers make up
30 percent of Algeria's population and have sought to maintain their cultural and lin-
guistic identity in the face of the government's attempts at Arabization. A 1998 law
made Arabic the official language of Algeria and marginalized Tamazight, the native
Berber language. The law requires that all official business, national broadcast media,
communications equipment, and medical prescriptions use Arabic. The lack of Berber
language rights, along with high unemployment, corruption in the allocation of housing
in Kabylie, and a general policy of hogra—meaning "exclusion" and "contempt"—Dby
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authorities, have created simmering resentment among Berbers that exploded when
Guermah Massinissa, a Berber teenager, was shot to death in police custody in April.
A commission set up to investigate the violence, which left 50 protesters dead in the
first week, reported in July that paramilitary gendarmes used excessive force in sup-
pressing the uprising. However, the report named no officials and failed to attribute
responsibility to any high-level authorities. President Bouteflika appointed Prime Min-
ister Ali Benflis to negotiate a settlement with Berber leaders, but the government's
offer to recognize Tamazight as a national language was rejected by Berbers, who want
their language classified as an official language equal in status to Arabic. Continuing
protests in Kabylie were generally peaceful.

The 1984 Family Code, based on Sharia, discriminates against women in matters
of marriage, divorce, inheritance, and child custody. Societal pressures keep many
women from seeking help if they are battered or have been raped, and there are few
facilities to provide safe haven for abused women. Women have been the particular
targets of extreme Islamists, who sometimes kill them for such activities as working
outside the home, going to beauty salons, playing sports, or studying music or art. After
Bouteflika's judicial reforms in 2000, there are now 19 courts headed by women.

Workers have the right to establish trade unions and to strike. About two-thirds of
workers belong to unions.

Andorra

Polity: Parliamentary  Political Rights: 1
democracy Civil Liberties: 1
Economy: Capitalist Status: Free
Population: 100,000

PPP: na

Life Expectancy: na

Ethnic Groups: Spanish (43 percent),

Andorran (33 percent), Portuguese (11 percent),
French (7 percent), other (6 percent)

Capital: Andorra laVella

Overview: Andorra held its general elections, in which Marc Fome Molne
of the Liberal Party of Andorra (PLA) was reelected as the
head of government, in March 2001. In the 1997 elections,

the PLA held 18 of the 28 Consell General (parliament) seats. In the recent elections,

the PLA acquired only 15 seats; the Social Democratic Party (PS), 6; the Democratic

Party, 5; and the Unio Laurediana Party, 2.

For more than 700 years, Andorra was ruled jointly by the French state and the
Spanish bishops of Seo de Urgel, until it acquired independence and adopted its first
constitution in 1993. The constitution defines Andorra as a "parliamentary co-princi-
pality” in which the president of France and the bishop of Seo de Urgel serve as co-
princes, heads of state with limited and largely symbolic power. Sovereignty rests with
Andorra's citizens.
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Andorra has no national currency, but circulates Spanish pesetas and French francs.
By virtue of its association with Spain and France, it has also adopted the euro despite
not being a member of the European Monetary Union. In 1991, Andorra established a
customs union with the European Union (EU) that permits free movement of industrial
goods. Andorra became a member of the United Nations in 1993 and a member of the
Council of Europe in 1994,

With the creation of the EU internal market, Andorra has lost its privileged duty-
free status. Tourism, the mainstay of Andorra's economy, accounts for about 80 per-
cent of its gross domestic product. Because of banking secrecy laws and Andorra's tax
haven status, the financial services sector is of growing importance to the economy.

Political Rights Andorrans can change their government democratically. The
and Civil Liberties: recentelections chose members of the Consell General, which
selects the head of government. Popular elections to the 28-
member Consell are held every four years, with 14 members chosen by the national
constituency and 14 chosen to represent the seven parishes, or administrative divisions.
The judiciary, based on the French and Spanish civil codes, is independent and
efficient, and citizens enjoy full due process rights, including the right to free counsel
for the indigent. Freedom of speech and the press is guaranteed in law and in practice.
The domestic press consists of two daily and several weekly newspapers. Andorra has
two radio stations, one state owned and one privately owned, and six television sta-
tions. Most French and Spanish stations can be received in Andorra.

There are no limitations on domestic or foreign travel, emigration, or repatriation.
Andorra does not expel persons with valid claims of refugee status and cooperates with
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees and other humanitarian organizations in as-
sisting refugees.

Freedom of religion is respected. Roman Catholicism is the predominant religion;
however, the Church does not receive any subsidies from the government.

Workers may form trade unions, bargain collectively, and strike. According to the
January report of the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU), the
only unions that exist are illegal. Only the police union, which is more like an associa-
tion than a trade union, has been registered. No unions have been created by workers
in the private sector.

Women enjoy the same legal, political, social, and professional rights as men, al-
though they are underrepresented in government. Of the 28 members of the Consell
General, only 4 are women. The Association of Andorran Women actively promotes
women's issues through education and outreach.
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Angola

Polity: Presidential- Political Rights: 6
parliamentary Civil Liberties: 6
(insurgency) Status: Not Free

Economy: Statist

Population: 12,300,000

PPP: $3,179

Life Expectancy: 38

Ethnic Groups: Ovimbundu (37 percent), Kimbundu

(25 percent), Bakongo (13 percent), mestico (2 percent),
European (1 percent), other (22 percent)

Capital: Luanda

Overview: President José Eduardo dos Santos called for presidential elec-

tions to be held in 2002 despite continued fighting with Jonas

Savimbi's National Union for the Total Independence of
Angola (UNITA). However, civil society groups oppose holding elections while the
conflict is ongoing. Dos Santos said he would not stand for reelection, but this announce-
ment had no immediate impact on the peace process. The Inter-Ecclesiastical Commit-
tee for Peace in Angola heads the initiative to end the war, but little progress was made
in 2001. Savimbi sent letters to the Roman Catholic Church in Angola, welcoming its
mediation role, and called for stepped-up efforts by Russia and the United States, ap-
parently hoping for a more favorable attitude from a conservative U.S. government.
Savimbi wants to renegotiate the 1994 Lusaka accord, brokered by the United Nations,
while Dos Santos insists on its full implementation.

Angola has been at war since shortly after independence from Portugal in 1975.
During the Cold War, the United States and South Africa backed the rebel UNITA
movement while the former Soviet Union and Cuba supported the Marxist Dos Santos
government. The conflict has claimed at least half a million lives and displaced a mil-
lion people, who survive on food aid. An estimated seven million land mines are spread
across the country. The UN Security Council voted in February 1999 to end the UN
peacekeeping mission in Angola following the collapse of the peace process and the
shooting down of two UN planes. Neither the ruling Popular Movement for the Libera-
tion of Angola (MPLA) nor UNITA has ever fully complied with the Lusaka Accords.

Rights abuses continued on both sides in the conflict in 2001. The government
maintained the upper hand militarily, and UNITA stepped up its guerrilla activity, par-
ticularly along the government-held coast and near the capital. In one incident that drew
international attention, UNITA fighters attacked a train and killed more than 250 people.
The train had hit a land mine placed on the track, and passengers were gunned down as
they fled the burning locomotive.

Fears that Angola's conflict could spread across the borders of Zambia and Namibia
prompted the three countries in 2001 to set up ajoint commission on border security.
Angola has been using Namibian territory to launch raids against Angolan rebels, and
Namibia has been using Angolan territory to pursue Namibian dissident forces.

Angola is Africa's second largest oil producer. Petroleum accounts for 90 percent
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of government revenue, but corruption and the war have prevented the average Angolan
from benefiting from the wealth. The government has used its oil revenue to procure weap-
ons, while UNITA has used diamonds to fund its arms purchases. UNITA is under a dia-
monds, fuel, and arms embargo, and its leaders are restricted from travel; it is estimated by
a UN panel to have made more than $100 million from diamond sales in 2000. Despite
the sanctions, a UN report in October 2001 said $ 1 million worth of diamonds was being
smuggled out of Angola daily and attributed one-quarter of the smuggling to UNITA.

De Beers, the world's largest diamond company, said in May 2001 that it was sus-
pending investment and prospecting operations in Angola after talks with the govern-
ment failed to define the terms under which De Beers would continue to operate in
Angola. There were indications toward the end of the year that De Beers would return.

Political Rights Angolans freely elected their own representatives for the only
and Civil Liberties: time in the September 1992 UN-supervised presidential and

legislative elections. The vote was described by international
observers as generally free and fair despite many irregularities. However, Savimbi re-
jected his defeat to Dos Santos in the first round of presidential voting and resumed the
guerrilla war. The MPLA dominates the 220-member national assembly, although 70
UNITA members continue to occupy seats. More than 100 political parties exist in
Angola, and so far they have shown no real movement towards cohesion.

Dos Santos in 1998 abolished the position of prime minister. Although the national
assembly has little real power, it is not a rubber stamp. It has heated debates, and leg-
islation proposed by the opposition is considered and sometimes passed. A parliamen-
tary peace commission is based on a bill put forward by a UNITA deputy.

Local courts rule on civil matters and petty crime in some areas, but an overall lack
oftraining and infrastructure inhibitjudicial proceedings, which are also heavily influ-
enced by the government. Many prisoners were detained for long periods in life threat-
ening conditions while awaiting trial.

Serious human rights abuses by both government and UNITA security forces, in-
cluding torture, abduction, rape, sexual slavery, and extrajudicial execution, continued
in 2001. Both sides conduct forced recruitment of civilians, including minors. A sepa-
ratist rebellion in the enclave of Cabinda, marked by low-scale guerrilla activity and
temporary hostage taking of foreign nationals, continued in 2001.

In July, the government evicted about 13,000 families from the Luanda neighbor-
hood of Boa Vista and moved them to tents outside the city. The government said the
move was aimed at improving living conditions because of the threat of landslides, but
the land had been earmarked for development by a government company. Journalists
covering the eviction were roughed up.

Despite constitutional guarantees of freedom of expression, the media are subject
to severe and sometimes violent measures. A draft press law, referred to as a "gag law"
by journalists, died in 2000 following public debate. There are several independent
weeklies and at least five independent radio stations. In response to government pres-
sure, the Catholic-run Rldio Ecclesia in July 2001 replaced its news reports with music
for two days and then followed up with an interview with a member of the opposition.
Repression eased slightly in 2001 in the capital, Luanda, but continued unabated in
provincial areas. In one incident, Alegria Gustavo, a national radio journalistin Huambo,
was shot dead, allegedly by a provincial administrator, in July.
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Religious freedom is generally respected. Despite legal protections, de facto soci-
etal discrimination against women remains strong, particularly in rural areas. There is
a high incidence of spousal abuse. The war has contributed to violence against women,
forced servitude, and sexual slavery. Women are most likely to become victims of land
mines because they are usually the ones who forage for food and firewood. Women,
however, do occupy cabinet positions and numerous national assembly seats.

Labor rights are guaranteed by the constitution, but only a few independent unions
are functioning and those exist only in the cities. The government dominates the labor
movement and restricts workers' rights, although there has been some improvement.
The government and the Angolan Confederation of Unions agreed in February 2001 to
a monthly minimum wage of $60 following a series of strikes. The vast majority of
rural agricultural workers remain outside the modern economic sector.

¥ Antigua and Barbuda

Polity: Dominant party Political Rights: 4

Economy: Capitalist- Civil Liberties: 2

statist Status: Partly Free

Population: 100,000

PPP: $9,870

Life Expectancy: 70

Ethnic Groups: Black (89 percent), other, including British,
Portuguese, Lebanese, and Syrian (11 percent)

Capital: St. John's

Trend Arrow: Antigua and Bermuda received an upward trend arrow due to improved
government controls over money laundering.

Overview: In 2001, the government of Prime Minister Lester Bird made

good on its promise to improve the regulation of Antigua and

Barbuda's booming offshore financial center, and was
awarded a stamp of approval from the United States. Two years earlier, Washington
had warned U.S. banks that they needed to take special precautions when dealing with
the two-island nation, an advisory that cost the offshore banking industry dearly. In
June, Bird bowed to mounting pressure and agreed to appoint an independent commis-
sion to investigate corruption allegations against a medical health plan, a payback scandal
that had already cost three government ministers their jobs, as well as resulting in the
firing of the entire government board of the health plan.

Antigua and Barbuda is a member of the Commonwealth. The British monarchy is
represented by a governor-general. The islands gained independence in 1981. Under
the 1981 constitution, the political system is a parliamentary democracy, with a bicam-
eral parliament consisting of a 17-member house of representatives elected for five
years and an appointed senate. In the house, there are 16 seats for Antigua and 1 for
Barbuda. Eleven senators are appointed by the prime minister, four by the parliamen-
tary opposition leader, one by the Barbuda Council, and one by the governor-general.

Dominated by the Bird family and the Antigua Labour Party (ALP), rule has been
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based more on power and the abuse of authority than on law. The constitution has been
consistently disregarded. The Bird tenure has also been marked by scandals ranging
from Antigua's role as a transshipment center for South American cocaine destined for
the United States and Europe, to its involvement in arms smuggling for the Colombian
cartels, to its importance as a money laundering center.

In 1994 Vere Bird, patriarch of the most prominent family, stepped down as prime
minister in favor of his son Lester. In the run-up to the 1994 election, three opposition
parties united to form the United Progressive Party (UPP). The UPP campaigned on a
social-democratic platform emphasizing rule of law and good governance. In the elec-
tion, the ALP won 11 of 17 parliamentary seats, down from 15 in 1989, while the UPP
won 5, up from 1.

After taking office as prime minister, Lester Bird promised cleaner, more efficient
government. However, his administration continued to be dogged by scandals. In 1995
Bird's brother, lvor, was convicted of smuggling cocaine into the country, but received
only a fine.

The country's thriving offshore banking industry was the target of international
concerns about inadequate regulation and vetting that had led to a surge in question-
able banking operations, a number with alleged links to Russian organized crime. In
1998, Antigua and Barbuda's offshore industry, serviced by some 50 loosely regulated banks,
was rocked by public disclosure of what the U.S. Customs Service called the biggest
non-narcotics money-laundering racket it had ever uncovered. A crackdown in 1999
on Russian-owned banks (six were closed down in 1998) highlighted the problems of
banking secrecy and a local reluctance to cooperate with foreign law enforcement.

The March 1999 elections provided Bird with a strong vote of confidence for poli-
cies that have made the two-island nation one of the region's most prosperous. The
ALP won 12 of the 17 parliamentary seats; the UPP, 4; and the Barbuda People's Move-
ment retained its single seat. In 2000, Antigua began moving to rein in its offshore financial
industry, following pressure for greater international cooperation from the Financial Action
Task Force (FATF) based in Paris. In recent years it had become increasingly apparent
that Antigua's democratic institutions have been threatened by individuals who infil-
trated government bodies as a means of weakening fledgling money laundering and
offshore business controls. In 2001 the head of the Barbuda council complained that
the Antigua government was using "big fist" tactics to dominate the small island.

Political Rights Constitutionally, citizens are able to change their government
and Civil Liberties: by democratic means. However, the ruling party’s long-stand-
ing monopoly on patronage and its power to provide access
to economic opportunities make it difficult for opposition parties to attract member-
ship and financial support. Political parties, labor unions, and civic organizations are
free to organize. In 1999, an international observer group noted that the national voter
registry included 52,348 names, out of a total population of some 69,000 people, a
number that appeared inflated given that an estimated 40 percent of the population is
below voting age. This anomaly was even more glaring given that the country's week-
long registration period for new voters is restrictive and appears to disenfranchise po-
tential participants in elections.
The judiciary, which is part of the eastern Caribbean legal system, is nominally
independent, but subject to manipulation by the ruling party; it has been nearly power-
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less to address corruption in the executive branch. There is an intra-island court of
appeals for Antigua and five other former British colonies in the Lesser Antilles. In
2001, the Office of National Drug and Money Laundering Control Policy consolidated
the country's financial investigations unit and those dealing with financial and drug
intelligence under one roof.

The islands' security forces are composed of the police and the small Antigua and
Barbuda Defence Forces. The police, organized, trained, and supervised according to
British law enforcement practices, generally respect human rights; basic police report-
ing statistics, however, are confidential. Conditions at the country's eighteenth-cen-
tury prison, which was recently privatized, are primitive, and the institution has been
criticized for abusing its inmates. These credible reports have been met with a govern-
ment willingness to both investigate the charges and to take administrative action. The
government does permit visits to the prison by independent human rights groups.

The ALP government and the Bird family control the country's television, cable,
and radio outlets. Opposition parties claim that they receive limited coverage from,
and have little opportunity to express their views on, the government-controlled elec-
tronic media. Freedom of religion is respected.

Social discrimination and violence against women are problems; the governmental
Directorate of Women's Affairs has sought to increase awareness about women's rights
under the law. Child abuse is also a problem; despite the government's often expressed
commitment to children's rights, it has done little to protect those rights in practice.

The Industrial Court mediates labor disputes, but public-sector unions tend to be
under the sway of the ruling party. Demonstrators are occasionally subject to harass-
ment by the police, who are politically tied to the ruling party.

Argentina

Polity: Presidential- Political Rights: 3*
parliamentary democracy Civil Liberties: 3*
(federal) Status: Partly Free

Economy: Capitalist
Population: 37,500,000
PPP: $12,277

Life Expectancy: 73
Ethnic Groups: White [mostly Spanish and Italian] (97 percent), other, including mes-
tizo, Indian (3 percent)

Capital: Buenos Aires

Ratings Change: Argentina's political rights rating declined from 1 to 3, its civil liber-
ties rating declined from 2 to 3, and its status changed from Free to Partly Free, due to
the resignation of an elected president; an abject absence of professionalism in the ju-
diciary, particularly in the Supreme Court, and significant increases in public insecu-
rity, including common crime, police misconduct, and organized civil disturbances.

Overview: In December 2001, President Fernando De la Rua resigned
from office in the face of animminent default on Argentina's
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ballooning foreign debt, his government's inability to pull the country out of a three-
year economic crisis, and a series of grave public disorders followed by heavy-handed
police repression. His fall from public grace came as a consequence of having embarked
upon a series of highly unpopular public spending cuts designed to restore Argentina to
financial health, while leaving untouched one of the root causes of Argentina's eco-
nomic meltdown—a massive debt to foreign banks that had eagerly lent money to both
dictators and a corrupted political system. The hapless De la Rua left office after little
more than 18 months in office, a time plagued by his own failing health, the virtual
collapse of his ruling coalition, broad public discontent with Argentina's traditional
political leadership, and a corrupted judiciary inherited from his predecessor and fa-
vorite in Washington, D.C., Carlos Menem. A congressional report on rampant money
laundering during Menem's rule also raised questions about the activities of senior of-
ficials in a government elected after candidate De la Rua claimed Menem's ten-year
reign had resulted in $10 billion in public corruption. Even as Menem was placed un-
der house arrest for his alleged role in a murky international arms trafficking scandal,
the De la Rua government seemed more interested in protecting its powerful patrons
than redeeming anticorruption promises, and it backtracked on commitments to add
teeth to anti-money-laundering legislation. In the October 2001 by-elections, the op-
position Peronist party bested the ruling Alliance coalition in the congressional con-
tests, and citizen anger resulted in an unprecedented 21 percent of the votes being spoiled
or nulled. Citizen outrage was also in full throttle after a highly politicized Supreme
Court dominated by Menem loyalists set aside prosecution of the former president on
arms trafficking and other charges.

In December, De la Rua ordered that limits on cash withdrawals from banks be
established to stop a run on Argentina's banking system, but the move sparked wide-
spread protests. Within days, massive spontaneous demonstrations by housewives from
the middle class—the most important sector of the government coalition's base—were
joined by the rioting and looting of supermarkets in poorer districts around the country,
some of which, at least, appeared to have been organized by rivals within the opposi-
tion Peronists and by disaffected serving or former members of the Argentina's intel-
ligence services. As the death toll reached 27, De la Ruaresigned, and was replaced by
an interim president, who himself was forced to resign just a week later. On January
31, De laRua's formerrival in the 1999 presidential contest, former Buenos Aires pro-
vincial governor Eduardo Duhalde, prepared to don the presidential sash the next day.
Duhalde, however, was himself criticized for leaving the province with its biggest debt
in history, as well as past friendships with drug traffickers and organized crime figures,
and for presiding over a violent and corrupt police force.

The Argentine Republic was established after independence from Spain in 1816.
Democratic rule was often interrupted by military coups. The end of Juan Peron's au-
thoritarian rule in 1955 led to a series of right-wing military dictatorships as well as
left-wing and nationalist violence. Argentina returned to elected civilian rule in 1983,
after seven years of vicious and mostly clandestine repression of leftist guerrillas and
other dissidents.

As amended in 1994, the 1853 constitution provides for a president elected for
four years with the option of reelection to one term. Presidential candidates must win
45 percent of the vote to avoid a runoff. The legislature consists ofa 257-member cham-
ber of deputies elected for six years, with half the seats renewable every three years,
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and a 72-member senate nominated by elected provincial legislatures for nine-year terms,
with one-third of the seats renewable every three years. Two senators are directly elected
in the newly autonomous Buenos Aires federal district.

As provincial governor, Menem, running an orthodox Peronist platform of nation-
alism and state intervention in the economy, won a six-year presidential term in 1989,
amidst hyperinflation and food riots. Once inaugurated, Menem discarded statist Peronist
traditions by implementing, mostly by decree, an economic liberalization program. He
also won praise for firmly allying the country with U.S. foreign policy.

In the October 1987 elections, voter concerns about rampant corruption and un-
employment resulted in Menem's Peronists being handed their first nationwide defeat.
The Alliance, composed of the centrist Radical Party and the center-left Front for a
Country in Solidarity, beat Menem's party, 46 percent to 36 percent. On November
29, 1998, Buenos Aires mayor and Radical Party leader Fernando de la Rua won a
contested primary to become the Alliance candidate in the 1999 presidential elections.

Menem's feud with the hapless Peronist Party presidential nominee, Buenos Aires
Governor Eduardo Duhalde, sealed the latter's fate as Duhalde was beaten by De la
Rua 48.5 percent to 38 percent in national elections held in October 24, 1999. Upon
taking office, De la Rua sought to put the government's accounts in order, cut spend-
ing, raise taxes, and push forward with unpopular labor reforms. He also made a series
of appointments and issued sweeping rules and regulations designed to rein in public
corruption. In April 2000, De la Rua dismissed a nine-member military tribunal after it
claimed military, rather than civilian, courts had jurisdiction over cases in which mili-
tary personnel had been accused of kidnapping, and in some cases killing, hundreds of
babies born to detainees during the so-called dirty war of the 1970s and early 1980s.

In May 2000, the Alliance received aboost when its candidate, Anibal Ibarra, won
the Buenos Aires mayoralty vacated by De la Rua when he assumed the presidency in
December. In October, De la Rua twice reshuffled his cabinet, the second time after
Vice President Carlos Alvarez announced his stunning decision to resign. Alvarez
stepped down after the president's determination appeared to waiver on uncovering
the truth about the reported buying of congressional votes in order to pass labor legis-
lation. Government involvement, including members of De la Rua's inner circle, was
suspected in the vote buying. In December 2000, a judge who himself was under inves-
tigation for "illegal enrichment," dropped the charges against the 11 senators named in
the scandal, saying he lacked sufficient evidence to proceed.

As the economic downturn began to endanger the government's own solvency, De
la Rua called upon Menem's former Economy Minister Domingo Cavallo, to restore
credibility to the government's economic program and to stave off defaulton Argentina's
$128 billion in public sector debt. Record unemployment, reduced and delayed wages
to federal and provincial workers, and the closing of public schools have created the
kind of social mobilization and protests unseen for nearly a generation. In June 2001,
supermarkets in Buenos Aires province were raided by local residents for food; similar
activities in 1989 spelled an early end to Argentina's first democratically elected gov-
ernment, which had come to power following a period of harsh military rule. The dis-
integrating economy also created a climate of xenophobia, as foreign companies that
participated in the purchase of privatized state companies were targeted by Argentine
labor groups for protest.

Street crime has become one of the most important challenges now facing Argen-



Country Reports 69

tina. The depression-like state of the economy has been a major factor in the steady
increase in the rate of violent crime experienced throughout the country. The long-
running economic crisis—including a widening gap between rich and poor, general-
ized corruption of both Argentina's political class and its judiciary, and a historical lack
of attention by the political community to law enforcement needs—have forged an
unfavorable set of circumstances that has proven resistant to change. The fight against
crime has been complicated by Menem's legacy of restoring to the security forces and
intelligence agencies both former death squad activists and former members of a lethal
military regime, whose presence has exacerbated a troublesome and long-standing prob-
lem of excessive violence and corruption on the part of the police. Drug trafficking, the
existence of which has long been ignored by Argentina's political community, is also
on the rise, and the political corruption and potential for violence it represents pose
perhaps the single greatest threat to public safety in the country today. Following the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks in the United States, attention focused on the
"Triple Border" area Argentina shares with Brazil and Paraguay, a reputed way station
for Middle Eastern terrorists. Inefficiency and corruption within Argentina's intelli-
gence and police services have called into question their ability to deal with this threat.

Two positive events also occurred in 2001, although by the end of the year one of
them had been reversed. Throughout the year a congressional commission, working in
cooperation with members of the U.S. Senate, exposed the degree to which money laun-
dering—sometimes aided and abetted by U.S. and other foreign banks—in Argentina
had facilitated political and narcotics corruption, a charge that resulted in the dismissal
of the powerful head of the Central Bank. In a decision hailed by international human
rights groups, in November, a federal court struck down two laws promulgated in the
1980s and 1990s that exempted most Argentine military officers from trial for rights
atrocities committed during the "dirty war." Also, the arrest of Menem—the firstdemo-
cratically elected president to be arrested during a period of constitutional rule—on
charges stemming from illegal arms sales restored some confidence in the judiciary.
Few Argentines believed that he would face the consequences of a decade in power
tainted by scandal and public excess. The De la Rua government first appeared to al-
low the judicial system to function without political interference; however, in late 2001
the Argentine press was rife with speculation that senior officials were quietly letting
judicial authorities know that they would not object to the charges against Menem being
dropped.

Political Rights Citizens can change their government through elections. The
and Civil Liberties: by-elections held in October 2001 were free and fair, although
there was concern about the unregulated role of money in
election campaigns and the continued use of listas sabanas (sheet lists) in which mul-
tiple candidates are elected from a single constituency.
Constitutional guarantees regarding freedom of religion and the right to organize
political parties, civic organizations, and labor unions are generally respected.
Former President Carlos Menem's authoritarian ways and manipulation of the ju-
diciary resulted in the undermining of the country's separation of powers and the rule
of law. In 1990, Menem pushed a bill through the Peronist-controlled senate that al-
lowed him to stack the supreme court with an additional four members and to fill the
judiciary with politically loyal judges. He used the supreme court to uphold decrees
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removing the comptroller-general and other officials mandated to probe government
wrongdoing. Overall, the judicial system is politicized, inefficient, and riddled with the
corruption endemic to all branches of government. The politization of the judiciary and
the tenure of scores of incompetent and—it is widely believed—corrupt judges remain
grave problems.

The situation of human rights groups and journalists, the latter of which had been
subject to more than 1,000 beatings, kidnappings, and death threats during Menem's
rule, improved notably under President Fernando De la Rua.

Labor is dominated by Peronist unions. Union influence, however, has diminished
because of corruption scandals, internal divisions, and restrictions on public sector strikes
decreed by Menem to pave the way for his privatization program. In 1998, a dead-
locked congress approved a government-sponsored labor flexibility initiative after a
congressional deputy who was allegedly filmed by state intelligence agents in a gay
bordello operated by the agents changed positions on the measure and voted for it.

Public safety is a primary concern for Argentines, who just a generation ago en-
joyed a country with one of the world's lowest rates of violent common crime. Within
a decade, crime in Argentina has doubled, and, in Buenos Aires, tripled. Criminal court
judges are frequent targets of anonymous threats. Police misconduct includes growing
numbers of allegedly extrajudicial executions by law enforcement officers. In July, the
cash-strapped government cut the salaries of already low paid Federal Police a second
time in less than a year—at a time when the number of officers killed in the line of duty
spiraled upward. The Buenos Aires provincial police have been heavily involved in
drug trafficking, extortion, and vice. Arbitrary arrests and ill-treatment by police are
rarely punished in civil courts owing to intimidation of witnesses and judges, particu-
larly in Buenos Aires province. There the governor, Carlos Ruckauf, has pursued
ironfisted anticrime policies, exhorting a police force already heavily criticized for ex-
cessive force to shoot at criminals' arms and legs without prior warning, "pumping them
full of bullets.” The torture of detainees in the province has become endemic, and in
late 2001, international and local human rights groups sounded an alert over an alarm-
ing number of adolescents killed by the police.

In 2001, the armed forces—quietly encouraged by the Pentagon—pressed ahead
with their plan to be once again permitted to participate in internal security, a role pro-
hibited by two model laws passed in the 1980s and 1990s as a result of the military's
legacy of dictatorship and "political” policing. Following the September 11 terrorist
attacks in the United States, several senior government officials added their voices to
efforts the generals were making. However, in November, the senate voted to maintain
the ban on armed forces participation in internal intelligence operations.

Prison conditions are generally substandard. In 2000, it was revealed that prison-
ers in a federal jail ran a workshop to strip stolen cars and paid wardens who smuggled
drugs into the prison for them. Witnesses at a trial told how mutineers in a recent prison
riot killed seven fellow inmates, cooked their bodies, and fed them to their hostages.

The investigation of a 1994 car bombing of a Jewish organization, in which more
than 80 people died, has languished because of sloppy police work at the crime scene
and the alleged complicity by members of the security forces with the terrorists. On
September 24, 2001, seven years after the outrage, the trial of several suspects—most
of them policemen—began in Buenos Aires, but a senior U.S. law enforcement official
called the effort "ajoke" and suggested that complicity in the attack went high into
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Menem's inner circle. The 250,000-strong Jewish community is a frequent target of
anti-Semitic vandalism. Neo-Nazi organizations and other anti-Semitic groups, frequently
tied to remnants of the old-line security services, some of whom retain their posts, re-
main active. The Roman Catholic majority enjoys freedom of religious expression.

A study released by the United Nations Children's Fund in 2000 showed that child pros-
titution was a serious problem, exacerbated by a growing number of hungry children.

A lmﬂenia .

Polity: Presidential- Political Rights: 4
parliamentary democracy Civil Liberties: 4 ;
Economy: Capitalist ~ Status: Partly Free N = X

statist (transitional)
Population: 3,800,000
PPP: $2,215

Life Expectancy: 73 L
Ethnic Groups: Armenian (93 percent), Azeri (3 percent),

Russian (2 percent), Kurd and others (2 percent)

Capital: Yerevan

Overview: The politically charged trial of the defendants in the October
1999 shootings of several senior government officials in par-
liament finally got under way in early 2001. Despite wide-

spread speculation as to whether the gunmen had acted on the orders of others, includ-

ing President Robert Kocharian, and attempts by the political opposition to remove
him from office, the president continued to consolidate his power throughout the year.

The ailing economy showed few signs of recovery, while a final settlement to the

Nagorno-Karabakh conflict remained elusive.

The landlocked, predominantly Christian Transcaucasus republic of Armenia was
ruled at various times by Macedonians, Romans, Persians, Mongols, Turks, and others.
Following a brief period of independence from 1918 to 1920, the Russian region be-
came a Soviet republic in 1922, while western Armenia was returned to Turkey. Arme-
nia declared its independence from the Soviet Union in September 1991.

Prior to the 1995 parliamentary elections, nine political parties were banned, thereby
ensuring the dominance of Levon Ter Petrosian's ruling Armenian National Movement's
(ANM) coalition. In the 1996 presidential election, Petrosian defeated former Prime
Minister Vazgen Manukian, who ran on a pro-market, anticorruption platform. In Feb-
ruary 1998, Petrosian resigned following mass defections from the ANM and the res-
ignation of key officials in protest against his gradualist approach in negotiations over
control of Nagorno-Karabakh, the Armenian enclave in Azerbaijan. Prime Minister
Robert Kocharian, who was appointed by Petrosian in 1997 and formerly served as
president of Nagorno-Karabakh, was elected president in March with the support of
the previously banned Armenian Revolutionary Federation-Dashnaktsutiun.

Parliamentary elections in May 1999 resulted in an overwhelming victory for the
Unity bloc, a new alliance of Defense Minister Vazgen Sarkisian's Republican Party
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and former Soviet Armenian leader Karen Demirchian's People's Party, which cam-
paigned on a populist platform of greater state involvement in the economy and in-
creased social spending. In June, Sarkisian was named prime minister while Demirchian
became speaker of parliament. The relationship between the politically influential
Sarkisian and Demirchian on the one hand, and the relatively weaker Kocharian on the
other, was marked by power struggles and policy differences.

Just five months after the parliamentary elections, the country was plunged into a
political crisis when five gunmen stormed the parliament building on October 27 and
assassinated Sarkisian, Demirchian, and several other senior government officials. On
November 3, Kocharian appointed Aram Sarkisian, Vazgen Sarkisian's younger brother,
as the new prime minister. By selecting the relatively unknown and inexperienced Aram
Sarkisian, Kocharian hoped to assert greater political control while still maintaining
some support from the pro-Vazgen Sarkisian parliament. However Aram Sarkisian soon
proved to be a strong opponent of Kocharian's policies, and a period of growing ten-
sions between the president and the prime minister ensued.

During the first few months following the parliamentary shootings, investigators
alleged that several members of Kocharian's inner circle may have been behind the
attacks. These accusations, as well as a claim by Chief Prosecutor Gagik Jahangirian
that the Killings were part of a coup d'etat, prompted some opposition figures to call for
Kocharian's resignation. However, Kocharian gradually consolidated his power through-
out the year to emerge as the most powerful figure in the country's leadership. On May
2, Kocharian dismissed Prime Minister Sarkisian and Defense Minister Vagharshak
Harutiunian, whom he accused of engaging in political intrigues at the expense of ad-
dressing the country's economic problems. The decision to form a new government, in
which the Unity bloc agreed to cooperate with Kocharian, was generally regarded as a
tactical victory for the president. Republican Party leader Andranik Margarian was
named the new prime minister, while presidential advisor Serge Sarkisian, who had been
an early suspect in connection with the October shootings, was appointed to the impor-
tant post of defense minister.

After more than a year of investigations, the trial of the five gunmen, plus eight
others charged with complicity in the 1999 parliamentary attacks, began in February
2001. Although Kocharian had effectively been cleared of any connection with the
killings the previous year, many in the country maintained that the gunmen had not
acted alone, while speculating about the identities of the instigators of the shootings. A
final verdict in the trial had not been reached at year's end.

As Kocharian's authority continued to grow, the increasingly fractured political
opposition made several efforts to unseat him from power. In early September, three
opposition parties failed in an attempt to impeach the president, whom they accused of
sabotaging the inquiry into the 1999 parliament shootings, violating the constitution,
and creating a political and economic crisis in the country. On two occasions in late
September and October, thousands of people in Yerevan attended rallies organized by
the recently formed Republic Party led by Aram Sarkisian, former prime minister and
member of the Unity bloc's Republican Party. While the protestors demanded
Kocharian's resignation, the president announced that he would remain in office and
seek another term in 2003.

In the foreign policy sphere, Armenia pledged its support for U.S. military opera-
tions in Afghanistan and formally granted overflight permission to U.S. aircraft in the
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campaign the day after Washington began air strikes against the Taliban in early Octo-
ber. Despite a number of internationally led high-level meetings between the Arme-
nian and Azerbaijani leadership, little progress was made during the year to reach a
breakthrough on the long-standing Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

Throughout 2001, the economy continued to stagnate, with real unemployment at
nearly 30 percent and more than half the population estimated to be living below the
poverty line. In June, parliament approved a plan to privatize the country's remaining
state-owned enterprises, including 40 percent within the following 12 months. At the
same time, repeated attempts to privatize the national energy distribution network were
delayed by reasons including domestic opposition to the sale of such strategic assets to
foreign investors.

Political Rights Armenians can change their government democratically, al-
and Civil Liberties: though the 1995 and 1999 parliamentary and 1996 presiden-
tial elections were characterized by serious irregularities. In-
ternational observers reported some improvements regarding the 1999 parliamentary
vote over previous elections, including the adoption of a new electoral code in Febru-
ary containing some recommendations by the international community, more balanced
media coverage, and the return to the political arena of previously banned parties.
However, they also cited serious problems with significant inaccuracies of voter lists,
the presence of unauthorized persons in polling stations, and the lack of effective and
impartial electoral commissions. The 1995 constitution provides for a weak legislature
and a strong, directly elected president who appoints the prime minister. Most parties
in Armenia are dominated by specific government officials or other powerful figures,
suffer from significant internal dissent and division, or are weak and ineffective.

Self-censorship among journalists is common, particularly in reporting on Nagorno-
Karabakh, national security, or corruption issues. While most newspapers are privately
owned, the majority operate with limited resources and consequently are dependent
on economic and political interest groups for their survival. A number of private tele-
vision stations broadcast throughout the country, and most radio stations are privately
owned.

Freedom ofreligion is som