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The Failed Liberalisation of Algeria

The paper attempts to challenge the somewhat nsngie of international factors in
the study of transitions to democracy. Theoretieal practical difficulties in proving
causal mechanisms between international variabidsdmmestic outcomes can be
overcome by defining the international dimensionemms of Western dominance of
world politics and by identifying Western actiorsvards democratising countries.
The paper focuses on the case of Algeria, whemnational factors are key in
explaining the initial process of democratisationd aits following demise. In
particular, the paper argues that direct Westerhcips, the pressures of the
international system and external shocks influgheeinternal distribution of power
and resources, which underpins the different gir@seof all domestic actors. The
paper concludes that analysis based purely on damfastors cannot explain the
process of democratisation and that internatioaalables must be taken into more
serious account and much more detailed.

I ntroduction

In recent years, the literature on transitionsémdcracy has begun to analyse
in more detail the international context of regimigange. This aspect had been
labelled ‘the forgotten dimensidndue to theoretical shortcomings and practical
difficulties in gathering evidence, but it is noecognised that international factors
are an important component of transitions to deawcrFor instance, in his analysis
of transitions in Eastern Europe, Sakwa argues‘tleahocratisation in the region is
to a large degree a function of international psses and is far from being solely an
endogenous processNevertheless, explanations focusing on domestitofa and
processes still dominate the literature.

The purpose of this paper is to introduce systaralyiinternational factors in
the analysis of transitions by utilising the expagde of Algeria in the late eighties
and early nineties. These international factorsuohe both 'systemic pressures' and
specific policy actions that Western liberal denagoes undertake. Western powers
play a double role in this respect. On the one hdhdy are often decisive in
encouraging and sustaining democratisation sinay tall clearly set out the
promotion of democracy abroad as one of their rfagign policy objectives. On the

other hand, they contribute to crushing transitiovisen the outcome cannot be
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controlled and challenges the stability upon whicly rely to extract benefits and
resources from the international system. The imp&dhe international context is

particularly strong in regional settings where profd economic, social, political and
cultural differences exist; the Mediterranean basioertainly such a region. In this
area the perception of threats is greater andetedf radical transformation is often
unwelcome. The paper thus argues that the intermedtdimension was at least partly
responsible for the initiation of the democratiogess and for its demise by the
Algerian military.

At the same time, the paper attempts to offer aovative analysis of the
failure of the Algerian transition. The justificati for the choice of case study lays in
the need to explore the origins of the processeofatratisation and its subsequent
demise. There are studies of how the internaticm@ahmunity reacted to the
intervention of the military, studies on how the international community coudtbh
solving the political conflicf,examinations of France’s position towards theigsiin
conflict’, and works on how domestic parties attempted ftaeince the perceptions
of external agenfsbut there is the need for a careful and systeneaamination of
past events to provide a solid understanding of Homestic actors were influenced
by and perceived their external environment. Theotétical framework and the
guestions arising from the case study inform eatheroand their dynamic
relationship seems to point to the centrality oé timternational dimension of

democratisation.

Theinternational dimension
The relevance of the international context is evide the events occurred in

Eastern Europe and Central America and it is beytbt that major shifts in the
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distribution of power in the international systemdaglobal political and economic

trends contributed to a number of democratisatidnshis work, Samuel Huntington

pointed out that the democratisations of the thuwalve have been the product of
international economic and political triggers, faits to follow up on that point and

reverts back to explaining the transitional proessthrough domestic variabl®s.

Some of these international triggers such as clsaingine international economy, the
difficulties of socialism and the increased legay of the discourse of human rights
can be seen at work in Algeria as well.

Laurence Whithead attempted to capture and systmndie international
dimensions of democratisation and his categoriésoottagion’, ‘control' and ‘consent’
are very useful tools of analysis, but his framdwshould be expanded on and
detailed” Others built on that study and attempted to acctarrinternational factors
in their comparative overviews of transitions, aund theoretical and practical
obstacles. Despite these impediments, the issultedeto the effect of the
international context must be analysed more closéty a global system of
interdependent political and economic relationterimational variables can play a key
role in determining the domestic structure of caestin transition. International
factors cannot simply be considered as a secoradatyindirect source of influence.
They have a direct impact on all aspects of dentisatéon, from its initiation to its
consolidation or from its early difficulties to ifemise. There is agreement in the
literature concerning the autonomy of domestictjwali forced® and the subsequent
peripheral role assigned to international factfosjnstance the so-called facilitating
argument. This stems more from the difficulties edtablishing clear-cut causal
mechanisms between international variables andomés of democratisation rather

than from theoretical assumptions or definition#éiaulties.
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When it comes to discuss the changes taking praédgeria at the turn of the
eighties, it is just as important to focus on thinational dimension as it is on the
domestic factors. There are three specific isshasghould be tackled: 1) issues of
access of international actors to domestic acto lBow this access is used to
promote foreign policy goals that change the cbets#fits calculation of
action/inaction of these domestic actors; 2) issoesndirect pressures from the
international system itself such as the necessigdbpt a specific form of regime in
order to be included in the international commuoityto fulfil a pre-determined role
in the world-system. and 3) external shocks thatcathe strategies of the players.

The role of Western countries is constantly undsmd, even though they
have considerable power in shaping internation@irafthanks to a combination of
economic and military might, domination of interioagl organisations, and political
influence. Powerful countries have a much greatgpaict than what is generally
conceded. Thus, in its most extreme form, the stfdyansitions could be entirely
reversed and it could be argued that a structypptoamch would put international
pressure at the core of the analysis on demodiatisas it 'forces' specific domestic
choices by setting an agenda of feasible optiomstcained by the interests of the
dominating states. It could then be argued thaisoets or outcomes seemingly
deriving from autonomous domestic choices or factme in reality the product of
'invisible' but strong external pressures that rieitee the timing and the structure of
democratisation or, eventually, its demise andufail Admittedly, this argument
would fail to capture the complexities of realitlye diverse degrees and timing of the
external pressure exercised, and the complicatedaiction between domestic factors
and ‘foreign' forces. A multi-causal explanationudo allow escaping from the

rigidity and improbability of monocausality and,the same time, to look for 'degrees’
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of influence that should be assigned to the diffefactors at play. The centrality of
the international context is reinforced during doasolidation period. In fact, the role
of international factors is not solely limited tdhet 'initiating’ aspect of
democratisation, but can also account for the railof new democracies to
consolidate. It is often stressed that the Westspdakey role in promoting democracy
and that liberal economics encourages countriesbeaomore open and more
'penetration-prone’ to the ideas and the instigtiof democracy. While penetration
proved beneficial in a number of cases (Spain,ugatt Greece among others) and
Western support for democratising efforts increasdte last decade, this facilitating
role is ‘conditional’.

The national interests of the most powerful coastishape the international
political climate and the socio-economic structwk the international system.
Countries embracing democracy and its institutitlesye thus to conform to a
preconceived form of democratic structure basetherexperience and the needs of
Western liberal-democracies. Moreover, they haveake into consideration their
prospects of integration in the international ecoitosystem with all the constraints
that derive from it. If the West shapes the inteamal system according to its
interests, it follows that those who will confornilivbe rewarded and those who do
not will be punished. Democracy and democratisatitan become foreign policy
tools utilised to pursue interests. It is so muahhat ‘the noble concept, 'democracy’,
has become, along with universal suffrage, justterarhetorical device'* Western
liberal-democracy is deemed to be working when iistitutions, properly
transplanted in a democratising country, lead ®dhtcomes expected in the West.
These outcomes consist of political stability, frearket economic reforms, some

sort of allegiance to Western ideals, and loosga@sor basic democratic procedures
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and liberal rights. When instead the outcome of ttaasition is likely to lead in
directions opposed by the West, pressure is exaltsforce a change. This pressure
may or may not lead to the desired outcome, bug designed to obtain results.
Achieving stability and security is then the primmabjective and this is obtained with
the help of domestic forces afraid to lose out ftberegime change and that, once in
control, will be a more reliable interlocutor fdret West. For instance in the Algeria
case, where Franco-Algerian relationships are ffam being traditional political
relations between nation-states, but are aboutossmnco-operation and political
networking.*?, the replacement of the elites in power would Hadeto a problematic
re-negotiation of these links. Thus 'democracya isoncept that can be bent to fit
Western interests and international patterns otipal and economic development.
Algeria might just be another country in the line'undesirable’ democracies that
disturbed the smooth running of the liberal intéioreal order. It is hotly debated
whether Algeria's democratisation was a ‘true’ dnd, it seems that if the definition
of procedural democracy is adopted, the Algeriaandttion fulfils the criteria.
Transitions are understood mainly in terms of regohange towards a Western-style
liberal democracy with a strong emphasis on pro@@dspects. Despite difficulties
and obstacles, Algeria was labouring its way toph@émd work within such a system.
International variables should obviously not obsctire role and interests of
internal actors. In particular, the distributionpiwer and resources among domestic
actors together with their objectives is relevanthe entire process and should not be
relegated to a marginal role. However, it should belerlined that the very
distribution of resources within the domestic sphisrinfluenced by outside pressure
that can determine who will be the beneficiary pédfic resources provided by

external actors or generated by systemic forcese Algerian case offers, among
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others, the issue of military intervention in a @enatic election. It is accepted that
the decision to intervene was a purely internaigfbut the costs of intervention may
have been lowered or increased by previous knowledghe international reactions
to it. If the international environment is perceve be supportive of the intervention,
the costs of carrying it out largely diminish. Téreernal element becomes a relevant
factor in the decision-making process. Establishibdral democracies have an
interest in promoting democracy around the world &#mey are seen as potential
facilitators because they can exercise a consitieralmount of pressure against
recalcitrant authoritarian rulers. Unfortunatelycls a strategy of rightful 'promotion’
is undermined by the lack of a standardised comedipation and application of
democratic principles. Western policies concerning promotion and defence of
democratic principles and values are flawed becdlisg are adapted to national
interests. Democratic principles are sometimes onflct with much more
compelling interests (security, gaining access @rkets and resources, protecting
investments) and the resulting overall foreign @ois the product of these 'internal
struggles' among competing intereSt&rom this, it follows that the lack of ‘a clear
and consistent standard of what democracy entaith® part of countries seeking to
nurture democracy® undermines Western credibility, democracy's appeald
ultimately favours authoritarian rulers who willaseh for democratic legitimisation
to please international institutions and foreigwesstors, without really allowing for a
meaningful opening of the political space.

If this theoretical structure of transition condegithe international context
holds, the analysis of this complex phenomenon belleasier. Differences between
countries who succeeded and those who did not ¢beld probably be connected to

'international variables'. The utilisation of subkoretical framework for countries on
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the Southern bank of the Mediterranean could leadnderstand the reasons why

effective democratic rule is not a feature of Ngkthican political systems.

The case of Algeria

In Algeria, external factors impacted, at varyinggcees, on the initiation,
development and failure of the transition. Theuafice of two different 'international
effects’ and their convergence with the interetsey domestic actors led first to a
process of extensive liberalisation and then to disgnantling of the democratic
process through a military intervention. These d@hreffects are: a) 'systemic
pressures', which force countries in the processlavhocratising to conform to
specific political and economic requirements inavrdo fit in a West-dominated
system, b)dd hoc policies' adopted by France, the United States &mé lesser
extent, other European countries aimed at influendhe distribution of power
among internal actors in order to arrive at thewsmpreferred outcome; and 3)
external shocks and events that conditioned theedtmbargaining game, changed
the structure of incentives and modified the stiate of the different actors.

The relevance of the international dimension showldobscure the existence
of different explanations that have been offered tfee failed democratisation of
Algeria. Specifically: a) the inherent incompatityil between Islamic culture and
democracy’; b) the interests of key domestic actors, pariidylthe Army, in going
forward with democratisation and then changingdberse of the proces and c)
the failure of economic liberal reforms. The fiestplanation is certainly powerful,
but it can be countered by arguing that any 'celtisr able to develop a democratic
spirit and lead to the installation of democratistitutions. For instance, there are a

number of schools of thought within the Islamic ldothat do not see any
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incompatibility between Islam and democracy anduatt call on the current
generation of Muslim leaders to implement democregforms’’ It could be argued
that, in fact, any serious attempt to democratiseumtry where Islam is the dominant
religion failed not so much because Islam is inbépaf dealing with democratic
principles per se, but for the opposition of the governing elitesiebhfound very
comfortable the idea of an inherent conflict betwéstam and democracy in order to
hold on to their privileges with the blessing of $i&¥n powers.

The second explanation, focusing on actors andr treional strategic
choices, is somewhat incomplete. While it is tiug intra-elites power struggles and
bargaining processes are key to any explanatioterred agents and external
developments affect the internal distribution ofweo and resources. Explanations
focusing exclusively on the dealing among domestiors run the risk of looking at
the transition as if it was occurring in a politis@cuum, in complete isolation from
the international system.

The belief that the transition failed due to thduf@ of liberal economic
reforms does not capture the complexity of therrefprocess. The IMF-sponsored
liberal economic reforms, far from sparking demarfdsm a new class of
businessmen for political change, had the oppasiert of allowing the regime to
tighten the grip on society and derail change. iBestof civil society normally
associated with demands for greater political Absation become in fact the main
supporters of the continuation of the existing todi order. The reforms of the mid-
1980s simply created a classrmiuveaux riches, who enriched themselves thanks to
their connection with powerful figures. Thus, ‘busssmen, instead of becoming
vigorous proponents of free markets, end up asycaapitalists, making profits

because of their connections to those in power.’

10
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The contribution of previous explanations sugges$ist we should not
underestimate the role of domestic actors or thategjic choices or cultural and
historical aspects peculiar to Algeria. There igantheless a strong argument for the
possibility that external factors did influence ttnansition. Assuming that internal
factors are all explaining would be pretentious drebretically difficult to defend.

The origin of Algerian transition is held to be teEtober 1988 riots. The
harsh crackdown signified the beginning of the déoad the ruling the Front de
Liberation National (FLN). The riots were rooteddoconomic distress but were also a
sign of a more profound malaise in Algerian sogietlyich had been subjected for too
long to authoritarian rule. Surprisingly, the regimesponded to the crisis by opening
up the political system and gave way ‘to a newcénaluralistic competition®

President Chadli and the Army hoped that multiypasbmpetition and
freedom would lead to renewed legitimacy and tpelitical survival. Thus, it would
appear that the initiation of democracy and its idencould be simply understood in
terms of domestic pressures and strategic choicteeqrincipal actoré’ However,
the October riots were not rooted only in the damesphere. First of all, economic
hardships depended greatly on pressures derivorg the international economic
system and were not only a consequence of mismarmageof resources and
corruption. In particular, the price of oil and gas which Algeria relied to sustain its
internal market and generous welfare state, haehfaharply over the last few years
‘from $ 13.5 billion in 1985 to $ 9.6 billion in 88 and 1987%* The sharp drop in oil
and gas revenues is the external shock that expgbsestructural weakness of the
Algerian economy and further undermined the fatéhefmarket-oriented reforms of
the previous years. The 1985 and 1986 counter-shweke the trigger of the crisis,

which the IMF-sponsored reforms aggravated. Thekems had been carried out by

11
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a small group of economists within the Algerian gmment in collaboration with
IMF officials, even though there was no formal agnent between the IMF and the
Algerian government at the time. The pressure tofaxen to a new international
economic order was on. These IMF-sponsored refamdsthe drop in revenues had
in turn dramatic consequences on the general we#igtof the populatiorf?

On the political front, the socialist ideology wasder intense criticism world-
wide thanks to the failings of the socialist blo@&he imminent Western victory in
the Cold War led to a profound rethinking withiretAlgerian ruling elite. The pace
of the political changes, initiated with the intumtion of the new constitution in
February 1989, accelerated in the following ye@tse collapse of the Soviet empire
has been interpreted as a major ideological victoryWestern liberal democracies
with their emphasis on individual rights, formalnaecratic procedures and free
market economy. In this rapidly changing internadiioenvironment, where Western
countries were both victorious and confident ofirtisaperior system of government,
Algeria had to adapt its domestic political and rewic institutions in order to
survive and benefit from the changes that had tgtace. The realisation that only
Western recognition and support would be 'the galye in town' convinced the elite
to become ‘liberal democrats’, but their credigilivas very shaken by the
opportunism they showed. On the contrary, the HEyan on its credibility and
revolutionary purity to further its support. In shhiew competition for control, Chadli
believed that democratic politics would turn thegédians away from the FLN and
steer them toward him. Chadli's calculations baelfwhen it became clear that the
FIS had capitalised on the legitimacy's crisishef tegime.

The democratisation process was at first welconmadl encouraged in the

West. The Islamic Front was not yet consideredreathand the USA, traditionally
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close to a number of radical Islamic movements,ewet opposed to the FIS as a
matter of principle like some of its European alfit Moreover, Western diplomats
and observers expected that the new multi-partiesysvould lead to the formation
of a coalition government which would have resulted political moderation,
institution building, and the steady continuatidreoonomic reforms. Chadli and the
Army also probably expected power-sharing to beotiteome and this could explain
why they did not take over power before Januan219%e June 1990 local elections
had given a stunning victory to the EtSbut Chadli was still hopeful that he could
work out a deal to force the FIS into sharing gowegnt responsibilities. The
electoral results however convinced the French thedt European allies that the
process of democratisation was favouring anti-Wadtaces.

The Gulf War further affected the development @ titansition. The Algerian
government condemned the invasion of Kuwait, butked immediately to avoid an
internationalisation of the crisis that would likdead to war and major divisions
among Arab stateS. During the military operations themselves, the ekign
government progressively hardened its stance agamsVest, but failed to convince
the population of its real opposition to the warnw taking any measure susceptible
to interpretation in the West as pro-Saddam. Tihes hbalancing act failed to work, as
the Algerian population and opposition movementsdasingly criticised western
countries. What is very important for the Algeriaansition is that the Gulf War
‘considerably inflamed the passions within whictgétian politics took placé® and
was the external shock that began to destabilesatain equilibrium and peaceful co-
existence that had been reached between the Figharadite in power. Both Leveau
and Labat point out that the Gulf War unsettled itifermal and unofficial pact of

non-aggression between the FIS and the Chadli damesy and undermined the
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possibility of a smooth transition by radicalisibgth side$’ The Gulf War affected
the strategies and perceptions of three key cdogsain the transition.

The leadership of the FIS was at first at odds ow o react to the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait and the Saudi response to ite HiS had been receiving funds
from Saudi Arabia to carry out its political anccs activities and it was reluctant to
fully support Saddam Hussein in his enterprise. elmv, given the popular mood,
the FIS quickly found itself at the helm of strdemonstrations that were clearly pro-
Saddam and anti-Western. The strong popular andtapeous support for Saddam
encouraged the FIS to be more adventurous and eaéelship ‘canalised and
exploited the urban masses’ dissatisfaction byhdig their previous prudent
stance®® The FIS saw the Gulf War as a major boost to i@siton within an
Algerian society that found itself deeply at oddghwWestern actions. FIS actions
were not simply limited to mass demonstrationslehging the Algerian government
to take radical actions against the West, but asrfar as trying to send volunteers to
fight with Saddam troops and to request officidlist the government ‘stop exporting
oil and gas to those countries involved in the aggjon against Irag’

From the point of view of the government, the GWar presented the
opportunity to play a relevant role in negotiatiagsolution that would see Algeria
becoming again a central actor in internationalitigsl Algeria was looking to
reinvent itself in the New World Order after haviadpandoned its key role of
mediator between the Eastern bloc and the movewfenbn-aligned countries. A
peaceful outcome of the crisis obtained thanks he eéfforts of the Algerian
diplomacy would have increased the internationasfige of the President and would
have made Algeria a privileged interlocutor of tiéest with the Arab world.

Unfortunately for the regime, this policy backfirefls previously underlined, the

14
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population was largely pro-Saddam and the governrtreed to harden its stance
against the US-led coalition, but was sidesteppgdhle much more radical FIS
discourse. The government was caught between #u toebe seen by the West as a
reliable partner and the need to be seen as voibmgvorries of the majority of the
population. This dilemma was not solved and ‘thdf@usis revealed the cruel
delegitimisation of the Chadli government, ende@ tholitical apathy of the
population and marked the end of the governmemidarpolicy aimed at reinserting
Algeria in the international systerff’ The problems of the governing elite were
compounded by the fact that, while trying to nons®lrelations with France, they
were open of being accused to colluding with timeney', as France had chosen to
stand side by side the United States to the dettirokits privileged relations with
North African countries.

The Gulf War and the reactions it provoked in thealAworld began to
dominate also the Western agenda. Concerning thatisn in Algeria, the French
government was finally convinced that the arrieapower of the Islamic Front would
be detrimental to French interests and securitgoAding to a presidential &l the
French government had already tremendous resemgasibout the FIS, not so much
for its dubious democratic commitment, but for tweti-France policies it might
implement. The Gulf War dispelled eventual reseovst Before the outbreak of
hostilities against Iraq, President Mitterrand vgaste confident that relations with
North African countries would not be affected byeeh participation in the war
against Irag? His conviction and confidence were quickly putthe test and the
events of the following months seemed to confirrmény in France the dangers that

the FIS would pos& In July 1991 the magazirkeune Afrique published a detailed
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article highlighting the French position on poldicdevelopments in the Maghreb
with the title 'Mitterrand against the Islamists'.

However, and more importantly, the Gulf War had #ffect of changing
American perceptions of its interests in Algeridna@ges in policy followed swiftly.
The United States had traditionally had poor refegiwith their Algerian counterparts
due to the commitment of Algeria to anti-imperialignd third-worldism. Moreover,
Algeria had privileged military relations with tiS®viet Uniori° and this was not well
perceived in Washington even if the US were an ntgmd commercial partner for
Algeria. For these reasons, the United States dicshare the French preoccupation
about the FIS. The commitment of the FIS to lib@@nomics and the opportunities
that American companies might exploit in the regudaiced the United States ahead
of European countries given the strong anti-Fresehtiments within the FIS. In
addition, the fear that Algeria might follow thetpaof revolutionary Iran drove the
United States diplomacy to entertain relations WHB representatives. American
policy-makers were still haunted by the mistakesnmitted during the Carter
administration when clinging to the Shah aliendtesm from the new revolutionary
actors emerging on the Iranian scene. Given thethited States traditionally had
good relations with some fundamentalist movem&htd¢S policy-makers believed
that they could 'do business' with the FIS as well.

For American diplomacy, ‘the only real preoccupatis the stability of Arab
and Muslim countries and not the type of regimeharge, particularly if they are
sitting on billions of cube metres of gas like Aige®” This is, effectively, the
bottom line of American policy-making in the regiand the ambiguity towards the
FIS present in American policies since the creatibthat party disappeared during

the Gulf War. The Gulf crisis showed to Americadiggomakers that the FIS would

16



The Failed Liberalisation of Algeria

challenge the given international order and, mamegally, ‘it reminded both the US
and France the political and strategic importarfcglgeria.”® The FIS was poised to
win the parliamentary elections to be held latethim year and Western governments,
already worried about the future of their econofties to Algeria, felt threatened. It
follows that, even in times when the promotion efhebcracy was at the top of the
foreign policy agenda in western countries, ‘thesti® attitude of the FIS during
Desert Storm contributes to explaining the moderaéetion of the United States to
the cancellation of the parliamentary electiondanuary 1992%

Given that 'stability’ is the true interest of theited States in the region, it
follows that the exiting Bush administration didt sanction the military coup on the
grounds that it had been carried out accordingtwsiitutional procedures. The Bush
administration was severely criticised from memhdrthe democratic opposition for
its lack of resolve in condemning the cancellatiwinthe elections and for its
'inconsistencies' and double standdfdShe question was asked how could the
President defend the institutions and procedureteofocracy in Eastern Europe and
Latin America, but not in Algeria. Ahmad Moussatieg even further and argues that
‘Washington has also welcomed the Algerian govemtfaaron-fist policies towards
the Islamists and its suspension of the electitns.’

After being postponed for a few months, the genelattions were finally
held in December 1991. The FIS won a landslideowgtout the Army carried out its
coup. The international community was not displdasgh the Army intervention.
There are a number of intertwining interests aresgures that can account for the
failure of Algeria to keep the course of democsdien. At the time of the 1990 local
elections it was widely believed in European cdpithat the rise to power of the

Islamic Front in Algeria would have certainly posatious concerns to the West in a
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number of fields: military security, economic r&bas, migration, 'ideological
confrontation’, and stability in the Middle Eastivéh Algeria's position in the
Mediterranean, NATO and France's southern flankKdcine exposed to a serious
military threat even if the Algerian military hadnited conventional capabilities.
What concerned France and the NATO countries wa$adh Algeria's nuclear
progranf?. It was believed, or at least made believe, thigleda was capable of
acquiring nuclear capabilities and a nuclear bomihé hands of an Islamic party was
considered an unacceptable risk. Thus, an anti-@kegfovernment in power next to
the borders of France, Italy and Spain could ngeh®een welcomed.

An Islamic government in Algeria could have hadadsdestabilising impact
on Tunisia, Morocco and Egypt where there are actigposition Islamic groups.
These might have been encouraged and supporteddayacratically elected FIS-led
government in Algeria, leading therefore to a Sebtiuth conflict scenario. As noted
by Abed Charef, ‘both the Americans and the Fremehe equally uneasy about the
fate of their allies in the region, Tunisia and Mero.”* Heavily destabilised areas
would have then surrounded Europe, with the conteaneous breakout of chaos in
the Balkans and in the Maghreb. International reysions could have also been felt
in the Middle East where the Israeli and Palestisibad just begun to work out a
peace-agreement, to which the FIS was opposed. h@ncantrary, the Algerian
military was more supportive of the agreement ama & as a chance to improve
relations with the West in the key area of militdmyks, having Algeria lost the
support of the Soviet Union.

The state of economic relations was also at stAkestern investments and
energy supplies could have been threatéhdthe FIS never clarified the specific

economic measures it would introduce once in powEnhese very vague
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commitments meant that a dangerous uncertaintyrdegg protection of foreign
investments in the very lucrative gas and oil sestarounded the FIS economic
programme. While ‘the FIS industrial programme enwigh a call for more
involvement of the private sector, it also clea$signs a central role to the state’
particularly in key sectors of the economy. It dels that a general commitment to
market economy did not automatically translate ifudher Western investments,
protection of Western interests, or the continuamd implementation of existing
contracts. In addition, Aliboni argues that ‘a cadiregime is more easily tempted to
set political considerations above the reality bft@nsactions®. While this point
may be disputed, it certainly rings bells in poliogking circles. The Army would be
able to guarantee 'economic’ stability and pradecthuch more effectively than the
FIS.

In addition, with the FIS in power there would hdeen tremendous changes
in the personnel involved with state economic dtis as the FIS had promised to
get rid of the corrupted bureaucrats and managerkimg in the state sector. A
younger generation of educated and current unera@léyab-speaking technocrats
supportive of FIS might have replaced them. Theesdpparatus was the executioner
of military and political decisions, but was alsa Vvast network of personnel,
bureaucrats, and public sector entrepreneurs niraimgea symbiotic relationship with
the regime, carrying out its dictates in return personal profit*’ Market oriented
reforms had given them the means for personal lemeat and corruption grew out
of control, particularly in the oil sector. Thisoloplace to the detriment of a class of
new technocrats who turned to FIS to channel tbsicontent and who, once in

control, might have had different ideas regardlmgdn-going economic policies.

19



The Failed Liberalisation of Algeria

Another aspect to take into consideration is migratA FIS government, it
was believed, would have meant a huge influx of ignamts into Southern Europe as
people afraid of the instauration of an Islamic ®#g might have wished to leave
the country. There was a feeling that many woute fAlgeria and join relatives or
friends in France and to a lesser extent otherhsontEuropean countries. Public
opinion in those countries would have not easiliersied a wave of Algerian
refugees. The French and Italian governments lielt this aspect of Mediterranean
relations could have been better served with agtrefficient military junta.

James Phillips, a senior policy analyst at The tdge Foundation in
Washington DC, summarised briefly American intesest the area: 1) maintain
support for Pro-Western Arab secular regimes; 2)taia international terrorism; 3)
defend the peace process between Israel and the ALi@crease non-proliferation
efforts; 5) keep a safe access for the West tetigegy resources in the area and 6)
defend human right¥. These interests, he argued, would have been béstded if
the Army remained in control in Algeria. For thesasons the West turned a blind
eye on the dismissal of democracy in Algeria am¥o@red' the Army's coup.
Naturally, the military intervention would not haveaken place without the
convergence of domestic interests. Key playersiwithe FLN, the Army and the
bureaucracy did not want the FIS in power becalese privileges would have been
endangered. Others were truly worried about thesipisy of having to live in an
Iranian-style Islamic Republic. The Army perceivie@ FIS as a threat to national
unity and to the status of the Army itself withitgarian society.

Fear of fundamentalism was probably misplaced, asmber of studies on
the FIS do not seem to point in that direction. Hi® was more a social movement

with religious connotations rather than a fundarakstt party with a coherent
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political programme and ideological commitments. iM/hislamic traits are an
important component of the FIS policies, thesenanee concerned with social issues.
According to Hugh Roberts, ‘Algerian Islamism dugrithis period (early 1990s) was
never subversive or revolutionafy.’Redistribution of wealth, end of corruption,
equal access to state jobs, end of discriminatomén-French speakers, promotions
in the civil service according to merit and notctannections were the pillars of the
FIS political programme. Dissenting voices arguledt tFIS was not committed to
democracy and Yahia Zoubir underlines that ‘FISvéaats and the discourse of its
main leaders revealed the aversion of the pariyetnocratic principles’® Despite
these conflicting views about the FIS nature, a magn of demonisation of its
leaders and policies occurred. When it became thedrthe West was involved in
this process of demonisation for its own intereats,alliance between ruling elites
and Western governments was formed at the experfidbe FIS and of democratic
procedures and principles. This alliance was ngwdalicised' as the regime could not
be seen to be too close to the 'old enemy’, bedrtbe argued that close contacts at
top level were necessary to achieve post-coupinegty. On the grounds of anti-
fundamentalism it would have been much easier $tfyurepression and the Army
argued that ‘elections should not serve the pupasiea party that threatened
democracy [even if] there was never a strong liat bnce in power the FIS would
violently impose Islamic law and radically changeisty, economy, and stat&.1n
addition ‘most international and regional actorsenaested interests in pushing away
fundamentalists from any legitimate role in intdrneegional and international
affairs.”?

From an analytical point of view there are two instents to rely on if a

causal mechanism is to be established between aited fdemocratisation and
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international factors in the case of Algeria: 1algee the behaviour of international
actors before the coup and 2) identify what theefien Army received from the West
after their intervention. Concerning the first trsnent' it is crucial to highlight the
attitudes of France, the USA and the EU towardcctienges taking place in Algeria in
the 1980's and early 1990's. Franco-Algerian mataticannot be discussed in detail
due to the complexity of such a relationship. Iffisas to say that President
Mitterrand welcomed the process of democratisatiot, quickly reverted to realist
politics when made aware that the opening up opthiical process could mean an
Islamic success. According to Martin Stone, for edime before the coup the French
government had ‘become increasingly concerned fo security of French
commercial interests and wanted to prevent furtherious instability’® in the
migratory process in particular. Moreover, ‘the rile government was anxious to
discourage the creation of an Islamic state anceingaid lip-service to the idea of
genuine political pluralism in Algerid* These fears resulted in the granting of
credits and loans on the part of internationalrfaial institutions® and on the French
Treasury at the end of 1989 It must be underlined that the Chadli government
played on these French preoccupations to secuoaifable financial treatment, but
Paris was truly committed to avoid the creationaafIslamic republic in Algeria.
Disaster-like scenarios were imaginedvhere hordes of boat people would try to
reach Europe by sea and therefore destabilise hiee eMediterranean. Finally,
Mitterrand mildly criticised the Algerian militarfpr their intervention in the electoral
process, but soon after that, ‘French support lfer tegime became once again
explicit.”®

US-Algerian relationships had begun to take a p@sturn in the 1980's, after

many years of mutual distrust. Chadli's economformes attracted interest in the
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United States and economic ties improved. Amermampanies invested heavily in
Algeria, particularly in the oil and gas sector.eThIS quickly became a major
customer for Algerian gas. In the difficult tramsit years, the US were supportive of
Algeria's pluralist effort, but as soon as it beeattear that the FIS would become a
potentially adversarial political actor, the polichanged. While American foreign
policy was never openly supportive of the regimé&@nch foreign policy until 1995,
it was clear that Washington preferred the genemalthe Islamists. Channels for
American influence on domestic actors had been egppen 1985, as ‘the United
States Department of Defence had provided a snrabua grant under the
International Military Education and Training Pragr to provide professional
military development courses and technical trainifig Algerian officers in
leadership positions or deemed to be potentialdiesaf It is interesting to note that
‘the White House first stated that the militaryentention fell within the provisions
of the 1989 Constitutio?® While another statement calling for respect of
international democratic standards was issued, lterAdministration lenient stance
on a military coup at the height of a wave of deratsations around the globe was
very telling about US priorities in the area. Hoe US, ‘the only preoccupation is the
stability of the Arab and Muslim countries withoegards for who is in powé&r and
when it became clear that the FIS would be condéttoomtal towards the West,
differences with France were largely tactical ridtegic.

Concerning the EU position toward Algeria, the Ehlintries delegated most
of its ‘foreign policy' to France. However, some EOuntries were involved in
bilateral relations with Algeria. The UK was vergtige in supporting its oil
companies in Algeria and in providing the regimehwiew weaponry, such as two

tank-landing ships in the early 1980s. In addititwe, British undertook a joint project
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with the Algerian navy for the delivery of twelvast-attack crafts armed with Italian
Otomat missiles. The Italian government was alsolired in sustaining the Algerian
government by granting credits for US $ 7b afte ttas company SNAM was
allowed to sign a lucrative contract with SonatracBecember 199

To conclude, France, the USA, and to a lesser demgjieer Western countries
had all access to key domestic actors, had ingetestlefend and therefore had a
considerable impact in making Western preferenceswk and taken into
consideration. As underlined by Habib Souaidiag ‘links between the Algerian
generals and France are numerous and®dld.’

The second instrument through which it is possibde ‘'measure’ the
contribution of the international dimension is trewvards' that have been granted to
the Algerian regime after the coup. The overaligybf the West was certainly to
offer economic aid and political supp8rtThis has been largely recognised in the
literature on Western-Algerian relations. The neweaynment was granted complete
legitimacy by all international institutions and ®tern governments. After the coup,
Algeria was admitted to all Euro-Mediterranean parship initiatives. There was no
strong political condemnation, there were no talk&€conomic sanctions, and there
was not much bad press as the blame for the cailwas put on FI&

Secondly, France quickly supplied the regime wigwrweaponry, provided
intelligence and exported the latest surveillareehmology to be used against the
Islamic movement® The Army's budget is difficult to quantify, butetthigh intensity
of the conflict suggests that spending on weapamieased from an already high
figure in 199¢°" The data collected by the Stockholm Peace Resémstitute show
that military expenditure as percentage of the GiPeased constantly since 1991

and military spending went from US $ 622m in 1982US $ 1,119m just two years

24



The Failed Liberalisation of Algeria

later®® Justification for this support was also due to 'theernalisation' of the civil

war, whereby Iran and Sudan were accused by therialy regime of propping up the
Islamic groups. In turn, the West was able to athaé their support for the Algerian
military coincided with their desire to keep intational terrorism in check. Just
recently, ‘Qatar has ordered 7.5 million dollarsrtnoof military equipment from

Britain as a gift for the Algerian arnf{’ with the full knowledge of the British

government. In fact, Qatar Foreign Minister dedatbée British government has no
objection to the export of arms to Algetfia.

In the economic sphere, Algeria was granted a cedatheduling program by
the IMF on two occasions. Lucile Provost highligtitat both times ‘the rescheduling
was obtained thanks to the intense lobbying camigidby the French authoritiés’
and the good offices of the United States. Accaydio Martinez, both debt
rescheduling and international aid allowed the megito pay for the costs of its
survival and consolidatioff. In exchange, the Algerian government accelerated t
pace of IMF-sponsored reforms. The regime has ladsm supplied with agricultural
commodities and it has benefited from a dramatirease in foreign investments.
American companies ‘have more than 2 billion dslimvested in the country’ and
French and Italian companies invested heavily dsdespite terrorist threats against
foreign citizens and the killings of many of thefrhe financial difficulties of the
regime could have been exploited to pressuriseethnspower in accepting a
negotiated resolution, but the regime was instealédb out. The pressure might have
not worked, but the simple effort would have shatimcal commitment.

According to John Entelis, ‘France's position hasrbto stand back and allow

"4

the military government since 1992 to consolidaie/gr,”” while the Algerian Army

decided to do so to polish its image and to gaiermational respectability. However,
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elections exclude FIS and are rigged, as the Ilafssidential election
demonstrated> The Algerian government pays lip-service to Arationalism and
sometimes speaks against Western domination ofivadthirs, while negotiating and
bargaining behind the scenes with the former calgpower on how to get rid of the
Islamic movement and how to proceed with Algerst®nomic integration in the

world economy.

Conclusion

It is difficult to clearly specify the causal mechsms that link international
variables and democratisation. However, regime gbando not take place in a
vacuum and international factors, in the leastuerice the strategies of the domestic
actors involved. External shocks, systemic presswaed international strategic
considerations are just as important in initiatorgshattering transitions as domestic
factors. The questions arising from the Algeriapezience feed into and are evidence
of the relevance of the international context @fimee changes. In particular, the role
of Western powers cannot be dismissed as secontacguse Western liberal
democracies have the means and the power to icBuehat takes place in the rest of
the world. Moreover, the international system caiss countries in transition in
adopting domestic structures that favour integratiothe system otherwise they may
pay the price of exclusion. Taking internationadtfas into account is not to obscure
the importance of domestic factors and point simjolystructural causes, but to
integrate it in order to achieve a more comprelvenskplanation.

The negative legacy of events that took place adk@go is still evident
today. In January 2001 the EU granted Algeria ahaddi 8 million euros to fight

terrorism without strings attached (no mention eimdcratisation or respect for
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human rights) and despite solid evidence pointimgrmy’s unjustified brutality and
repressive policie§ The hopes of the late 1980’s for a progressiveugicn within
the democratic camp of North African countries hbeen dashed, but their inclusion
within the international economy has been achiegeldgacy of authoritarian rule is

what we have to contend today.
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