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“Torture was imposed here by circumstances and by racial hatred. In some 
ways it is the essence of the conflict and expresses its deepest truth.” 1 

 
 The French-Algerian War of the 1950s and 1960s and the recent 
American war in Iraq were, at their root, Western powers fighting against a 
racially and ethnically different urban-guerrilla, terrorist enemy—the Front de 
Liberation Nationale in Algeria and al Qaeda and Taliban members in Iraq. 
Both wars began in a time of violent upheaval for both France and the United 
States, with France still suffering the loss of a war and their colony in Indochi-
na and the United States reeling from the terrorist attacks of September 11, 
2001. 
 The introductory quote was written in 1958 by Jean-Paul Sartre as 
part of the introduction to the famous book The Question by Henri Alleg. Most 
of what Sartre writes to introduce Alleg’s account of his time as a prisoner in 
Algeria, during which time Alleg was subjected to extreme methods of interro-
gation and torture, can also be applied to the actions of the American military 
in Iraq, specifically at Abu Ghraib prison. In Algeria, prisoners were subjected 
to electric-shock torture and simulated drowning, strung up in painful positions 
for long periods of time, and often denied clothing for days or even weeks on 
end.2 Detainees at Abu Ghraib prison were also subjected to electrical torture, 
were led around blind-folded and naked, handcuffed to doors or furniture in 
uncomfortable or painful positions for long periods of time, and in some cases, 
threatened with barking dogs, death to themselves, or death to their family 
members.3 Then there were leaked photographs from Abu Ghraib depicting 
naked male detainees being forced to simulate oral sex with each other, ar-
range themselves in a naked pyramid, or being led around like a dog by prison 
guards.4  By their respective governments, these behaviors were labeled as 
“abuses” or “maltreatment,” but never what they truly were—torture. 
 A great number of books and articles address only torture in Algeria 
or in Iraq, rather than looking at them together, because the war on terror in 
Iraq is such a relatively new topic of study. Many works that I have used in my 
research discuss only one war and have been referenced by the small number 
of scholars who have compared and contrasted the conflicts in Algeria and 
Iraq. Renowned books in their field of study that have significantly influenced 
this research are Torture: The Role of Ideology in the French-Algerian War by 
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Rita Maran5, Torture and the Twilight of Empire by Marnia Lazreg6, and Tor-
ture and Truth by Mark Danner.7  
 The comparison of the justification and ideology behind the use of 
torture in Algeria and at Abu Ghraib is not something which has gone          
unexplored in recent scholarship. Neil MacMaster, in the article “Torture: from  
Algiers to Abu Ghraib,” directly links the two conflicts in his discussion of 
modern torture.8 Brian Lawatch, in the article “Legitimizing Torture,” com-
pares and contrasts the ideological attitudes behind the two conflicts from the 
accounts of the soldiers involved and the military and government officials, as 
well as their use of an ideological mission in both conflicts which fostered an 
acceptance of torture among the troops.9 

 My research takes a slightly different approach to the joint analysis of 
the justifications of torture by the French in Algeria and Americans at Abu 
Ghraib. By using government documents and newspaper articles from both 
relevant time periods, I analyze the way that the French and American govern-
ments and militaries discussed the use of torture in a way that they could avoid 
the prohibition of torture (banned in 1949 by the Geneva Conventions) and 
justify torture to themselves. Newspaper articles, predominately from the New 
York Times, and translations from Maran’s book and Alistair Horne’s A Savage 
War of Peace10 provided sufficient translations of French commentary on the 
use of torture in Algeria. New York Times articles and documents found in 
Danner’s collection, as well as The Torture Papers, edited by Karen J. Green-
berg and Joshua Dratel,11 include several documents that provide insight into 
the attitudes of the American government and their condoning of torture in 
Iraq. 
 The paper will discuss the origins of the conflicts in Algeria and Iraq 
and analyze the attitudes of the French and American governments and militar-
ies. I will then compare and analyze the similarities between the French and 
American government attitudes and ideologies because, while there are differ-
ences in the origins of the conflicts, there are surprising similarities in the justi-
fications of the officials who condoned torture and their response to accusa-
tions of torture in the media. Through this paper, I will also emphasize the ille-
gality of the actions of the French and Americans in their respective conflicts. 
 By revealing the similarities between the actions and reactions of the 
French and American governments relating to torture, I will demonstrate a 
trend of governmental attitude regarding torture in the modern world. This 
attitude is one that governments adopt to make themselves seem exempt from 
international laws prohibiting torture. This includes ideas of unprecedented 
circumstances of warfare and an enemy that does not fit the bill for protection 
by international regulations. The persistence of the ideas that allowed torture to 
be utilized by France and the United States, as demonstrated by this paper, 
presents an unsettling trend in modern warfare. France and the US are two ma-
jor players on the world stage, and when other countries see them bending and 
breaking international laws, it allows for them to “look for technical 
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‘loopholes’ in future conflicts” which only allows for torture to continue as a 
tactic in today’s wars.12 

  
Conflict, Revolution, and Counterinsurgency in Algeria 
 
 From the time that the governor of Algiers surrendered to French 
forces on July 5, 1830, until Algeria won its independence from France on July 
3, 1962, there was fairly constant conflict between the French colonizers and 
native Algerians. Between 1830 and 1871, the French had to rule Algeria pre-
dominately by force due to strong resistance from native Algerians, religious 
sects calling for holy war, and indigenous leaders forming strong, armed oppo-
sition to their occupier. This was exacerbated by social issues that emerged 
between 1840 and 1870 that created a gulf between the native Algerians and 
their European neighbors.13 

 First there were changes to land ownership laws which allowed the 
French to seize desirable land in the most fertile areas of the country and redis-
tribute these lands to wealthy Europeans. This destabilized both the national 
economy and the lives of native Algerians. Eventually the rural population of 
Algeria became “dependent on moneylenders and credit merchants in times of 
scarcity.”14 With only seven acres of inferior terrain per farm to feed a family 
and make a living, times were continuously hard. Then, to add insult to injury, 
in 1870 Muslims were denied naturalization to France while Jewish-Algerians 
were allowed to become citizens. The Muslim-Algerian population felt that the 
French government had belittled them by denying them French citizenship.15 
From 1870 until 1920, Algerians, like many others in occupied Arab states, 
clung to the hope of an Arab nation, but these hopes were crushed with the 
disintegration of the Ottoman Empire after World War I. This led to the “birth 
and development of a consciousness of national independence, then of solidari-
ty among Arabs against a common enemy: the foreign powers that dominated 
them.”16 

 These nationalist aspirations were put on hold when World War II 
came to the nation on March 7, 1944. For the remainder of France’s involve-
ment in World War II, Muslim-Algerians were given access to all civilian and 
military positions, their representation in local assemblies was increased, and 
measures of exclusion against the native population were abolished.17 But the-
se changes came to an end with the armistice ending WWII, signed on May 8, 
1945. This led to an uprising of Muslim-Algerians against European-Algerians 
and French authorities. The French began a war of reprisals on May 10 which 
became a massacre lasting for several days, during which fifteen to forty-five 
thousand Muslim-Algerians died.18 This brief conflict between Muslim-
Algerians and the French led to a palpable tension between the two populations 
that persisted for the next nine years, culminating in the French-Algerian War. 
 The French-Algerian War began between midnight and two o’clock 
a.m. on November 1, 1954, when the Front de Liberation Nationale (FLN) 
initiated thirty near-simultaneous explosions, fires and commando attacks 
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across Algeria, targeting the French police and military. By the morning, 
French authorities had realized “the existence of a concerted, coordinated 
movement” of resistance.19 In March, 1955, the French National Assembly 
declared the situation in Algeria a state of emergency. The French government 
gave the army and its appointed police force the power to remove 
“contaminated populations to settlement camps” as well as control over police 
and judicial powers.20 The French military police suspended local elected offi-
cials whose views contrasted with those of the French government, censored 
the press, radio and television, and instated curfews on Muslim neighborhoods 
and placed checkpoints between Muslim and European regions of the city of 
Algiers.21 According to Marnia Lazreg, it was this “surrender of police and 
administrative powers to the military [that] was a crucial step in establishing 
torture as a central component of the war” because it seemed to be the only 
way to promote their own mission while demolishing that of the terrorist revo-
lutionaries.22 

 The French military began utilizing torture during the battle for Al-
giers in 1956 as a way to prevent hit-and-run style terrorist attacks and future 
bombings targeted at the French police and European citizens.  Because they 
were fighting a subversive guerrilla force, anyone could be the enemy. Thus 
torture “became a standard method for screening individuals picked up during 
roundups, identity checks, or operations” conducted by the French police.22 In 
the end, torture won the French several battles, but ultimately lost them not 
only Algeria, but some credibility on the world stage, as they denied and cen-
sored evidence of their use of torture. 
 
The American War on Terror in Iraq 
 
 Unlike the French-Algerian War, which took over a century to come 
to fruition, the war on terror began almost overnight after the infamous attacks 
of September 11, 2001. The terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the 
Pentagon shook an entire nation out of complacency and into fear, terror, and 
outrage. This led to a speedy invasion of Afghanistan in early October, 2001, 
because it was harboring al-Qaeda and Taliban members. Almost as a knee-
jerk reaction to the calamitous events of September 11, President Bush intro-
duced to the American people what was known as the “Bush Doctrine.” The 
Bush Doctrine was in part a national security defense mechanism that gives the 
U.S. government unprecedented authority to “preemptively” attack any per-
ceived enemy or force, be they “terrorist organizations with global reach, weak 
states that harbor and assist such terrorist organizations, [or] rogue states,” in-
cluding al-Qaeda, the Taliban, and the “rogue state” of Iraq.24 The Bush Doc-
trine also stressed the importance of recognizing the imminent threat of these 
foreign forces and the need to respond quickly and fully to their opposition to 
the United States. They claimed that this unparalleled authority of the govern-
ment was a justifiable response to an unprecedented threat to American       
national security.25 Under this doctrine, the American military invaded Iraq in 
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March, 2003, to look for weapons of mass destruction. Suspected terrorist or-
ganization members were arrested and taken to American facilities within Iraq, 
including Abu Ghraib prison.  
 The American government quite seriously considered how to treat 
prisoners of war in Afghanistan, and these policies transferred to the conflict in 
Iraq two years later. President Bush’s legal advisor, Alberto R. Gonzales, ad-
vised the president that the Third Geneva Conventions regarding the treatment 
of prisoners of war did not apply to the conflict with al-Qaeda and the Tali-
ban.26 Gonzales justified the disqualification of these two organizations from 
being protected by the Geneva Conventions because both were militant, terror-
ist organizations without a dedicated state, and so the Geneva Conventions 
could not apply because they were not High Contracting Parties.27 In his memo 
to the president, Gonzales said that this stance would help preserve the flexibil-
ity of the military in this new type of war in which the U.S. found itself in-
volved. He said this new type of war “renders obsolete Geneva’s strict limita-
tions on questioning of enemy prisoners and renders quaint some of its provi-
sions…”28 However, Gonzales did note that a negative aspect of taking this 
stance would be that it would “provoke widespread condemnations” and 
“encourage other countries to look for technical ‘loopholes’ in future con-
flicts,” just as the United States was doing.29 Despite this negative and possibly 
far-reaching consequence, on February 7, 2002, President Bush accepted “the 
legal conclusion of the Department of Justice” and determined that “none of 
the provisions of Geneva apply to our conflict with al-Qaeda in Afghanistan or 
elsewhere throughout the world.…”30 As will be discussed later, this decision 
to disregard the Geneva Conventions regarding the treatment of prisoners of 
war opened the doors for later maltreatment, abuse, and torture of prisoners in 
Abu Ghraib prison. 
 
France, America, and Torture 
 
 Though the French used torture in Algeria years before the Americans 
used torture in Iraq, they can still be paired together to observe what has—or 
more often, has not—changed in post-Geneva Conventions warfare in regard 
to the justification of torture by prominent governments. By looking at the way 
the French and American governments discussed or avoided discussing torture 
and used censorship or denial to avoid admitting to using torture, it is possible 
to see tactics of maneuvering around “torture” rhetorically. And by looking at 
the type of warfare, enemy, and national mission that was involved, we can 
identify the types of circumstances that governments  decide do not qualify as 
a war or enemy that falls under the provisions of the Geneva Conventions, and 
how those decisions are affected by a national perspective on what is most nec-
essary to be protected: national aims or international rights. Many of these 
things did not change between the war in Algeria in 1954-1962 and the war in 
Iraq beginning in 2003. Because of this, it is possible to draw comparisons 
between the French war in Algeria and American war in Iraq to analyze the 
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persistence of certain perspectives that lend themselves to the governmental 
justification of torture in modern warfare. 
 One way that the French and Americans justified their use of torture 
was by avoiding admitting to torture altogether with the use of euphemistic 
words and phrases instead of the word “torture,” or by changing the definition 
of torture itself. “Torture” was strategically avoided in French rhetoric about 
their actions in Algeria. Because Algeria was legally annexed to France, the 
French did not want to claim the conflict in Algeria as a war because that 
would mean there was a civil war within France.31 Instead, they referred to 
their actions as “police operations aimed at maintaining order on French terri-
tory. They were depicted, thus, as an internal matter.”32 By claiming the war in 
Algeria was an internal conflict, the French tried to bypass the relatively new 
international laws put into place by the Geneva Conventions in 1949 which 
prohibited torture as part of the “legal conduct of war.”33 However, torture was 
“already prohibited under peacetime French penal code.”34 Thus France was 
stymied; if it was an internal matter, they were breaking their own laws, but if 

it was an international war, they were breaking international laws. Thus France 
avoided the word “torture” in favor of less condemnable words and phrases. 
 One of the best examples of the French avoidance of the word 
“torture” is the Wuillaume Report. This report was commissioned in 1955 by 
the French Minister of the Interior, Francois Mitterand, and contains the inves-
tigation conclusions of government worker Roger Wuillaume, who was sent to 
Algeria to look into claims of torture being conducted by the French in Algeri-
an prisons.35 Though Wuillaume was sent to report on torture, the word 
“torture” only appears in the report twice. Instead, admission of the use of tor-
ture was “circumvented through the use of euphemisms.”36 Wuillaume used 
phrases like “certain acts of violence,” “police procedures,”37 “excesses,” 
“methods,” “violence” and “physical maltreatment of the nature of torture” 
rather than simply the word “torture.”38 

 Additionally, the French government sought to restrict knowledge of 
torture among the French public and to silence criticism of the French army in 
Algeria. The French government prosecuted those who published information 
about torture. In one case from March of 1957, the Ministry of Defense 
claimed that some published articles were part of a “‘campaign of systematic 
disparagement’ of the army’s behavior in Algeria,” with their “widely pub-
lished reports… of torture of prisoners under questioning… as part of the mili-
tary repression of the rebellion.”39 They then discredited such reports by saying 
that “such charges had been investigated and found false or greatly exaggerat-
ed.”40 The practices of discrediting and censoring lasted through most of the 
war. In January of 1960, the French government “seized copies of four news-
papers… in France and Algeria because they published commentaries on the 
International Red Cross Committee’s recent report... [that were] critical of 
signs of continued torture and brutality in prison camps.…”41 France’s in-
creased censorship of information about torture seemed like the behavior of a 
government which knew full well that their actions were wrong, but who 
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would rather transgress the law than give up their war in Algeria. 
 The United States took a somewhat different approach to using rheto-
ric to their advantage in denying the use of torture in Iraq. First, the American 
government had to decide what constituted “humane” versus “inhumane” treat-
ment of detainees. Ultimately, the government decided that there had to be 
severe suffering put upon the detainee intentionally, which is incredibly diffi-
cult to prove without a doubt.42 Jay S. Bybee, Assistant Attorney General, 
came to the conclusion that “severe” pain should be medically defined as “the 
level that would ordinarily be associated with a sufficiently serious physical 
condition or injury, such as death, organ failure, or serious impairment of bodi-
ly function—in order to constitute torture,” even though this goes above and 
beyond the definition set forth by the Geneva Conventions.43  
 The U.S. government then provided a list of approved and frequently 
utilized interrogation techniques, such as isolation, sleep deprivation, removal 
of clothing, and increasing anxiety through the use of personal aversions,44 as 
well as sensory deprivation, heat, light and dietary manipulation, and the use of 
stress positions.45 There were also more extreme measures that were generally 
not okay, but should undergo legal review before use, such as “the use of sce-
narios designed to convince the detainee that death or severely painful conse-
quences are imminent for him and/or his family” and “the use of a wet towel or 
dripping water to induce the misperception of suffocation.”46 These techniques, 
however, all qualify as torture under the Geneva Conventions (III), Article 17: 
“No physical or mental torture, nor any other form of coercion, may be inflict-
ed on prisoners of war to secure from them information of any kind whatever. 
Prisoners of war who refuse to answer may not be threatened, insulted, or ex-
posed to unpleasant or disadvantageous treatment of any kind.”47 By this defi-
nition, the United States was breaking international law by allowing the types 
of interrogation techniques that go against the Geneva Conventions and cross 
the line into the realm of torture. 
 The U.S. government claimed ignorance about the military’s use of 
torture in Iraq. Following the leak of the infamous Abu Ghraib abuse and tor-
ture photos in April, 2004, the Bush administration “repeatedly assured Ameri-
cans that the president and his top officials did not say or do anything that 
could possibly be seen as approving the abuse or outright torture of prisoners” 
despite the public release of a memo which contained the president’s advisors’ 
legal advice claiming “the president was not bound by laws or treaties prohibit-
ing torture,” even though this was false.48 Government officials called the tor-
ture at Abu Ghraib abuse and maltreatment, but shied away from labeling it 
“torture.” The soldiers involved in the torture at Abu Ghraib were charged only 
with disgraceful conduct, “a verbal sleight-of-hand that acquitted those troops 
of torture and found them guilty of the lesser crime of pornographic horse-
play.”49 

 Unlike the French almost fifty years earlier, the American government 
did not silence or censor the media, and the media did not shy away from ac-
cusing the government of condoning and even encouraging torture. Newspa-
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pers such as the New York Times published information about such documents 
as the August 1, 2002, memo from Alberto Gonzales that stated that the presi-
dent “could circumvent domestic and international prohibitions against torture 
in the name of national security.”50  Just like the French government during 
their war in Algeria, the American government avoided the truth of what was 
happening with regard to torture in Iraq despite reports and documentation 
proving that the governments were concealing the whole truth from the public. 
This reveals that both the French and American governments knowingly broke 
international laws regarding torture and the treatment of prisoners of war. Both 
felt that their “unprecedented” war against a new, terrorist enemy overrode the 
laws which all contracting countries are meant to abide by. But to mask their 
sidestepping of the law, they avoided admitting to torture through euphemisms, 
denials, and censorship. The idea that one can just avoid laws that are incon-
venient is one that lends itself easily to encouraging governments to break the 
law, make their own rules, and continue utilizing torture in modern warfare 
despite its illegality. 
 Part of the reason that both France and the United States chose to dis-
regard the stipulations of the Geneva Conventions was because they were per-
forming a key national mission abroad, in countries full of “racial, ethnic, and 
religious outsider groups”51 who were attacking this national goal.52 For the 
French, this was the mission civilistratice, an ideology which led them to    
believe that ruling their colonies was the “noblest mission they could perform” 
because they were able to spread the “benefits of French civilization [to the 
citizens of their colonies] whether they liked it or not.”53 The mission civi-
listratice led French officials, authorities and soldiers to believe that the French 
way and the French cause was always best and always right. This belief is con-
tained within the term mission civilistratice itself, meaning “civilizing mis-
sion,” which implies that the French were not only colonizing but also better-
ing the lives of the natives of their colonized lands by imbuing French values 
and culture into colonial society.54 In the case of the French-Algerian War, this 
ideology led the French to believe that Algeria should remain a colony of 
France for the betterment of the Algerian people, claiming that they were not 
going to war for France’s sake, but to rescue the Algerians from themselves. 
 The United States’ decision to disregard the Geneva Conventions 
stems from the introduction of the Bush Doctrine. The Bush Doctrine became 
the ideology of the Bush administration, putting American national security 
ahead of abiding by international laws. It encouraged acting on perceived ra-
ther than proven threats and emphasized preemptive strikes against these per-
ceived enemies. The public and the military were told that this was to protect 
the American people, to keep American borders and citizens safe, and that 
there should be no limit on maintaining American safety. Though the Ameri-
cans put much more emphasis on safety of a nation than the civilizing of an-
other, both the French and the American governments put so much emphasis 
on one idea that it became an unrelenting focal point in their respective wars 
and an idea that had to be fought for by their soldiers by any means neces-
sary—even torture. 
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 Additionally, the type of war being fought by the French in Algeria 
and Americans in Iraq were very similar, and this contributed to each govern-
ment leaning toward condoning the use of torture. In both wars, the French and 
Americans claimed the opposing force used subversive terrorist and/or guerril-
la-style warfare. The type of combat used by the French and Americans against 
guerillas has been described by Robert Trinquier in his book Modern Warfare 
as warfare “against an armed clandestine organization whose essential role is 
to impose its will upon the population. Victory will be obtained only through 
the complete destruction of the organization.”55 Trinquier’s book was based on 
French experiences in the wars in Indochina and Algeria; and even though they 

had conducted war against terrorist armies in Indochina, the French claimed 
the war in Algeria had no precedent and this war was unique. Additionally, 
although the United States used Trinquier’s book as a reference tool, they, too, 
claimed their war was unprecedented. In both cases, this was false; 

“unprecedented” became a loophole which could be used to render the Geneva 
Conventions “quaint” and “obsolete,” as Alberto Gonzales phrased it.56  
 Because of the terrorist/guerrilla types of wars being fought, both the 
French and Americans viewed their missions in the same way. They were 
fighting against a subversive organization bent on destroying the values of 
their country—the FLN by disrupting the fundamental rule of Algeria as a col-
ony of France, and al-Qaeda and the Taliban by threatening the national securi-
ty of the super-democracy of the United States. Due to these stances of the 
French and American governments, both countries fit in perfectly with Christo-
pher Einholf’s patterns of the use of torture, following the rule that “torture is 
more commonly used when a government or society perceives itself to be un-
der threat.”57 Both coincide with one of Einholf’s reasons for the increase of 
the use of torture in the twentieth century: “Torture against non-citizens 
(prisoners of war and enemy civilians) [occurs due to] increases in the quantity 
and intensity of military conflict between the 19th and 20th century, and chang-
es in the nature of military conflict, [which] have led to an increased use of 
torture against prisoners of war and the civilian populations of occupied territo-
ries.”58 The increase of terrorist, guerrilla-style warfare qualifies as changes in 
the nature of military conflict in the twentieth century. And in this type of war-
fare, civilians can also be part of the subversive, terrorist army. Thus, civilians 
become suspected as being part of the ubiquitous, ever-present, yet invisible 
foe. This is reflected in France’s use of mass arrests of civilians and suspected 
terrorists alike, all of whom were tortured for potential information59 as a 
“standard method of screening individuals picked up during roundups, identity 
checks, or operations” conducted by the French police.60  
 Seeing all civilians as a potential enemy led to the general dehumani-
zation of the enemy in the minds of soldiers, the military, and the government. 
Everyone who was not “us” became “the enemy,” with the “facelessness of a 
collective noun.”61 The enemy was lumped together as an anonymous, 
“undifferentiated mass, rather than as individuals.” 62 This can be seen in the 
attitude of high ranking officials, even national leaders, such as President 
Bush, who in an an address to the American people stated that “anyone who 
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seeks to harm our soldiers can know that our soldiers are hunting for them.”63 
The use of the word “hunting” emphasizes the otherness and inferiority of the 
enemy; in any other circumstance, we do not hunt humans, we hunt animals, 

which we perceive as inferior to humans. Yet both the French and Americans 
frequently talked about their enemy as if they were brainwashed drones who 
had to be unreservedly sought out and eliminated, with French soldiers talking 
about enemies as people who had to be neutralized, who clogged the “machine 
of justice” and had to be killed in summary executions to keep order.64  Ameri-
can soldiers distanced themselves so far from their prisoners that they were 
unable to relate to them at all. One soldier admitted that “at one point we were 
informed that we could not do anything to embarrass the prisoners… if it 
would embarrass me do not do it,” and yet he took away mattresses, sheets and 
clothing from detainees for long periods of time, as if that was not an embar-
rassing or even humiliating way to be treated.65 Such dehumanizing of the ene-
my in the attitude and language of not only the military, but also the govern-
ment of the French and Americans greatly lent itself to the subsequent verbal 
and physical dehumanization of prisoners that quickly crossed the line into the 
realm of torture. 
 Because both France and the United States are two huge world pow-
ers, their actions become models of behavior for other countries. Even Alberto 
Gonzales, who was greatly in favor of disregarding the Geneva Conventions 
regarding prisoners of war, admitted that by sidestepping the Conventions, 
other countries may look at the United States’ actions and feel as if they, too, 
can find “loopholes” in international laws regarding torture.66 Over time, these 
loopholes and justifications have changed very little even though warfare and 
the world has changed in the meantime.  
 Hopefully, however, we can look at these justifications and rather 
than feel encouraged to condone torture, observe the persistence of the per-
spectives that led the French and American governments to accept and even 
encourage torture in Algeria and Iraq. These perspectives include: an idea that 
whatever war is being fought is unique and unprecedented, which then disqual-
ifies a country from following international laws and guidelines; avoiding ad-
mitting the use of torture by using euphemisms for the act or by changing the 
definition of what constitutes torture entirely; a perspective that the govern-

ment is fighting this war to continue a national mission or to protect their na-
tion at the cost of another country’s citizens’ rights; and fighting a type of war 

in which anyone and everyone is an enemy, especially when the enemy is for-
eign and racially, religiously, and ethnically different. These perspectives and 
the examples given by France in Algeria and the United States in Iraq over 
time contributes to the persistence of torture as a tactic in modern warfare. 
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