War on Terror: Public Opinion &
Attitudes

Authored by
mohammed looti

November 29, 2025

RECOMMENDED CITATION

mohammed looti (2025). War on Terror: Public Opinion & Attitudes. Psychepedia. Retrieved
from https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com/?p=27050

Psychepedia psychepedia.arabpsychology.com



https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com/?p=27050
https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com/?p=27050
https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com/?p=27050
https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com
https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com

War on Terror: Public Opinion & Attitudes

Introduction: Defining the Context and Initial Public Response

The concept of the "War on Terror" (WoT), officially launched following the devastating attacks of
September 11, 2001, represents a prolonged global conflict against non-state actors deemed
threats to international security. Public attitudes toward this conflict are complex, highly volatile,
and deeply embedded within national, ideological, and psychological frameworks. Initially, in the
United States and many allied Western nations, the response was characterized by overwhelming
unity and support, driven primarily by shock, grief, and a powerful surge of national identity. This
immediate consensus provided significant political capital for expansive military and surveillance
measures, reflecting a societal agreement that extraordinary actions were necessary to address an
unprecedented threat. The initial attitude was one of existential urgency, prioritizing security and
retribution over careful long-term strategic planning or detailed ethical scrutiny of the methods
employed.

This early phase of attitude formation was heavily influenced by the psychological impact of the
attacks themselves, which activated deep-seated mechanisms related to mortality salience and
threat perception. For many citizens, the WoT was not merely a foreign policy endeavor but a
necessary defense of the homeland and core values. Public opinion polls immediately post-9/11
showed unprecedented levels of trust in government and military institutions, accompanied by a
willingness to sacrifice certain civil liberties for perceived safety. This initial, highly supportive
attitude was often generalized, applying broadly across various aspects of the conflict, including
the invasions of Afghanistan and later Iraq, despite the latter having a less direct connection to the
original attack perpetrators.

However, it is crucial to recognize that attitudes were never monolithic, even in the immediate
aftermath. While support for the concept of fighting terrorism was high, specific policies and actions
began to generate dissent relatively quickly, particularly concerning the expansion of domestic
surveillance, the indefinite detention of suspects, and the rhetoric employed by political leaders.
Furthermore, public attitudes in regions outside the West, particularly in Muslim-majority nations,
were often characterized by skepticism, opposition, and a growing concern regarding American
unilateralism and interventionism. This global divergence in attitudes highlights that the WoT was
perceived differently depending on whether one viewed it primarily as a defensive necessity, an act
of aggression, or an extension of pre-existing geopolitical rivalries.

The Role of Threat Perception and Fear

A central determinant of attitudes toward the War on Terror is the public's level of perceived threat,
which acts as a powerful psychological motivator for policy support. High levels of perceived threat,
often correlated with proximity to terrorist attacks or intensive media coverage of security risks,
tend to increase public support for aggressive military action, enhanced surveillance, and
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restrictive counter-terrorism legislation. When individuals feel acutely vulnerable, cognitive
resources are often channeled toward safety, leading to a diminished critical evaluation of
government policies designed to mitigate that fear. This phenomenon aligns with findings in social
psychology suggesting that fear appeals, when credible and intense, can bypass rational
deliberation and foster an automatic preference for strong, decisive leadership and punitive
measures against perceived enemies.

The manipulation of threat perception has been a consistent feature of the political discourse
surrounding the WoT. Governments often utilize specific language--such as referring to the enemy
as "evil" or the conflict as a struggle for "civilization"--to amplify the sense of danger and moral
urgency. This framing helps maintain public support even when the direct threat diminishes or the
costs of the conflict escalate. Conversely, a reduction in the saliency of terrorist threats, perhaps
due to a prolonged period without major attacks or a shift in media focus, typically correlates with a
decrease in public support for aggressive military intervention and a renewed focus on the
economic and human costs of the conflict. This oscillating relationship between perceived threat
and policy support demonstrates the volatile nature of public opinion in long-term, low-intensity
conflicts.

Furthermore, the effectiveness of threat perception in shaping attitudes is modulated by individual
differences, specifically political ideology and personality traits. Individuals who score high on
measures of social conservatism or right-wing authoritarianism often exhibit a stronger propensity
to perceive threats intensely and, consequently, show greater support for robust counter-terrorism
measures. For these groups, the perceived threat validates a worldview that emphasizes order,
hierarchy, and strong in-group defense against out-group dangers. Conversely, those with more
liberal or libertarian orientations often focus more on the potential for government overreach and
the erosion of civil liberties, leading them to be more skeptical of policies justified solely by appeals
to national security, even when the threat level is deemed high by authorities.

Political Polarization and Partisan Divides

Over the two decades of the War on Terror, attitudes transitioned significantly from initial bipartisan
consensus to deep political polarization, particularly in the United States and other Western
democracies. Initially, support for the WoT spanned the political spectrum, but as the conflict
persisted, policy specifics became increasingly integrated into partisan identity. Support for military
action and counter-terrorism policies often became a litmus test for loyalty to the governing political
party. When the Republican Party held the presidency, support for expansive WoT policies tended
to be significantly higher among Republican identifiers; conversely, opposition often solidified
within the Democratic base, particularly concerning prolonged deployments and controversial
interrogation techniques.
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This partisan sorting is reinforced by selective media consumption and elite cue-taking. Voters
often rely on trusted political leaders or partisan media outlets to interpret complex foreign policy
issues, leading to an increasing divergence in factual beliefs and policy preferences between
ideological camps. For instance, Republicans might consistently report higher confidence in the
military's ability to achieve victory and greater belief in the necessity of aggressive tactics, while
Democrats often express greater concern over the humanitarian consequences and the strain on
international relations. This polarization makes it exceedingly difficult to form a sustained, unified
national strategy, as attitudes toward the conflict shift dramatically depending on which party
controls the executive branch, illustrating how domestic political dynamics often supersede
objective analysis of the geopolitical situation.

The impact of partisan alignment extends beyond mere policy preference to affect underlying
psychological constructs, such as levels of trust and perceived efficacy. When one's preferred
party is in power, citizens are more likely to express confidence in the government's handling of the
WoT, even in the face of setbacks or high costs. Conversely, when the opposition party is in
power, citizens are more prone to perceive failure, criticize resource allocation, and demand
immediate withdrawal or drastic changes in strategy. This dynamic ensures that public attitudes
toward the War on Terror remain highly unstable and subject to the cyclical nature of electoral
politics rather than being anchored solely by external events or clear strategic successes.

Ethical and Legal Justifications: Public Debate on Tactics

The long duration of the War on Terror has necessitated the use of controversial tactics,
generating intense public debate over the ethical and legal justifications of the conflict. Public
attitudes toward specific methods--such as the use of drone warfare, targeted Killings,
extraordinary rendition, and mass surveillance--are often more divided than attitudes toward the
overarching goal of countering terrorism itself. The public often engages in a complex moral
calculus, weighing the perceived utility of a tactic in preventing future attacks against the ethical
costs and potential for human rights violations. For example, while drone strikes may be viewed by
some segments of the public as a precise, low-risk method for eliminating threats, others view
them as morally problematic due to the high risk of collateral damage and the violation of national
sovereignty.

Attitudes toward these tactics are significantly mediated by the public's perception of necessity and
governmental accountability. Policies involving indefinite detention or enhanced interrogation
techniques, which were strongly supported by a significant portion of the public immediately
following 9/11 due to the perceived emergency, have seen substantial erosion in support over time
as their legal ambiguity and ethical implications became more widely scrutinized. Media reports
and government transparency regarding abuses, such as those at Abu Ghraib or Guantanamo
Bay, have played a critical role in shifting public opinion, often forcing a reassessment of the moral

Psychepedia psychepedia.arabpsychology.com



https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com/?p=27050
https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com
https://psychepedia.arabpsychology.com

War on Terror: Public Opinion & Attitudes

legitimacy of the entire operation. When the public perceives that the means employed undermine
the democratic values the war purports to protect, support for those means tends to plummet.

The debate over surveillance is a particularly salient example of the tension between security and
liberty that shapes public attitudes. While many citizens accept a baseline level of government
monitoring as a necessary trade-off for security, revelations regarding the scope and scale of data
collection--such as those brought forth by whistleblowers--have often generated widespread alarm
and skepticism. Attitudes in this area are highly sensitive to privacy concerns, with younger
generations and those with strong libertarian leanings often exhibiting the greatest opposition to
expansive government data collection. The public's evolving stance on these ethical dimensions
reflects a continuous negotiation between fear-driven demands for security and deeply ingrained
commitments to fundamental civil rights and constitutional protections.

Media Influence and Framing Effects

Media representation is arguably the most critical external factor shaping public attitudes toward
the War on Terror, acting as the primary lens through which citizens interpret distant conflicts and
complex geopolitical events. The initial framing of the WoT as a clear-cut confrontation between
"good" and "evil," emphasizing heroism and victimhood, fostered initial widespread support. News
organizations often adopted nationalistic narratives, focusing heavily on military successes and
minimizing coverage of civilian casualties, governmental missteps, or the long-term economic
burdens of the conflict. This selective framing contributed significantly to the homogenization of
early public opinion, making dissent appear unpatriotic or unsupportive of the troops.

As the conflict matured, the fragmentation of the media landscape introduced significant
differences in how attitudes were formed and maintained. Partisan news outlets often employed
framing techniques that reinforced the ideological leanings of their audiences. For instance,
conservative media tended to frame opposition to the war as weakness or naiveté, thereby
strengthening the resolve of pro-war segments of the population. Conversely, more critical or
liberal outlets began to emphasize the costs--the financial expenditure, the human toll, and the
destabilization of regions--leading to growing public skepticism and war fatigue among their
viewers. The choice of language, the selection of images, and the use of expert sources all
contribute to distinct attitudinal profiles across different media consumption segments.

Furthermore, the rise of digital and social media introduced new complexities. While traditional
media often adheres to certain journalistic standards, social media platforms allow for the rapid
dissemination of both factual information and highly emotional, often misleading content, including
propaganda from both state actors and extremist groups. This environment challenges the
formation of cohesive public attitudes, leading instead to fractured, often conspiratorial, narratives
that can either amplify support for aggressive counter-terrorism measures or foster profound
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distrust in official government narratives. The sheer volume of information and the lack of editorial
control mean that citizens are increasingly exposed to contradictory frames, making attitude
formation highly individualized and often resistant to correction by factual evidence.

International Variation in Attitudes

Attitudes toward the War on Terror exhibit profound variation across the international landscape,
reflecting differences in national interests, historical experiences with Western intervention, and
cultural affinity. In key allied nations--such as the United Kingdom, Australia, and Canada--initial
support was strong, mirroring the sense of shared vulnerability felt in the West. However, these
nations often displayed greater skepticism and quicker erosion of support than the United States,
largely due to stronger public concerns over international law, multilateralism, and the perceived
moral costs of the conflict, particularly following the invasion of Iraq. Public opinion in these allied
states frequently demanded greater diplomatic solutions and accountability for military actions.

In contrast, public attitudes in Muslim-majority nations have been overwhelmingly negative toward
the execution of the War on Terror. Surveys consistently show high levels of opposition to
American military presence, drone strikes, and foreign policy involvement, often viewing the WoT
not as a necessary defense against terrorism but as a continuation of neo-colonial interventionism
or a direct assault on Islam. This opposition is frequently coupled with intense anti-American
sentiment and a belief that the conflict has exacerbated instability and radicalization. For citizens in
these regions, the War on Terror is experienced directly through military operations, occupation,
and the disruption of civilian life, leading to attitudes driven by resentment, fear, and a sense of
injustice.

Even among non-allied or neutral nations, attitudes are complex. Countries like China and Russia
often publicly express agreement on the need to counter global terrorism while simultaneously
using the WoT framework to justify their own domestic suppression of separatist or minority
groups, leading to cynical public attitudes regarding the sincerity of Western efforts. Overall, the
international survey data underscores that the "War on Terror" is viewed globally through highly
divergent lenses: as a justifiable defense in parts of the West, as an unjust aggression in the
Middle East and South Asia, and as a strategic geopolitical opportunity by competing powers. This
divergence severely complicates international cooperation and the legitimacy of counter-terrorism
efforts.

Long-Term Erosion of Support and Fatigue

As the War on Terror stretched into its second decade, public attitudes in the primary intervening
nations shifted significantly toward skepticism, characterized by growing war fatigue and
disillusionment. The initial sense of emergency gave way to a chronic recognition of the conflict's
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immense financial and human cost, often without a clear, definitive victory in sight. The public
began to engage in a cost-benefit analysis, finding that the prolonged expenditure of blood and
treasure seemed disproportionate to the diminishing threat of large-scale, coordinated attacks on
the homeland. This shift is evident in polling data showing decreasing willingness to fund military
operations abroad and increasing calls for troop withdrawal and a refocus on domestic priorities.

A key driver of this erosion is the perceived lack of success and the phenomenon known as
"mission creep." The initial objective of dismantling Al-Qaeda evolved into broader nation-building
efforts, counter-insurgency campaigns, and interventions against emerging groups like ISIS,
making the scope of the conflict vague and seemingly endless. When the public cannot identify
clear metrics for success or a defined endpoint, support naturally wanes. Furthermore, repeated
revelations of strategic failures, intelligence misjudgments, and high-level governmental deception
contribute to a profound loss of trust in the institutions managing the war, leading to generalized
cynicism about the entire enterprise.

The long-term attitudinal shift is also psychological, moving from a collective emotional response
(fear and solidarity) to a rational, logistical assessment (cost and sustainability). The public
eventually becomes desensitized to the distant conflict, focusing instead on immediate economic
concerns, such as inflation or healthcare access, which are perceived as more salient threats to
well-being than abstract dangers abroad. This transition from acute mobilization to chronic fatigue
represents a significant challenge for policymakers attempting to maintain public engagement and
resources for ongoing counter-terrorism operations, signaling that even highly supported conflicts
have a finite limit on public patience.

Psychological Mechanisms Driving Support and Opposition

Psychological theories offer crucial insights into the mechanisms underlying attitudes toward the
War on Terror, explaining why individuals maintain support or opposition even when faced with
contradictory evidence. One prominent framework is Terror Management Theory (TMT), which
posits that reminding individuals of their own mortality (mortality salience) leads them to cling more
tightly to their cultural worldview and support punitive measures against external threats. In the
context of the WoT, the persistent threat of terrorism activates these mechanisms, fostering greater
nationalism, adherence to in-group values, and increased aggression toward out-groups identified
as the source of the threat. TMT helps explain the surge of support for aggressive military action
immediately following major attacks.

Another relevant theory is System Justification Theory (SJT), which suggests that people are
motivated to defend and justify the existing social, economic, and political systems, even when
those systems may disadvantage them. In the context of the War on Terror, SJT explains the
tendency of many citizens to support governmental counter-terrorism policies--even those
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infringing on civil liberties--because opposing them would mean challenging the legitimacy of the
system designed to protect them. This mechanism helps maintain support for controversial
policies, particularly among those who benefit most from the status quo or those who possess a
strong psychological need for order and stability.

Finally, cognitive biases, such as confirmation bias and the availability heuristic, play a substantial
role. Individuals selectively seek out and interpret information that confirms their pre-existing
beliefs about the conflict (confirmation bias). If a person believes the war is justified, they will
privilege news reports of foiled plots or successful operations over reports detailing civilian
casualties or strategic failures. The availability heuristic, where people overestimate the probability
of events that are easily recalled (like highly publicized terrorist attacks), maintains a heightened
sense of risk, thereby sustaining support for costly security measures long after the actual
statistical risk has diminished. These psychological shortcuts demonstrate that attitudes toward the
WoT are often driven less by objective facts and more by emotional resonance and cognitive
defense mechanisms.
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