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ABSTRACT 
 

 This paper examines the relationship between level of democracy and the strength of a 

government in a country and terrorist activity, evaluated by the presence of terrorist 

organizations operating out of that country, the occurrence of terrorist attacks in that country and 

the number of terrorist attacks planned in that country.  Additionally, it examined the reach of an 

organization and whether reach is correlated with the governance in a country.  Reach in this 

instance will be considered the distance between terrorist organizations’ bases of operation and 

the location of an attack perpetrated by that organization.  Several studies have evaluated 

different aspects of governance and democracy in particular, searching to discover a tangible link 

explaining what characteristics make a state or environment ripe for terrorist organizations and 

terrorist attacks.  Arguments have been made on both sides; democracy both promotes and 

discourages terrorism.  Using Ordinary Least Square, Fixed Effects and Negative Binomial 

Regressions, the research examined the relationship between government and terrorism using 

domestic and international terrorism data.  Political competition and voter participation were the 

independent variables used to operationalize governance and terrorism was evaluated through 

three different measures.  This analysis found political competition and voter participation both 

have a statistically significant, negative correlation with the prevalence of terrorist attacks in 

country but competing influences on the number of terrorist organizations active within a 
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country.  This analysis did not find statistically significant correlations between governance and 

the reach of terrorist organizations. 
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Introduction 
 

For at least the last two decades, a pervasive theme in US foreign policy was that 

ungoverned spaces are a threat to the national interests; a threat to our nation’s safety and 

security.  Even before September 11th 2001 (9/11), researchers explored the possibility of a link 

between terrorism and democracy.  In general, democracy was seen as a mechanism that, by 

decreasing different opportunity costs, could both increase and decrease the prevalence of 

terrorist events in a country (Eyerman, 1998).  As researchers performed further studies, the age 

of the government appeared to make a difference.  Governments recently transitioned to 

democracy appeared more at risk for terrorism occurring in and originating from their countries.  

After 9/11, the rhetoric changed; researchers and policy makers saw a credible threat from 

ungoverned or failed states, even without solid quantitative evidence or a sound and consistent 

definition of an ungoverned or failed state and a terrorist attack.  This prevalent claim that 

ungoverned spaces breed terrorism is common, not only in US policy (Bush, 2002 & 2006) but 

throughout Western Europe and the European Union (European Security Strategy, 2003).  

Trillions of US dollars have been spent to address these ungoverned spaces and reduce the risk of 

terrorism to the Western World.  The 2010 National Security Strategy reinforced the perceived 

threat that failed states present to the United States and committed the country to “countering 

violent extremism and insurgency; […] resolving and preventing conflict […]” (Obama, page ii). 

Several qualitative and quantitative analyses have examined a correlation between 

political constraints or democratization and the prevalence or number of terrorist attacks both 

occurring in a country or originating from a country.  These analyses are fraught with challenges 

from data availability and the potential of reporting bias to determining the appropriate proxies 
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for ungoverned spaces.  Building off of these analyses and using more comprehensive data, this 

research examined two different aspects of terrorism, using both domestic and transnational data: 

1) How the strength of democracy in a country correlates to the number of active terrorist 

organizations operating out of that country and the number of attacks that originated from and 

occurred in a country and 2) Whether the reach of an organization is influenced by the level of 

democracy in the country where that organization’s base of operation is located. 

Theoretical Arguments 

Previous analyses disagreed regarding the first question on strength of democracy and 

terrorist group activity in a state.  Depending upon the aspect of government utilized, the 

influence on terrorist activity differs.  Some researchers argued that newer governments are more 

likely to experience terrorist attacks and have violent organizations operating within their borders 

(Eyerman, 1998). Abadie also posited that democracy and terrorism are linked in a nonlinear 

manner (as cited in Chenoweth, 2010, pg 3).  The second question examined in this analysis has 

not been evaluated in detail.  Earlier studies focused on transnational terrorist events as a 

dichotomous variable, count or a study solely focused on transnational events.  No research yet 

examined the reach or the distance from a group’s base of operation to the location of its attack. 

Across the world, the definitions of terrorist attack and terrorist organization vary.  The 

United States government goes so far as to list those organizations it has declared as terrorist in 

the Foreign Terrorist Organizations (FTO) list.  However, this list is limited to foreign 

organizations that threaten the security of US nationals, based on the definition of terrorism in 

the US Code, Title 8, which is: 
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any activity which is unlawful under the laws of the place where it is committed (or 

which, if it had been committed in the United States, would be unlawful under the laws of 

the United States or any State) and […] with the intent to endanger, directly or indirectly, 

the safety of one or more individuals or to cause substantial damage to property. (Section 

1182) 

The International Terrorism: Attributes of Terrorist Events(ITERATE) database classifies 

terrorism as “the use, or threat of use, of anxiety-inducing, extra-normal violence for political 

purposes by any individual or group, whether acting for or in opposition to established 

governmental authority, […] its ramifications transcend national boundaries” (Mickolus, 

Sandler, Murdock & Flemming, 2011, pg 3).  This analysis used the Global Terrorism Database 

(GTD), where the definition of terrorism is “the threatened or actual use of illegal force and 

violence by a non-state actor to attain a political, economic, religious, or social goal through fear, 

coercion, or intimidation” (START, 2012b, pg 6). 

Democracy Increasing Terrorism (Positive Effects) 

Past analyses found terrorist organizations to be more prevalent in democratic countries 

when compared to authoritarian countries. Also, these previous analyses showed that democracy 

as a control variable was statistically significant, finding a small positive effect on the number of 

transnational terrorist events occurring in a country.  It is posited that the civil liberties afforded 

the population in a democratic society allow terrorist organizations to freely form and disperse 

throughout that country.  Additionally, it may be harder for a democratic government to convict 

terrorists, due to legal constraints (Li, 2005).  Both civil liberties and legal constraints contribute 

to this positive effect. 
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Freedom of the press (as a part of civil liberties) may create an incentive for terrorist 

activity.   Documented in multiple studies, including Schmid (1992) and Eubank &Weinberg 

(1994), there is a reporting bias when studying terrorist activity in that terrorist incidents are 

more likely to be reported in a democratic country than a non-democratic country (as cited in Li, 

2005, pg 281). This reporting bias can create a greater incentive for terrorists to perpetrate an 

attack in a democratic country because there is a higher likelihood that the event will be widely 

reported, spread the influence of the organization, and incite fear (one of the overall objectives of 

terrorism) (Li, 2005).  However, Chenoweth (2010) did not find a statistically significant 

relationship between press freedom and terrorist activity in her model (pg 22). 

Li (2005) argued that press freedom is “epiphenomenal of a crucial attribute of democratic 

governance” (pg 282) – referring to the institutional constraints on a government’s ability or 

power to actually make decisions.  In order to protect its citizens from another attack, a typical 

governmental response to an attack is to create and implement a policy that restricts overall civil 

liberties (such as the Patriot Act in the United States after 9/11).  The government’s ability to 

respond to a terrorist attack through some sort of policy change is dependent upon the constraints 

that government faces.  The more governmental constraints, the less likely the government will 

be able to enact change after a terrorist event to prevent further events, leading to an increase in 

terrorist activity in that country (Li, 2005).   

Democracy Decreasing Terrorism (Negative Effects) 

The other side of the democracy argument is just as compelling.  The costs of recruiting, 

organizing, training, and even executing an attack are expected to be less for a terrorist 

organization in failed or weakly governed states (Piazza, 2008).  The lower costs make terrorist 
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organizations more likely to search out weaker states for their bases of operation. An additional 

argument for terrorism being more prevalent in non-democratic societies is that lack of political 

participation increases grievances and dissatisfaction, which motivates terrorism (Li, 2005).  The 

ability of citizens to influence government formally, such as through policy changes, creates a 

channel other than terrorism to effect governmental change or address grievances.  Hence, the 

power of the government in a strong state would be able to identify possible terrorist activity and 

suppress it before it becomes a threat.  Additionally, one must consider the sheer trade off of 

opportunity costs; in a stronger state, it will be more difficult for a terrorist organization to 

recruit participants.  A not-failed state will have other, less risky and possibly higher-paying jobs 

outside of terrorism.  

Li (2005) argued that civil liberties, specifically democratic participation, may also have 

a negative effect on the prevalence of terrorism because civil liberties afford citizens the ability 

to influence the political process non-violently.  These conflicting arguments, as well as the open 

question on the range of terrorist organizations, led to the following hypotheses (with their 

respective null hypotheses) for this analysis.  

H0:  There is no relationship between governmental strength and the presence of active terrorist 

organizations operating out of (and terrorist events occurring in) a country; 

H1: As a country’s level of political competition increases, the number of terrorist organizations 

in that country will increase; 

H2: As a country’s level of voter participation increases, the number of terrorist organizations 

(and events) in that country will increase; 
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H0:  There is no relationship between a country’s governmental strength and the reach of a 

terrorist organization in that country; 

H3: As a country’s level of political competition increases, the reach of a terrorist organization in 

that country will increase; 

H4: As a country’s level of voter participation increases, the reach of a terrorist organization in 

that country will increase. 

Historical Arguments/Literature Review 

Earlier analyses of the relationship between terrorism and democracies found that 

democratic governments in fact decrease terrorist activities within a country, except for countries 

recently out of a transition to democracy (Eyerman, 1998).  In an effort to reexamine this 

relationship, later analyses examined democratic governments and strength of democratic 

processes, not necessarily whether or not a country is categorized as a democracy or not.  

Specifically other independent variables used include democratic participation measured by voter 

participation, government constraints (Li, 2005), press freedom (Piazza, 2008) and political 

competition (Chenoweth, 2010). 

Eyerman used the count of international terrorist events occurring in a given country as 

the dependent variable when examining the relationship between democracy and terrorism.  The 

ITERATE data available and used at the time provided information on 154 nations.  In this 

dataset, terrorist attacks were defined as: 

the use, or threat of use, of anxiety-inducing, extra-normal violence for political purposes 

by any individual or group, whether acting for or in opposition to established 

governmental authority, when such action is intended to influence the attitudes and 
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behavior of a target group wider than the immediate victims and when, through the 

nationality or foreign ties of its perpetrators, its location, the nature of its institutional or 

human victims, or the mechanics of its resolution, its ramifications transcend national 

boundaries (Mickolus, Sandler, Murdock & Flemming, 2011, pg 3).  

This definition limits the ITERATE file to transnational terrorist events only. 

Categorizing nations as either democracy or not democracy, Eyerman used James Ray’s 

convention (published in “War Between Democracies: Rare or Non-existent?” 1993) to classify a 

country based on independent political parties’ abilities, the proportion of the adult population 

eligible to vote, and at least one peaceful executive transition.  Eyerman found that democracies 

did have fewer terrorist events over a given time period, but possibly only because there were 

fewer democracies in existence.  Noticeably, however, Eyerman found that democracies had 

fewer (this author’s emphasis) years without any terrorist events and tended to have more events 

in a given year than non-democracies (Eyerman, 1998).  

In an effort to address the “several important weaknesses” identified in earlier analyses 

(Li 2005, pg 279), Li was the first to argue that the aggregate indicators that make up regime 

type in standard datasets mask the possible competing influences of governmental institutions.  

In order to mitigate this, Li evaluated non-aggregate indicators, focusing on democratic 

participation and government or institutional constraints.  Li also highlighted key control 

variables that were missing from some of the earlier analyses, such as economic, income and 

inequality factors. 

In his analysis, Li measured democratic participation by electoral participation (for 

democracies only). He used government constraints, the exconst variable, from the PolityIV data 



8 
 

set and he used press freedom as a proxy for civil liberties (Li, 2005).  Li chose to focus on 

transnational events detailed in the ITERATE database.  Using data from 119 countries spanning 

22 years (from 1975 to 1997) and completing a negative binomial regression, Li found that 

democratic participation in a democratic country had a negative effect on the number of events in 

that country and institutional constraints had a positive effect the number of events. 

Using the Failed State Index as the independent variable, Piazza evaluated how terrorist 

attacks occurring in a country and originating in a country might be correlated with the level of 

state failure.  Learning from Li (incorporating his independent variables as controls) and with 

data spanning 30 years (from 1973 to 2003) for 197 countries, Piazza found that states with high 

levels of state failure (according to the Failed State Index) experience more transnational terrorist 

attacks within their borders, as well as served as the point of origin for a disproportionate number 

of transnational terrorist attacks (Piazza, 2008).  Li and Piazza both used the ITERATE terrorism 

database to provide information relating to terrorist attacks.   

Building off of Li’s 2005 analysis, Chenoweth (2010) argued that inter-group dynamics 

are the real motivation behind terrorist attacks; competing ideologies with limited available 

political influence drives terrorism.  She evaluated her hypothesis using ITERATE data for 119 

countries over 22 years (1975 to 1997).  Political competition is the key independent variable and 

the number of terrorist incidents and, separately, the number of terrorist groups are the dependent 

variables.  Evaluating the number of terrorist events, Chenoweth found that political competition 

had a significant positive effect; press freedom had no effect and both institutional constraints 

and democratic participation had a significant positive effect.  With the number of terrorist 

groups as the dependent variable, Chenoweth found the number of transnational events in the 



9 
 

previous year did not affect the number of new groups emerging in uncompetitive countries, but 

a significant positive effect on groups emerging in competitive countries (emphasis this 

author’s). 

Critiques 

Consistent and accurate data is perhaps the biggest issue plaguing terrorism analyses.  

Earlier studies mostly used the ITERATE database as the main data set for terrorist activity.  

ITERATE defines terrorist event as “the use, or threat of use, of anxiety-inducing, extra-normal 

violence for political purposes by any individual or group, whether acting for or in opposition to 

established governmental authority, […] its ramifications transcend national boundaries” 

(Mickolus, Sandler, Murdock & Flemming, 2011, pg 3).  This definition limits the data available 

for analysis to transnational terrorist events only.  All studies reviewed in support of this research 

evaluated domestic political characterizations as explanations for international events, opening 

the door for criticism (S. Helfstein, personal communication, November 5, 2012).   

This research addressed the critique of domestic characteristics explaining international 

events by using the Global Terrorism Database (GTD), which defines a terrorist attack as “the 

threatened or actual use of illegal force and violence by a non-state actor to attain a political, 

economic, religious, or social goal through fear, coercion, or intimidation” (START, 2012b, pg 

6).  Examining that definition further details three criteria of a terrorist event: a) the incident 

must be intentional, b) the incident must entail some level of violence or threat of violence and c) 

the perpetrators of the incident must be sub-national actors.  All of these criteria must be met for 

the incident to be recorded in the GTD; there is no exclusion of domestic terrorist events, which 
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allows for a broader examination of possible links to the prevalence of both terrorist attacks and 

terrorist organizations.   

In historical analyses, control variables were identified as needed from other datasets 

such as PolityIV (Li, 2005) and the World Development Indicators (WDI)  (Piazza, 2008)  

datasets.  While some control variables included in past analyses varied greatly such as the 

measure of inequality, others remain consistent, such as size of a country (geographical and 

population) and gross domestic product.  The tax effort index was used early as a proxy for the 

ability of a country to punish or prevent illegal activity such as terrorism (Eyerman, 1998).  

Government capability, a variable devised by Li and Schaub (2004), replaced this index and was 

used in this analysis.  However, inconsistent use of definitions, proxies and control variables has 

undoubtedly made discussion, evaluation and comparison of results across terrorism analyses 

challenging.   

To address the critiques of previous analyses, this current research reassessed previously 

used proxies and recommended control variables when forming the models for analysis.  One 

constant critique of the ITERATE database (and one that holds true for the GTD) is the 

possibility of reporting bias in the data available; terrorism databases are built from collective 

information gathered from open sources, especially media reports.  Whether or not an event is 

reported depends significantly on the press freedoms within a country; there is a strong potential 

for underreporting on terrorist events in countries with state-controlled media or with weak 

media systems (Eyerman, 1998, Li, 2005, Piazza, 2008, & Chenoweth, 2010).   

There is also a bias issue in the entire research design: Democracies may be more apt to 

label an event as a terrorist attack than other types of governments.  Democracies and other 
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governments may define or classify terrorist events differently.  This classification is one level 

deeper than the reporting on an event.  If the definition of a terrorist event differs between 

countries or government types, then there is an undefined bias. This concern is partially 

mitigated by the use of inclusion criteria for datasets however this is not a foul-proof method. 

Although numerous analyses were conducted evaluating any linkage between 

government/governance and terrorism, there has not been a consistent definition of a weak 

government, a failed state, or government strength.  Each study used a different proxy or 

definition for government.  While there is no right or wrong definition of these, effective analysis 

require a consist definition.  Where possible based on earlier analyses on the subject, this 

analysis used the most standard convention.  Where there is no standard convention, a definition 

based on a thorough literature review is provided.  

A New Perspective 

By using the GTD in this study, the aperture is opened on terrorism analysis.   Earlier 

analyses were limited to transnational terrorist events, using domestic political factors to explain 

international terrorist attacks.  The current analysis evaluates both domestic and international 

events controlling for transnational-ism effects.   

The current research used the polity2 score, executive constraints, political competition, 

and voter participation as independent variables, each serving as a proxy for various aspects of 

government type.  Voter participation is perhaps the most questionable proxy; there are several 

factors that cannot be captured in a percentage measurement that influence whether or not a 

society participates in an election, not just the satisfaction level of a society or due to some 

measure of force from a repressive regime (Li, 2005).  Another new aspect of the research is 
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evaluating the reach of an organization.  Previous terrorism research did not fully evaluate reach, 

except by classifying an event as transnational or not.   

Conceptual Model 

Dependent Variables 

Since the literature disagrees on what the terrorist activity measure truly is, the 

conceptual model was designed to evaluate the count of terrorist events occurring as well as 

planned in a country and separately, the count of terrorist organizations active in that country.  

The first hypothesis presented is evaluated with three different dependent variables, TerrOrgs, a 

count of terrorist organizations active in each country for a given year; TerrEvt, a count of 

terrorist events that occurred in each country for a given year; and PlanTerrEvt, a count of 

terrorist events that originated in each country for a given year.  The fourth dependent variable is 

reach, the distance between an organization’s base of operation and the location that the terrorist 

attack is perpetrated.   

Independent Variables 

The Polity2 score from PolityIV (2011) is a measure of how democratic a government is, 

on a scale of -10 to 10.  This index captures the competitiveness of political participation, the 

openness and competitiveness of executive recruitment and the regulation of political 

participation.  It captures at least two possibly competing influences on the effect of democracy 

on terrorism, political participation and political competitiveness (Li, 2005).  In addition to this 

summary index (polity2), this analysis used three separate democracy measures, democratic 

participation, political competitiveness and governmental (or executive) constraints.  Democratic 
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participation was determined in the same manner as Li (2005).  The other two independent 

variables are available in the PolityIV dataset, as the polcomp and exconst variables, 

respectively.   

Polcomp is the combination of a country’s political participation regulation and political 

participation competitiveness scores.  The participation regulation score measures “when, 

whether and how political preferences are expressed” (Marshall, 2011, pg 25) on a 1-5 scale, 

with 1 indicating unregulated and 5 indicating regulated, with no political groups being regularly 

excluded from participating in the political process.  Participation competitiveness is “the extent 

that alternative preferences can be pursued in the political arena” (Marshall, 2011, pg 26).  It is 

measured on a similar 1-5 scale, 1 indicating repressed and 5 indicating competitive.  If a country 

scores a 1 (unregulated) on the participation regulation scale, then the participation competition 

score is coded 0 (not applicable).  It is anticipated that polcomp will have a negative effect on the 

prevalence of terrorist activity in a country. 

Executive constraints are “the extent of institutionalized constraints on the decision-

making powers of chief executives” (Marshall, 2011, pg 24).  Exconst is measured on a 1-7 

scale, ranging from unlimited authority with the executive where there are no limitations on 

executives’ actions to executive parity or subordination authority with the executive where 

effective authority equal to or greater than that of the executive lies with accountability groups 

(Marshall, 2011).  It is expected that exconst has a positive effect on the number of terrorist 

events and organizations.  Additionally, voter participation, votepart, was included as an 

independent variable.  Following Li’s example, votepar was set equal to Vanhanen’s electoral 

participation variable, the percent of the population that voted in general elections (Vanhanen, 
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2000) if the country was coded as democratic in PolityIV for a given year (dem = 1).  Standard 

convention is that a country is considered democratic if the Polity score is greater than or equal 

to 6 (Dixon, 1994).   

Control Variables 

Standard control variables such as region, GDP per capita (GPDpc), population size 

(pop) and geographical area (area) are all included in this analysis.  An ideal measure of country 

development is the Human Development Index (HDI).  Unfortunately, HDI data is not available 

for all countries over the time span of the terrorism data used in the analysis.  GDP per capita 

which is highly correlated with HDI (Cahill, 2005), is used as a proxy to control for level of 

development in a country in this analysis.  Income inequality could also be an important control 

variable and was used in some of the earlier analyses.  An oft-used measure for income 

inequality is the Gini coefficient.  However, similar to HDI, gini coefficient data spanning the 

years necessary for this analysis could not be identified to support this analysis.  A suitable proxy 

was not identified, as the correlation between GDP and Gini is an on-going academic debate.  

The exclusion of Gini from this analysis will be discussed in the conclusion portion of this paper.  

As discussed earlier, government capability (govtcap) is the “logged annual composite 

percentage index of a state’s share of the world’s total population, GDP per capita, GDP per unit 

of energy, military manpower, and military expenditures (Li, 2005, pg 295).  

One of the possible causes of terrorism within a country, besides development, is 

differing ethnic groups and ethos causing disagreement and competing interests.  To control for 

societal diversity, this analysis included the ethno-linguistic fractionalization (ELF) (Abadie, 

2006).  The ELF was drawn from Easterly and Levine (1994) dataset and was the average across 
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five different measures; the probability that two randomly selected people from a given country 

will not belong to the same ethno-linguistic group (standard ethno-linguistic index definition), 

the percent of the population not speaking the official language, the percent of the population not 

speaking the most widely used language, the probability of two randomly selected individuals 

speaking different languages, and the probability that two randomly selected individuals do not 

speak the same language.  This average value was calculated by Easterly and Levine for their 

analysis and was drawn from the Quality of Governance Standard dataset (Teorell, Samanni, 

Holmberg and Rothstein, 2011). 

To capture other factors that could be correlated with the presence of terrorist 

organizations but which are not captured through the control variables already listed; this 

analysis follows Li’s (2005) work.   Regimedur per the PolityIV index indicates the number of 

years since the last regime change (captured by a 3 point change in Polity score over a three-year 

or less period).  conflict captures whether or not the country was in inter- or intra-state conflict 

for a given year.  The data used to determine if a country was or was not in a state of conflict is 

the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP), using the UCDP/PRIO Conflict Dataset, also drawn 

from the Quality of Governance Standard dataset.  In this analysis, conflict includes both 

intermediate armed conflict and all out war in all four types of conflict in the dataset 

(extrasystem, interstate, internal and international internal).  pastIncidents and postColdWar are 

two variables that Li suggests to address temporal dependence.  pastIncidents is the average 

number of terrorist events that have occurred in the country between the years of 1970 (or since 

the country was established) and 2010; it is expected that past incidents influence whether more 
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incidents will occur.  postColdWar is an indicator variable set to 1 if the year is after 1989, 

otherwise it is set equal to 0.   

Specifically for the event-level analysis, several other control variables were used.  These 

control variables are terrorist attack-specific and are recorded in the GTD based on open source 

media reports.  Casualties is a count of the number of wounded and number of killed for each 

attack. Damages is the amount of property damage caused by the attack, in US dollars.  

Attacktype is how the attack was perpetrated, i.e. an assassination or armed assault.  Targettype is 

who/what was targeted by the attack, i.e. government official or an abortion-related 

business/clinic.  Weapontype captures what weapon was used to perpetrate the attack, such as a 

bomb or a fake weapon.  One new series of indicator variables specific to this analysis is the 

classification terrorist organization: religious, communist, nationalist.  This information was 

entered manually into the GTD datafile from the Terrorist Organization Profiles at the National 

Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START) (2012c). 

Models 

A complete list of all models analyzed in this analysis is available Appendix C (page 46).  

Below is the Conceptual Model Examining Organizations/Events and Governance: 

TerrEvt (TerrOrgs or PlanTerrEvt) = β0 + β1polity2 +β2exconst + β3polcomp + β4votepart + 

β5lnpop + β6area + β7lnGDP + β8ELF + β9conflict + β10dem + β11RegimeDur + β12govtcap + 

β13pastsIncidents + β14postColdWar + β15Region  

Below is the Conceptual Model examining Organization Reach and Governance: 

reach = β0 + β1polity2 +β2exconst + β3polcomp + β4votepart + β5lnpop + β6area + β7lnGDP + 

β8ELF + β9conflict + β10dem + β11RegimeDur + β12govtcap + β13pastsIncidents  + 
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β14postColdWar + β15Region + β16casualties + β17damages + β18attacktype + β19targtype + 

β20classification + β21weapontype + β22domestic + β23country of attack + β24country of origin  

 
Research Design 

Data Sources  

In order to complete a thorough analysis, data from multiple data sources were required.  

The country characteristics needed for control variables were not collectively held in one dataset; 

simple facts of a country such as GDP, population, and area are data points that are collected 

through censuses and other means on a somewhat regular basis.  Other factors i.e., ELF, gini 

coefficient and democratic participation, have been created over time by researchers as 

investigatory means.  These data were available in independent datasets from the original 

researcher.  The data needed to study terrorist activity is maintained in yet another separate 

dataset as it is not country-year level. 

The Global Terrorism Database (GTD) contains information on more than 104,600 

events and it provides information on terrorist attacks.  This information, complied from only 

publicly available, open-source materials includes media reports (new and archived), existing 

datasets and other secondary sources.   This database provides information on all reported attacks 

that meet dataset’s stated inclusion criteria from 1970 to 2010, whether the event was considered 

an interstate event or a transnational event.  The inclusion criteria are that a) the incident must be 

intentional, b) the incident must entail some level of violence or threat of violence and c) the 

perpetrators of the incident must be sub-national actors.  The GTD is available to the public 

through START at the University of Maryland.  Of note is that no terrorist events are recorded 
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for the year 1993, as this information was lost prior to the compilation of the GTD (START, 

2012b).   

This analysis is interested in whether or not a GTD-recorded event was planned in a 

country other than where it occurred.  The original database did not contain information beyond 

the name of the organization that executed the event (where it was known and available) and the 

location of the attack.  In order to establish whether an event was planned in a country other than 

where it occurred, data preparation involved cross-mapping the organizations in the Terrorist 

Organization Profiles (TOPs) database maintained at START with the organization recorded as 

the perpetrator of an attack in the GTD.  This facilitated the identification of the country where 

the organization’s base of operation was located, as well as the classification of the organization, 

i.e. religious, communist, anarchist, leftist.  This data (combined with the original GTD data) 

serves as the basis for the control variables for terrorist events.   

This analysis drew control variables from the PolityIV database.  The Polity database 

defines the governmental or authority characteristics of a country, evaluating only the central 

state’s government.  PolityIV combined two earlier Polity formats to align with continuing State 

Failure studies which included updating for country-year level analyses.   This data was 

complied and coded beginning in 1975, with several updates and verifications.  Decreased rating 

subjectivity resulted from removing evaluations that were deemed “too subjective” in the most 

recent 2011 release of PolityIV. 

To answer the question of reach, the distance from the organization’s base of operation 

that perpetrated the attack and the location of the attack needed to be determined.  The GTD 

reported the latitude and longitude of the attack location, when it was available.  Where those 
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locations were not available the centroid latitude and longitude of the country that the attack 

occurred in were used instead.  This information was drawn from open-source information 

(MaxMind, 2007).  This same type of centroid latitude and longitude information was used to 

record the location of the country documented as the organization’s base of operation. This 

approach requires accepting uncertainty and error on the range of several hundred kilometers, at 

worst.  This level of error is deemed acceptable given the proposed analysis.   

The World Development Indicators is a compilation of development and economic 

statistics.  It contains more than 1000 indicators for 216 economies from 1960 to 2011 (with 

some data gaps).  The data are open license and publically available for use.  The information is 

gathered through censuses and household surveys.  Some data are provided by Non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) and the private sector (World Bank, 2012b). 

The Quality of Governance (QoG) dataset identified the remaining control variables.  The 

QoG datasets are compiled by the Quality of Governance Institute through the University of 

Gothenberg. The original data source for each dataset in the QoG is provided in the QoG 

codebook.  This analysis drew information originally from Vanhanen (2005) and Easterly & 

Levine (1997) and the UCDP (2005). 

Methods 

In order to address the possibility of simultaneity bias, independent variables  and country 

characteristic control variables were lagged one year behind the dependent variable in almost all 

earlier analyses (Li, 2005, Piazza, 2008 & Chenoweth, 2010).  Li (2005) also highlights the 

concerns with the Ordinary Least Square (OLS) estimate, given that the dependent variable is a 

count for each country-year.  An OLS analyzed each of the dependent variables first and 
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highlighted concerns with multi-collinearity and presented results that were not completely 

intuitive.  However, the literature led this author to consider that an OLS estimate is most likely, 

according to Long (1997), “inefficient, inconsistent and biased” (cited in Li, 2005, pg 286).  

Most of the literature, after completing the OLS analysis, conducted a negative binomial 

regression.  Robust standard errors (by country if possible) protected against heteroskedasticity 

in the conceptual model. 

This analysis was conducted with multiple data merges creating three separate data files 

followed by a series of regressions.  The general hypothesis of this paper is that there are certain 

characteristics of a country that make terrorism more prevalent within that country, through the 

number of terrorist attacks that occur in that country, are planned in that country or in the number 

of terrorist organizations that are active in that country.  In order to evaluate terrorist attacks 

occurring within a country, control variables were matched to the country of occurrence; to 

examine terrorist attacks planned and active terrorist organizations, control variables were match 

to the base of operation of each terrorist group.  

Results 

 A complete list of regression models analyzed in this thesis is provided in Appendix C 

(page 46).  

Variables 

Given the conflicting and diverse results of earlier analyses, the several control and 

independent variables first needed a multi-collinearity assessment.  Population and land area 

correlated significantly (r = .48, p < .001).  Throughout any of the subsequent regressions, the 

Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for the two variables independently was less than 6.  This 
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indicates that while collinearity was present, it remained below the accepted limits.  

Consequently, both population and land area variables were kept in all of the models in this 

analysis.   

Evaluating the three dependent variables (TerrEvt, TerrOrgs and PlanTerrEvt) for 

collinearity, all the correlations were significant (Table 1 below).  

Table 1: Collinearity Correlations between Dependent Variables 
Variable TerrEvt TerrOrgs 
TerrEvt   

TerrOrgs r = .55***  
PlanTerrEvt r = .18*** r = .12*** 

*** (p<0.001)  

The large correlation between TerrEvt and TerrOrgs is not completely unexpected.  TerrEvt is 

the number of terrorist attacks occurring.  TerrOrgs is the number of unique Terrorist 

Organizations active in a country that executed an attack in a given year, not where an attack 

occurred.  This correlation may indicate that a larger number of domestic terrorist events are in 

the GTD or simply indicate that terrorism occurs where terrorist organizations are located.  It is 

expected PlanTerrEvt and TerrOrgs would be correlated as an event must be planned by an 

organization.  However, the relatively diminished relation between the two variables is 

unexpected.   Based on these results, the coding for these variables was reviewed and appeared to 

be accurate.  What is expected is the low r value between TerrEvt and PlanTerrEvt indicating 

that there appears to be little relation between a terrorist event occurring in a country and one 

being planned in that same country.  This contradicts the idea that domestic terrorism is the 

driver behind the correlation between TerrEvt and TerrOrgs. 

In order to further examine these correlations, a four-way correlation was evaluated that 

included domestic, a measure of whether an attack occurred in the same country it was planned 
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or not.  The r-values remained strong, even for transnational (or not domestic) events (Table 2 

below).  

Table 2: Collinearity Correlations between Dependent Variables, Controlling for Domestic 
Variable TerrEvt TerrOrgs 
TerrEvt   

TerrOrgs r = .41***  
PlanTerrEvt r = .28*** r = .37*** 

*** (p<0.001)  

Evaluating the four independent variables (polity2, exconst, polcomp, and votepart) for 

collinearity, all the correlations were significant (Table 3 and Table 4 below).    

Table 3: Collinearity Correlations between Independent Variables, Country of Attack 
Variable Polity2 Exconst polcomp 

Polity2    
Exconst r = .95***   
Polcomp r = .94*** r = .86***  

votepart r = .85*** r = .84*** r = .81*** 

*** (p≤0.01)  

Table 4: Collinearity Correlations between Independent Variables, Base of Operation 
Variable Polity2 Exconst polcomp 

Polity2    
Exconst r = .94***   
Polcomp r = .91*** r = .79***  

votepart r = .79*** r = .76*** r = .78*** 

*** (p≤0.01)  

With all four independent variables in the same model, the mean VIF was greater than 1 

(standard convention is if the mean VIF is significantly greater than 1 for a model, multi-

collinearity may be a problem).  Additionally polity2, exconst, and polcomp were above the 

acceptable limit for individual variables (>10) (Acock, 269).  Based on these results, the final 

model was reassessed; this analysis included the Polity2 score and Executive Constraints in some 

early models but ultimately discarded both as measures of the level of democracy in a country.  

The measures that make up the Polity score (political participation and political competitiveness) 

are captured in votepart and polcomp, respectively.  The final models ran in this analysis 
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included only votepart and polcomp as independent variables.  All results and conclusions are 

presented for these final models.   

Country-Year Level Models 

Terrorist Events Occurring in a Country.  The initial Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) 

regression evaluated Terrorist Events occurring in a country against basic polity and country 

characteristics such as GDP, area and population, using the polity2 score from the PolityIV 

database.  Since population is truncated at 0 and the possibility of nonlinear relationship, 

population date was coverted to a natural log scale in all models in this analysis.  The same 

applies for GDP per capita data in all models (CrossValidated).  All coefficients were 

statistically significant at the .01 level (p ≤ .01 for all coefficients), lnpop being positively 

correlated with area, lnGDP and the coefficient were negatively correlated.  Since multi-

collinearity between variables exist, the calculated VIF for population and area (r = .48), it was 

examined and found not to be significant (VIF < 1.36 for each variable and the mean VIF  = 

1.34).  The VIF for each variable were below the acceptable limits and the mean VIF, while 

greater than 1, was not substantially greater than 1.  When these control variables are lagged by 

one year, the coefficient sign of correlation does not change however area is only significant at 

the .05 level whereas the other variables remains significant at the .01 level.  The magnitude and 

sign on the coefficients for the other independent variables were similar, with the exception of 

voter participation.  The coefficient on voter participation was only significant at the .1 level (.05 

level in the lagged regression). The coefficients on lnGDP were not significant in either model 

with voter participation as the independent variable.  The coefficients on lnpop and area were 

significant, as was the constant (p≤ .01) (Table A-1, page 41).    
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Regressions which controlled for the government type, conflict and homogeneity or 

ethnolinguistic fractionalization (ELF) found that polity2 and the constant were not significant 

but all control variables remained significant at the .01 level.  When the variables were lagged, 

area was only significant at the .1 level and ELF was significant at the .05 level.  No other 

results changed when the variables were lagged.  The VIF for individual variables were well 

below acceptable limit. The mean VIF was greater than 2 in most of the models meaning that 

collinearity could still be of concern.  In this series of regressions, there was more variation in 

the significance of coefficients as the other independent variables were evaluated; the signs and 

magnitudes of the coefficients remained similar when exconst was the independent variable but 

magnitude was different for polcomp and votepart.  Significance varied greatly in the model with 

votepart as the independent variable of interest compared to the other independent variables, 

especially for the coefficients on the independent variables, lnGDP and the constant, (Table A-2, 

page 41). 

As shown in Table A-3 (page 42), the regressions that controlled for regime durability, 

government capacity, past incidents and the end of the Cold War found that polity2 was not 

significant, neither was the coefficient on ELF or government capability.  This held true for the 

lagged model as well.   The mean VIF was above acceptable limit but the VIF for individual 

variables remained below the limit meaning collinearity could be an issue in these models.  As 

the other independent variables are used in place of polity2, the earlier comparisons morph; the 

magnitude on the other independent variables is different.  This coefficient is significant for the 

models in which polcomp and votepart are the independent variables of interest.  The signs, 

magnitudes and significance of the coefficients on the control variables remain fairly consistent.   
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When region was controlled for, fewer variables remained significant; only lnpop, 

lnGDP, conflict, pastIncidents, postColdWar, and all the regions with the exception of South 

Asia and North America were significant.  The regions of Russia and Central Asia were omitted 

due to collinearity.  The constant was significant at the .01 level.  The mean VIF increased to be 

greater than 3.  The VIF for individual variables remained below the acceptable limit.  This is 

similar to the other independent variables (exconst, polcomp and votepart) (Table A-4, page 43). 

Given the series of OLS regressions and the findings, the initial model in this analysis 

may not be acceptable.   When all independent and control variables were included in a lagged 

regression, executive constraints; voter participation; population; GDP; conflict; democracy; past 

incidents; post Cold War; the regions of Central America, Southeast Asia, South Asia, MENA, 

North America, sub-Saharan Africa and the constant were statistically significant at the .05 level 

or lower.  The mean VIF was substantially greater than 1 in all models and the mean VIF was 

well above the acceptable limits.  Checking the OLS regressions to eliminate possible other bias, 

the fixed effects (fe) analysis of the same models were evaluated.  The equation with TerrEvt as 

the dependent, while the coefficients are, in general, of similar sign and magnitude between the 

OLS and fixed effects model, no values were statistically significant in the fixed effects model, 

with the exception of area, conflict and postColdWar, (Table 5 below).   

Due to the collinearity in the independent variables, these models were re-run; only 

polcomp and votepart were included as independent variables of interest in this final model.  The 

VIF for each variables remained below acceptable limit, as did the mean VIF for each regression.  

In the OLS model, the coefficients on votepart, lnpop, lnGDP, conflict, dem, RegimeDur, 

pastIncidents, postColdWar, all the regions other than Australia/Oceania and South America, and 
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the constant were significant at the .1 level or lower.  This model was also checked with a fixed 

effects model and a negative binomial (negbit) regression.  In the fixed effects model, only area, 

conflict and dem were significant at the .1 level or lower.  In the negative binomial regression 

(model 18), all variables except area, ELF, govtcap, postColdWar and some of the regions 

(Australia/Oceania, Central America and North America) were statistically significant at the .1 

level or lower  (Table 5, below).   

Table 5: TerrEvt Models, Lagged by One Year  

TerrEvt 
Model 17 
(lagged) 

VIF Model 17  
(fe, lag) 

Model 18 
(lagged) 

VIF 
Model 18 
(fe, lag) 

Model 18 
(negbit) 

Polity2 -1.18 37.3 0.8112     
Exconst 7.28* 16.53 5.01     
Polcomp -1.53 11.35 -4.13 -1.38 3.89 -1.55 -.0699*** 

votepart -1.41*** 8.56 -0.6767 -1.43*** 8.54 -.7743 -.0139*** 

lnpop -7.22*** 3.72 1.67 -6.36*** 3.63 -3.18 -.1173*** 

area 3.12E-07 3 -6.00E-04* -1.65E-08 2.96 -.00065* 3.65E-08 
lnGDP -10.41*** 6.39 -14.73 -10.17*** 6.36 -11.41 -.1175* 

ELF -0.146 2.68 - 5.66 2.51 - .0145 
Conflict 43.48*** 1.53 35.46* 43.19*** 1.53 34.96** .3569*** 

dem 59.85*** 10.73 48.23 74.45*** 6.09 67.54** .9127*** 

RegimeDur 0.0938 2.39 0.3771 .1282* 2.32 .4125 -.0025* 

govtcap 13.96 2.65 19.86 12.74 2.61 19.96 .1791 
pastIncidents 22.29*** 2.66 - 21.84*** 2.58 - .7703*** 

postColdWar -12.08** 1.25 -27.52* -12.4*** 1.41 -28.28* -.0399 
Aust_ocean 2.19 1.44 - 3.47 1.25 - -.0684 
Cent_Amer -24.81** 2.75 - -26.16*** 2.73 - -.3059 

SE_Asia -43.21*** 2.22 - -45.48*** 2.2 - -.4701** 

SO_Asia -29.77** 3.42 - -34.25** 3.32 - -.4895** 

ME_NA -37.36*** 2.28 - -35.98*** 2.21 - -.4331*** 

NO_Amer -17.7** 1.87 - -19.38*** 1.87 - -.1059 
SO_Amer 7.34 2.84 - 5.91 2.82 - -.3199* 

Sub_AF -43.69*** 6.13 - -46.99*** 6.04 - -.6005*** 

constant 176.65***   897.86 183.87***  960.88 4.37*** 

Observations 1115   1256 1115  1256 1115 
R2 .3738  .0966 .3717  .938  

Mean VIF 6.08    3.34     
*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01 < p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05< p ≤ .1) 

Terrorist Organizations and Terrorist Events Planned in a Country.  These same 

models were run with TerrOrg and PlanTerrEvt as the dependent variable.  The key difference in 
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this data is that the control variables such as population, area, GDP, ELF (and others) were 

matched to the base of operation for the organization that claimed responsibility for or was 

considered the most likely perpetrator for a given event.  This reduced the total number of 

observations by approximately 50%.  When all four independent variables were included in the 

TerrOrgs model, only area, ELF, conflict, postColdWar, all regions except Southeast Asia and 

Sub-Saharan Africa and the constant were not significant at the .1 level or lower (Table 6, 

below).  In the PlanTerrEvt model, exconst, lnGDP, govtcap, pastIncidents, and the constant 

were significant at the .05 level or lower (no coefficients were significant at the .1 level) (Table 

7, page 29).  The mean VIF was 7.62 (above the acceptable limit) but the VIF for polity2, 

exconst, polcomp, dem and lnGDP were well above the acceptable limit of 10.  These models 

were also checked by a fixed effects analysis.  In the TerrOrgs model, lnGDP, RegimeDur, 

govtcap and the constant were significant at the .1 level or lower.  When PlanTerrEvt was the 

dependent variable of interest, lnpop, lnGDP, govtcap and the constant were significant at the .01 

level (no variables were significant at the .05 or .1 levels). 

 Given the noted collinearity between the independent variables, the final model was 

reassessed and only included political competition and voter participation as independent 

variables.  For the TerrOrgs model, the region of South America became significant at the .05 

level.  All other variables coefficients’ remained significant at the same level and magnitudes 

remained similar.  In the fixed effects analysis, lnGDP, RegimeDur, govtcap and the constant 

were significant at the .1 level or lower.  The final check was a negative binomial regression.  

This final model was similar to the OLS model in significance however the magnitudes on 

coefficients varied.  Area, ELF, conflict, dem, postColdWar and the regions of Central America, 
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South Asia, Middle East and North Africa (MENA) and North America were not significant 

(Table 6 below).  In the PlanTerrEvt analysis, lnGDP, dem, govtcap, pastIncidents the regions of 

South Asia and MENA and the constant were significant at the 01 level or lower.  The fixed 

effects model found that lnpop. lnGDP, conflict, govtcap and the constant were significant at the 

.01 level (no variables were significant at the .1 or .05 levels).  The results of the final negative 

binomial regression were lnGDP, dem, govtcap, pastIncidents, the regions of South Asia and 

MENA and the constant were significant at the .1 or lower levels (Table 7, page 29). 

Table 6: TerrOrgs Models, Lagged by One Year Results 

 
Model 19 
(lagged) 

VIF Model 19  
(fe, lag) 

Model 20 
(lagged) 

VIF Model 20 
(fe, lag) 

Model 20 
(negbit) 

DepVar TerrOrgs  TerrOrgs TerrOrgs  TerrOrgs TerrOrgs 
Polity2 -.6175*** 47.75 -.26     

Exconst .9194** 18.14 .4189     

Polcomp .9324*** 15.35 .3783 .3998*** 4.19 .16 .0478*** 

votepart -.0504** 6.28 -.0388 -.0417* 7.96 -.0361 -.0057* 

lnpop .7849*** 2.55 .0796 .757*** 2.54 .0757 .0896*** 

area -3.75E-08 5.38 -2.53E-09 3.37E-08 5.21 1.64E-08 -6.92E-09 
lnGDP -1.99*** 7.10 -3.03*** -1.98*** 7.08 -3*** -.2543*** 

ELF .9693 4 - 1.57 3.51 - .0407 
Conflict -.2735 1.75 -.3807 -.1396 1.73 -.3479 -.0307 

dem 2.29* 12.36 2.3 1.08 4.99 1.91 .1864 
RegimeDur .0248*** 4.1 .0136* .0229*** 3.81 .0128* .0031*** 

govtcap 3.49*** 2.9 4.22*** 2.92*** 2.72 4.02*** .4406*** 

pastIncidents 1.32*** 1.64 - 1.26*** 1.6 - .2174*** 

postColdWar -.1894 1.48 .4233 -.253 1.47 .3859 -.0384 
Cent_Amer -.2311 2.71 - -1.09 2.46 - -.1028 

SE_Asia -2.67** 3.88 - -3.19*** 3.69 - -.2813* 
SO_Asia -.7799 5.5 - -1.35 5.22 - -.2633 
ME_NA .1149 2.12 - .1992 2.11 - .0659 

NO_Amer -1.3 2.69 - -1.56 2.66 - -.1356 
SO_Amer -1.37 2.99 - -1.71** 2.89 - -.2378* 

Sub_AF -3.19*** 7.37 - -3.68*** 7.2 - -.5119** 

constant -5.73  22.65*** 1.61  25.56*** 1.11** 
Observations 560  577 560  577 560 

R2 .36693  .1275 .3588  .1251  
Mean VIF 7.62   3.84    

*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01 < p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05< p ≤ .1) 
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Table 7: PlanTerrEvt Models, Lagged by One Year Results 

 
Model 21 
(lagged) 

VIF Model 21  
(fe, lag) 

Model 22 
(lagged) 

VIF Model 22 
(fe, lag) 

Model 22 
(negbit) 

DepVar PlanTerrEvt  PlanTerrEvt PlanTerrEvt  PlanTerrEvt PlanTerrEvt 
Polity2 3.67 47.75 25.17     
exconst 149.27** 18.14 174.62     
Polcomp -42.51 15.35 -17.96 -8.18 4.19 39.58 -.0109 
votepart -4.14 6.28 -.0072 -5.71 7.96 -1.9 -.0029 
lnpop -39.22 2.55 -218.5*** -34.24 2.54 -230.1*** -.0194 
area -1.47E-06 5.38 -1.12E-06 -1.47E-05 5.21 -5.73E-06 -1.25E-08 

lnGDP -226.45*** 7.10 -652.87*** -218.18*** 7.08 -614.81*** -.1399*** 

ELF -322.58 4 - -89.21 3.51 - -.0958 
Conflict 45.22 1.75 215.91 48.22 1.73 257.58* .0267 

dem -104.43 12.36 -738.35 414.82** 4.99 42.64 .2588** 

RegimeDur -.6495 4.1 3.54 .6292 3.81 4.31 .0006 
govtcap 406.02*** 2.9 786.83*** 337.25** 2.72 751.98*** .2188** 

pastIncidents 76.81** 1.64 - 81.49** 1.6 - .0595** 

postColdWar -54.58 1.48 135.65 -47.47 1.47 129.93 -.0431 
Cent_Amer 139.75 2.71 - 39.49 2.46 - .02533 

SE_Asia -90.66 3.88 - -219.38 3.69 - -.1025 
SO_Asia -398.03 5.5 - -528.81** 5.22 - -.3469** 
ME_NA -213.3 2.12 - -231.69* 2.11 - -.1445* 

NO_Amer 177.89 2.69 - 129.54 2.66 - .0941 
SO_Amer -62.99 2.99 - -126.38 2.89 - -.0671 
Sub_AF -362.85 7.37 - -446.49 7.2 - -.2723 
constant 3531.32***  9495.19*** 3599.86***  9504.33*** 8.62*** 

Observations 560  577 560  577 560 
R2 .1099  .1163 .0961  .0968  

Mean VIF 7.62   3.84    
*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01< p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05< p ≤ .1) 

Event Level Models 

Reach of a Terrorist Organization.  To evaluate the question of possible correlations 

between government and the reach of a terrorist organization, OLS regressions were executed in 

a similar manner, the major difference being that the analysis was conducted at the event level 

for reach.  The reach (or range_one) is the distance from the base of operation of the 

organization that perpetrated the attack to the location of the attack.  All of the characteristics of 

the country where the attack was planned (using the same controls as the country-year level 

analysis), the classification of the organization the perpetrated the attack (religious or other than 
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religious) and the characteristics of the attack itself (attack type, weapon type, target type, 

number of casualties and location) were controlled for.  Each independent variable was evaluated 

in two separate OLS regressions, one with the control variables lagged and one without the time 

lag.  The results of this series of regressions can be found in Appendix A, Table A-5, page 44.  In 

these models, it was important to control for both the country the attack occurred in and the 

country’s base of operation, 124 and 84 different countries, respectively.  The magnitudes of 

effect, direction and significance were similar throughout all models.   

In the final series of regressions (Table 8, page 32), the results for the model with all four 

independent variables are shown.  Only conflict, the regions of MENA, South America and Sub-

Saharan Africa, nkill, nwound, abort, most countries of occurrence and most bases of operation 

are significant at the .05 level or lower (no variables were significant at the .1 level).  The mean 

VIF for this model was 71.07, with most of the weight being in VIF for the independent 

variables, the regions, the country of attack and the base of operation.  Given these results, 

similar to the country-level analysis, polity2 and exconst were removed from the final model.  

When only polcomp and votepart are included in the model, conflict, the regions or Central 

America, MENA, South America and Sub-Saharan Africa, nkill, nwound, abort, most countries 

of occurrence and most bases of operation were significant.  The mean VIF was 69.8, with most 

of the weight in the individual VIF for the regions, country of attack and base of operation.   

This model was reconsidered.  It is not intuitive to lag the variables that are characteristic 

of an attack, such as the number of casualties or weapon type.  The model with polcomp and 

votepart was re-analyzed but with only the country characteristic control variables lagged, i.e. 

population, area, GDP, ELF.  In this model, conflict, all regions, minor, abort, chembio, fake, 
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domestic, most country of occurrences, most bases of operation and the constant were significant 

at the .1 level or lower.  The mean VIF jumped significantly to 126.75, with the majority of the 

weight in the regions.  The next model examined excluded the regions from the analysis.  All of 

the coefficients and levels of significance were the same as the previous model as was the 

individual variable VIFs.  The constant was significantly smaller in magnitude (by a factor of 10) 

and no longer significant.  The mean VIF was 55.88, with most of the weight in the countries of 

occurrence and bases of operation.  When region is the only location control variable (meaning 

country of attack and base of operation are excluded from the model), the mean VIF is 2.38 (not 

substantially greater than 1) and all of the individual variable VIF are below 10.  In this final 

model, neither independent variables were statistically significant nor were the country 

characteristics of area, GDP, conflict, government capability, post Cold War, and the region of 

sub-Saharan Africa.  The only attack-characteristics that were statistically significant are 

catastrophic amount of damage, attack type of assassination, target types of government and 

other, organization classification of religious, weapon type of chemical/biological and whether 

the attack was a domestic attack or not.  Additionally, the constant was statistically significant 

(Table 8 below). 
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Table 8: Range Models, Lagged by One Year Results 

 
Model 27 
(lagged) 

VIF Model 28 
(lagged) 

VIF Model 29 
(┼ lagged) 

VIF Model 30 
(┼ lagged) 

VIF Model 31 
(┼ lagged) 

VIF 

Polity2 8.75 182.24         
Exconst -10.95 49.69         
┼Polcomp -7.18 26.24 -1.79 6.08 -2.31 5.56 -2.31 5.56 -1.64 4.79 
┼votepart .5238 11.77 .4697 11.01 -.1358 8.45 -.1358 8.45 -2.01 7.11 
┼lnpop 6.69 8.35 7.79 7.97 -1.85 3.56 -1.85 3.56 37.53* 2.7 
┼area -2.02E-06 8.04 2.97E-06 7.85 2.18E-06 2.91 2.18E-06 2.91 1.17E-05 2.28 
┼lnGDP -7.09 9.76 -6.58 9.65 1.09 4.65 1.09 4.65 -17.26 3.98 
┼ELF 6.46 13.51 6.92 10.98 37.56 4.33 37.56 4.33 -174.62** 3.00 
┼Conflict -41.71*** 5.75 -42.21*** 5.74 -24.97* 4.21 -24.97* 4.21 -.3311 2.84 
┼dem -24.76 47.55 6.91 13.01 34.03 11.17 34.03 11.17 157.22** 8.22 
┼RegimeDur .2598 6.34 .2704 6.01 .2222 2.79 .2222 2.79 -1.97** 2.04 
┼govtcap 14.18 4.48 23.04 3.94 -8.56 3.31 -8.56 3.31 106.49 2.78 
┼pastIncidents 6.67 4.89 7.09 4.86 3.49 3.26 3.49 3.26 -68.19*** 2.31 
┼postColdWar -.9418 2.15 -.0398 2.09 8.77 1.95 8.77 1.95 -36.79 1.68 
Asia 32.01 16.11 29.45 14.18 -8913.31*** 554.13   -241.78*** 2.74 
East_Eur         -425.3** 1.02 
Cent_Amer 44.75 28.69 51.35* 27.1 -8678.32*** 5.86   -168.55*** 6.63 
MENA 59.16*** 3.93 54.67*** 3.84 -3322.12*** 2195.42   -319.36*** 1.99 
No_Amer 144.27 3.45 149.62 3.43 -3554.17*** 304.68   3177.22*** 1.5 
So_Amer 44.02** 20.43 45.64** 20.2 -6749.07*** 2957.08   -274.55*** 4.58 
Sub_Sah 81.83** 17.41 71.38** 16.59 -10002.02*** 893.28   -111.84 2.73 
Nkill .3487** 3.06 .3211** 3.05 .0323 1.23 .0323 1.23 .2978 1.18 
Nwound -.3955*** 1.59 -.3807*** 1.58 -.0027 1. -.0027 1. .00036 1 
Catastrophic     39.33 1.15 39.33 1.15 -186.89** 1.01 
Major -21.06 1.35 -21.09 1.34 -19.99 1.31 -19.99 1.31 -72.99 1.22 
Minor 1.78 1.65 2.63 1.63 -15.43** 1.66 -15.43** 1.66 -15.91 1.57 
Assassin 55.26 1.14 55.73 1.13 -27.65* 1.16 -27.65* 1.16 -113.33** 1.08 
Kidnap 5.1 1.99 4.64 1.98 -3.92 1.93 -3.92 1.93 21.3 1.8 
Govt -3.98 1.18 -3.64 1.18 11.28 1.22 11.28 1.22 105.94* 1.12 
Police -10.24 1.30 -10.24 1.3 3.39 1.28 3.39 1.28 -16.84 1.22 
Military 5.99 1.59 6.47 1.57 3.59 1.54 3.59 1.54 3.37 1.46 
Abort -1050.33** 1.26 -1048.09** 1.26 -1626.86*** 1.38 -1626.86*** 1.38 161.13 1.21 
Rel -8.65 1.24 -7.58 1.24 1.16 1.35 1.16 1.35 131.26 1.14 
Target_other -17.7 1.03 -20.26 1.02 18.32 1.03 18.32 1.03 360.66*** 1.01 
Religious -5.42 2.72 -5.59 2.64 -59.46 3.67 -59.46 3.67 126.25** 2.11 
Chembio     1624.99*** 1.07 1624.99*** 1.07 3571.16*** 1.04 
Firearm .1666 2.52 .0363 2.51 -12.44 2.42 -12.44 2.42 4.24 2.27 
Fake     -1146.91*** 1.1 -1146.91*** 1.1 816.85*** 1.05 
domestic -25.46 3.53 -27.79 3.49 -109.01*** 36.01 -109.01*** 36.01 -563.66*** 1.5 
Country Most at .01  Most at .01  Most at .01  Most at .01    
Base Most at .01  Most at .01  Most at .01  Most at .01    
constant -3.89  -104.64  9056.77***  152.46  197.05  
Observations 3894  3852  3852  3852  3852  
R2 .9541  .9541  .962    .6048  
Mean VIF 71.07  69.8  126.75    2.38  

*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01 <p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05<p ≤ .1), ┼denotes country-characteristic variable 
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Conclusion 

 There are clear deficiencies in the available data that make analysis in the field of 

terrorism challenging.  The lack of consistent, verifiable data has plagued the subject of terrorism 

analysis since its inception.  Given the concerns with data and the inability to capture every 

possible variable that could have an effect on terrorist activity in a country but not be correlated 

with other independent/control variables, one cannot draw conclusions from this analysis.  

However, correlations appear to be evident when examining terrorist activity in a country.  

Correlations are less apparent when evaluating the reach of individual terrorist organizations.   

Biases 

Omitted variable bias is undoubtedly a concern in this analysis.  The Gini coefficient was 

excluded from all models in this analysis because the data was not available for the time series 

needed for all countries included in the analysis.  The Gini coefficient is a measure of income 

distribution or income inequality within a country; with a score between 0 and 1, the closer to 1 a 

country’s score is, the more unequal the income distribution is within that country (Bellu, L and 

Libertai, P).  It is expected that as a country’s Gini coefficient increases (gets closer to 1), 

terrorist activity would increase within a country.  The logic for this is as follows: the more 

unequal the income distribution, the more dissatisfied the population is.  The more dissatisfied 

the population is, the more terrorist activity is anticipated because terrorist activity is a means of 

expressing dissatisfaction.  Following this rationale, excluding the Gini coefficient from this 

analysis is expected to bias the results downward, meaning the results possibly show a more 

negative correlation that truly exists, depending on a country’s Gini coefficient.   
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Additionally, the results of this analysis could be biased by the research design; terrorist 

data relies on open source information, including media sources.  If certain country 

characteristics, such as being a democracy, make a country more apt to label an incident as a 

terrorist attack, the results are biased.  It is expected that this issue would bias the results 

upwards, meaning the results show a more positive correlation that what actually exists.  

Characteristics of Government and Terrorist Activity 

  Terrorism in a country was evaluated based on three separate activities, a count of 

terrorist attacks occurring in a country during a given year, a count of terrorist organizations 

actively planning/executing terrorist attacking in a country over a given year or a count of 

terrorist events planned in a country during a given year.  These three activities were evaluated 

separately and distinctly from each other based on the information available in the GTD and 

through the START Consortium.  The evaluation of attacks occurring in a country highlighted a 

probable correlation between terrorist attacks occurring in a country and that country’s political 

competition, voter participation, population, GDP, whether a country was in a state of conflict or 

not, considered a democracy, the prevalence of terrorism over time in that country and region of 

world the country was in. 

 The governmental aspects in a country that had a statistically significant negative 

correlation with the occurrence of terrorist events in that country are political competition, voter 

participation and regime durability.  The country characteristics that were also statistically 

significantly negatively correlated are population and GDP.  Only some of the regions were 

statistically significant (Southeast Asia, South Asia, MENA, South America and Sub-Saharan 

Africa with Western Europe as the excluded region), all of which were negative in direction.  No 



35 
 

governmental aspects were positively correlated with terrorist events in a country; however some 

country characteristics had a statistically significant positive correlation.  Whether or not the 

country was in conflict the year prior, whether or not the country was a democracy the year prior 

and the average number of past terrorist attacks per year since country inception were positively 

correlated with the count of terrorist attacks in a country at a statistically significant level of 

confidence.  Additionally, the constant was also statistically significantly positively correlated. 

 The number of terrorist organizations active in a country was negatively correlated with 

the percentage of voters in the last general election (voter participation) at a statistically 

significant (.01) level but positively correlated with the political competition score and regime 

durability (at the .01 level).  The only country characteristic that was negatively correlated at a 

statistically significant level is GDP.  However, population, government capability, and past 

incidents were positively correlated at a statistically significant level.  Again, all regions had a 

negative correlation but only Southeast Asia, South American and Sub-Saharan Africa were 

statistically significant.  Lastly, the constant has a statistically significant positive correlation 

with the number of terrorist organizations active in a country in a given year. The negative 

correlation with voter participation is expected yet complicated.  As more voters participate in 

elections, there is a higher probability that preferences will not be met for all of society, meaning 

that there will be groups of dissatisfied persons.  Depending on the motivations of these persons, 

a terrorist organization could form.  The complications this creates will be discussed in the policy 

recommendations section below. 

 The number of terrorist events planned in a country was not correlated at a statistically 

significant level with any governmental aspects except democracy, which was positively 
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correlated.  Of the country characteristics, only three were statistically significant; GDP was 

negatively correlated while government capability and past incidents were positively correlated 

at a statistically significant level.  Only two regions, South Asia and MENA were statistically 

significant, both with a negative correlation.  Lastly, the constant was positively correlated at a 

statistically significant level. 

Characteristics of Government and Terrorist Organizations’ Reach 

 The reach or range of a terrorist organization was evaluated by the distance from the 

terrorist organization’s base of operation and the location of the attack it perpetrated.  The great-

circle distance between these two points was calculated using the haversine formula using 

latitude and longitude (Moveable Type).  The only country characteristic that was correlated at a 

statistically significant level was whether or not a country was in conflict the year previously.  

This has a negative correlation with the reach of a terrorist organization.  Some aspects of the 

attack were also statistically significant; the level of property damage, specifically if minor 

damage occurred, was negatively correlated.  This is not intuitive.  Property damage would 

reflect the size of attack and it is more difficult to carry out a large attack the further the attack is 

from the base of operation.  Minor property damage is indicative of a smaller-scale attack, which 

should mean the reach of the organization is larger, not smaller.  If the type of assault was an 

assassination, it was negatively correlated with reach.  This is intuitive.  An assassination is 

personal and most probable against political leaders inside one’s own country.  If the target was 

abortion-related (an abortion facility or medical professional), the range was negatively 

correlated, with a large magnitude.  The weapon type of chemical or biological was positively 

correlated, with a large magnitude.  Conversely a fake weapon was negatively correlated, with a 
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similarly large magnitude.  Intuitively, if an attack was considered domestic terrorism, a negative 

correlated with reach is expected.  All of the regions of attack location were statistically 

significant and negatively correlated with reach.  Most of the countries of attack and bases of 

operations were statistically significant but the correlations are a complete mix of positive and 

negative. 

 Interestingly, no aspects of the organizations were statistically significant; the type of 

organization (religious or other) was not statistically significantly correlated with an 

organization’s reach.  While this information does not inform or shape policy, it is of interest, 

especially after 9/11 and the spotlight placed on Muslim organizations and the Islamic religion.  

Given that so little was statistically significant in the event-level analysis, the model should be 

reevaluated in further analysis. 

Policy Implications 

 The negative correlation between the governmental aspects of political competition, voter 

participation and regime durability and terrorist activity in a country as well as the negative 

correlation with GDP (logged) suggest that policies designed to reduce terrorist attacks within a 

country should be targeted at increasing these characteristics.  Political competition is a 

combination of a country’s political participation regulation and political participation 

competitiveness scores in the PolityIV dataset.  Participation regulation can be increased through 

building and strengthening political institutions.  Participation competitiveness relies more 

heavily on civil interaction to present and pursue preferences in the political arena.  Voter 

participation is expected to increase as political competition is increased within a country; as 

more preferences are pursued, voters tied to those preferences should be more inclined to vote in 



38 
 

defense of those preferences.  Regime durability is tied to both of these and is expected to 

increase as political competition in increased.  Myriad ideas and analyses have been published on 

how best to increase a country’s GDP.  It is not the intent of this analysis to question or 

champion any of those, merely to state that if GDP in a country increases, it is expected that the 

occurrence of terrorist attacks in that country the following year should be less. For a country 

looking inwardly to reduce terrorist attacks within its own borders, it is recommended that 

policies focus on increasing GDP and competition within political participation in the short term, 

while long term, also concentrating on strengthening political institutions. 

 The positive correlation between terrorist events in a country and conflict, democracy and 

past incidents suggest that policies also could be drafted to change these characteristics to reduce 

terrorist attacks in country; however these results are counter-intuitive.  Simply changing to an 

autocracy to reduce terrorism may not be the best policy.   In order to reduce terrorist attacks in 

the long run, a country should focus on not involving itself in a state of conflict; not being in 

conflict is expected to reduce the number of terrorist events in a country.  This would have 

impact twice over on the number of terrorist attacks in a country by also reducing the average 

number of attacks each year (past incidents). 

 Similar policies would, in general, reduce the number of terrorist organizations active in a 

country each year, with the exception of competing influences of political competition and voter 

participation.  Increasing political competition in a country is expected to reduce the number of 

active terrorist organizations.  However, as discussed above, increasing political competition is 

expected to also increase voter participation, which is expected to actually increase the number 

of active terrorist organizations in a country.  The possibility of these competing effects was not 
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anticipated in this analysis; as such, further examination of the potential effects cannot be 

discussed in detail in this analysis.  Those same policies would also reduce the number of 

terrorist events planned in a country; however the governmental aspects of political competition 

and voter participation were not statistically significant.  If a country is concerned with reducing 

the number of terrorist events planned inside its borders, it should focus on increasing its GDP. 

 The results of this analysis do not present any clear policy recommendations that could 

reduce the reach of a terrorist organization.  The only variable that was statistically significant 

that is within the control of a government was conflict.  Interestingly, if a country was in conflict 

the previous year, the reach of an organization is expected to be less the next year.  This perhaps 

is due to infrastructure damages caused by conflict limiting mobility and accessibility.  However, 

it is not recommended that a government remain in conflict simply to reduce the reach of a 

terrorist organization. 

Next Steps 

The study of terrorism and how to combat it both domestically and world-wide will 

continue as long as terrorist attacks continue around the world.  Detailed analysis on the subject 

will require a higher fidelity in data available specifically on terrorist attacks, consistent and 

universal definitions of governmental aspects, and more robust data on country control variables.  

The original GTD database carried information on more than 104,000 attacks.  The final event-

level analysis was reduced to 3852 because information wasn’t available on the perpetrator or the 

necessary country control variables had not been recorded. 

Additionally, the control variable data necessary to conduct this type of analysis are 

typically only found at the country level, if that.  Terrorism is an interesting phenomenon that 
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may be more characteristic of smaller regions within a country.  Chechnya is an example of this.  

In evaluating the terrorism data for the former Soviet Union and Russia (after 1989), most of the 

attacks occurred in and originated from Chechnya.  The characteristics such as ELF, GDP and 

regime durability for this region are not the same as the rest of the country.  However, in order to 

conduct the analysis detailed in this paper, the attacks that originated from and occurred in 

Chechnya had to be included in the data for the country of Russia (after 1989).  There could in 

different results if Chechnya could be evaluated separately from Russia.  The same argument 

holds for Corsica and Palestine.  Northern Mali is a more contemporary example.   

If the same models from this analysis are used for future analyses, it is recommended that 

the GDP variable be evaluated as possibly a squared relationship.  Additionally, the past 

incidents data may need to be converted to a natural logarithm. 

The question on reach of a terrorist organization is a new and interesting concept but the 

information available and the analysis conducted did not yield informative results.  Further 

analysis on this topic should be considered however the model, specifically the independent 

variables should be reconsidered.  The aspects of government evaluated in this analysis were not 

statistically significant in any model.   
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Appendix A 
Additional Regression Results 

Table A-1: TerrEvt Models with basic Country Characteristics and Lagged by One Year Results 

TerrEvt Model 1 
Model 1  
(lagged) 

Model 2 
Model 2  
(lagged) 

Model 3 
Model 3 
(lagged) 

Model 4 
Model 4 
(lagged) 

Polity2 1.48*** 2.01***       
Exconst   5.03*** 7.02***     
Polcomp     1.74*** 2.23***   
votepart       -.1943* .3930** 

lnpop 12.79*** 14.41*** 13.31*** 14.94*** 13.98*** 15.96*** 14.06*** 15*** 
area -2.04E-06*** -2.18E-06** 1.83E-06*** -188E-06* -2.21E-06*** -2.5E-06*** -3.25E-06*** -3.81E-06*** 
lnGDP -5.39*** -8.62*** -6.61*** -10.65*** -4.32*** -7.12*** 1.6 2.43 
constant -136.83*** -133.14*** -155.59*** -153.17*** -172.27*** -179.29*** -200.76*** -209.85*** 
Obs 2159 1603 2081 1541 2081 1541 1965 1467 
R2 .0572 .0539 .0684 .0646 .0601 .0534 .0363 .0314 
Mean VIF 1.34 1.39 1.38 1.42 1.35 1.4 1.5 1.56 

*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01 < p ≤ 0 .05), *(.05 < p ≤ .1) 

Table A-2: TerrEvt Models with some Country Characteristics and Lagged by One Year Results 

TerrEvt Model 5 
Model 5  
(lagged) 

Model 6 
Model 6  
(lagged) 

Model 7 
Model 7 
(lagged) 

Model 8 
Model 8 
(lagged) 

Polity2 0.39 -0.1851       
Exconst   -0.5918 -.7303     
Polcomp     -2.07** -3.01**   
votepart       -1.58*** -1.84*** 

lnpop 6.53*** 6.57*** 6.88*** 7.09*** 6.82*** 6.88*** 6.36*** 6.72*** 

area -1.70E-06*** -1.41E-06* -1.45E-06** -1.08E-06 -1.58E-06*** -1.30E-06* -1.93E-06*** -1.90E-06** 

lnGDP -6.84*** -10.43*** -7.94*** -11.83*** -6.59*** -9.72*** 3.57* 1.53 
ELF -25.44*** -31.48** -16.85** -22.64** -16.96* -23.99** -30.82*** -39.26*** 

Conflict 72.56*** 72.79*** 72.25*** 73.07*** 71.23*** 71.52*** 69.79*** 69.85*** 

dem 27.31*** 45.04*** 39.71*** 51.53*** 46.26*** 60.63*** 82.67*** 101.45*** 

constant 45.78 -21.12 -48.08* -23.58 -50.63** -24.79 -113.44*** -102.83*** 

Observations 1542 1169 1473 1115 1473 1115 1560 1185 
R2 .1852 .1752 .2137 .1978 .2157 .2012 .2161 .2137 
Mean VIF 2.61 2.69 2.77 2.9 1.97 1.96 2.69 2.62 

*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01 < p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05< p ≤ .1) 
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Table A-3: TerrEvt Models with all Country Characteristics and Lagged by One Year Results 

TerrEvt Model 9 
Model 9 
(lagged) 

Model 10 
Model 10  
(lagged) 

Model 11 
Model 11 
(lagged) 

Model 12 
Model 12 
(lagged) 

Polity2 -.074 -.6247       
Exconst   1.82 2.83     
Polcomp     -2.73*** -3.19***   
votepart       -1.19*** -1.35*** 

lnpop -7.95*** -9.24*** -6.21*** -7.53*** -6.31*** -7.76*** -6.62*** -7.14*** 

area 2.06E-06*** 3.21E-06*** 1.99E-06*** 3.19E-06*** 1.91E-06*** 3.06E-06*** 1.13E-06 1.89E-06* 
lnGDP -4.68** -9.28*** -7.37*** -11.55*** -5.35** -8.88*** -.0258 -4.05 
ELF -8.17 -10.51 -6.1 -9.79 -3.91 -7.57 -.1285* -17.21* 

Conflict 41.01*** 36.34*** 44.85*** 40.88*** 42.68*** 38.33*** 41.22*** 37.52*** 

dem 15.38* 32.52*** 14.21** 20.88** 31.94*** 43.43*** 56.59*** 72.25*** 

RegimeDur -.1167** -.1123 -.1076** -.1161 -.1191** -.1278* -.0164 -.0022 
Govtcap 5.31 4.33 7.94 5.3 11.38 9.41 9.32 9.19 
pastIncidents 20.99*** 25.43*** 18.62*** 23.31*** 18.71*** 23.31*** 19.19*** 22.97*** 

postColdWar -11.11*** -18.49*** -9.21** -17.7*** -7.14* -15.59*** -11.91*** -19.93*** 

constant 151.84*** 195.25*** 135.39*** 177.13*** 133.72*** 177.53*** 99.21*** 129.79*** 

Observations 1542 1169 1473 1115 1473 1115 1560 1185 
R2 .3092 .3229 .3185 .3272 .3216 .2201 .3252 .3430 
Mean VIF 2.59 2.62 2.7 2.76 2.20 2.17 2.68 2.62 

*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01 <p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05< p ≤ .1) 



43 
 

Table A-4: TerrEvt Models with all Variables and Lagged by One Year Results 

TerrEvt 
Model 13 

 
Model 13 
(lagged) 

Model 14 
Model 14 
(lagged) 

Model 15 
Model 15 
(lagged) 

Model 16 
Model 16 
(lagged) 

Polity2 -.335 -9.74       
Exconst   1.79 2.5     
Polcomp     -2.55*** -2.9**   
votepart       -1.32*** -1.49*** 

lnpop -4.55** -4.94** -3.37** -3.63* -3.49** -3.87* -6.43*** -7,19*** 

area -3.93E-07 -3.1E-07 -5.86E-07 -3.72E-07 -8.29E-07 -6.74E-07 2.29E-08 3.46E-07 
lnGDP -5.37* -12.75*** -9.47*** -15.63*** -8.62*** -14.56*** -2.88 -9.04*** 

ELF 7.26 10.69 9.55 12.79 12.58 15.64 -.3183 .3898 
Conflict 45.49*** 41.48*** 49.07*** 45.47*** 47.35*** 43.54*** 45.15*** 41.88*** 

dem 8.64 27.13*** 6.11 13.53 23.62*** 34.79*** 49.89*** 66.28*** 

RegimeDur .0014 .0631 .0338 .0827 .0148 .0627 .0781 .1308* 

govtcap 8.04 5.83 9.44 4.94 13.46* 9.77 12.69* 10.54 
pastIncidents 18.68*** 23.23*** 16.45*** 21.04*** 16.62*** 21.16*** 19.06*** 23.37*** 

postColdWar -8.86** -14.91*** -7.02* -14.37*** -4.69 -12** -8.29** -15.05*** 

Aust_ocean 13.02** 20.87*** 6.63 11.14 8.51* 14.24* 3.59 6.36 
Cent_Amer 13.25** 7.35 3.24 -1.04 2.58 -1.64 -9.48 -18.49* 

SE_Asia -16.97** -28.51*** -18.72*** -31.17*** -19.73*** -31.01*** -32.46*** -44.54*** 

SO_Asia -5.89 -21.41 -9.72 -21.95 -14.39 -27.23* -18.43 -30.91** 

ME_NA -14.37* -18.31** -11.68* -14.79* -13.78* -16.83** -33.29*** -39.52*** 

NO_Amer -7.19 -10.67 -6.29 -11.19* -1.93 -5.8 -18.55*** -23.73*** 

SO_Amer 28.3*** 27.12*** 30.45*** 30.21*** 27.95*** 27.7*** 8.68 3.93 
Sub_AF -16.26** -29.67*** -18.87** -30.99*** -22.08*** -34.52*** -30.33*** -44.04*** 

constant 102.24*** 156.67*** 108.27*** 152.82*** 115.99*** 164.21*** 130.47*** 187.16*** 

Observations 1542 1169 1473 1115 1473 1115 1560 1185 
R2 .3286 .3467 .3405 .3524 .3430 .3546 .3447 .3654 
Mean VIF 3.00 3.14 3.05 3.20 2.75 2.83 3.22 3.30 

*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01< p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05< p ≤ .1) 
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Table A-5: Range Models with all Variables and Lagged by One Year Results 

 
Model 23 

 
VIF 

 
Model 23 
(lagged) 

Model 24 
 

Model 24 
(lagged) 

Model 25 
 

Model 25 
(lagged) 

Model 26 
 

Model 26 
(lagged) 

Polity2 2.02** 18.19 2.32       
Exconst    17.13** -2.36     
Polcomp      7.52*** -1.77   
votepart        .4115 .4961 
lnpop -995.64*** 519.58 6.04 -99.69** 7.35 -113.19*** 7.24 -94.65** 6.86 
area .5112*** 1.87E08 -4.36E-06 .5018*** -3.63E-06 .5036*** -3.08E-06 .5081*** -3.65E-06 
lnGDP 103.86*** 43.12 -3.23 109.76*** -6.19 101.41*** -5.54 104.58*** -5.99 
ELF -9.42E07*** 1.52E11 10.46 2925.36 17.32 2876.99 8.6 -9.36E07*** 4.08 
Conflict -32.89 7.3 -41.31*** -64.02** -43.98*** -64.92** -43.69*** -32.68 -35.37*** 

dem -23.82*** 9.65 -7.25 -108.01*** 24.5 -68.71*** 22.32 -21.07 -2.86 
RegimeDur 108*** 99.97 .2069 1.32*** .3109 2.19*** .2628 .7586** .1948 
govtcap 7.38 7.09 19.19 26.28 25.39 24.6 26.59 532 15.21 
pastIncidents -1.04E07***  .9638 1802306*** 6.23 1807999*** 6.29 -5476569*** 2.1 
postColdWar -18.14** 4.16 -3.57 -21.91** -.8488 -23.48** -.4171 -15.05 -1.44 
Asia 2.41E07*** 1.06E10 40.74 3340330*** 23.31 3352293*** 25.23 4.54E07*** 34.21 
Cent_Amer -1.56E07***  62.78** 2688920*** 43.97* 2697427*** 42.43* -8185087*** 56.69** 

MENA 3.97E07***  63.08*** -149369*** 52.51*** -1497346*** 49.82*** -1.12E07*** 56.24*** 

No_Amer 2.61E07***  135.07 -4519773*** 148.14 -4534039*** 149.09 1.37E07*** 133.73 
So_Amer 3.06E07*** 4.64E10 55.54** 2976324*** 38.39** 2987008*** 36.87** 2.78E07*** 52.22** 

Sub_Sah 1.16E07*** 2.72E09 66.06* 4987811*** 61.31* 5004873*** 60.56* 1.26E07*** 60.11* 

Nkill -1.81E-04 1.22 .257 -.0439 .317** -.0562 .3214** .0137 .2498 
Nwound -8.06E-03 1.01 -.3334*** -.0073 -.3682*** -.0075 -.3674*** -.0078 -.3599*** 

Catastrophic -134.25 1.04  -133.55  -132.07  -147.94  
Major -4.74 1.24 -16.89 -7.49 -21.07 -4.31 -21.63 -6.17 -15.86 
Minor 6.61 1.56 5.05 6.12 2.68 6.96 2.75 6.61 5.31 
Assassin -17.66 1.13 45.1 -16.96 55.23 -17.68 55.7 -14.17 45.62 
Kidnap -10.98 1.95 1.15 -12.22 4.54 -12.65 3.62 -10.23 1.28 
Govt 9.42 1.19 -2.55 9.89 -3.92 9.59 -3.86 6.7 -1.92 
Police 2.063.13 1.24 -5.63 1.24 -10.44 2.34 -10.57 1.95 -5.34 
Military 3.13 1.44 10.35 .0512 6.72 1.35 6.59 3.26 11.14 
Abort -1044.14*** 1.30 -1098.5** -1058.75*** -1043.67** -1051.93*** -1043.47** -1047.29*** -1105.09** 

Rel 44.38 1.16 62.32 49.52 -8.09 52.4 -8.46 43.35 61.6 
Target_other -3.05 1.02 -15.75 -20.39 -14.89 7.19 -18.36 15.87 33.36 
Religious 50.24 3.21 -16.78 61.97 -8.69 55.04 -6.71 52.95 -10.79 
Chembio 2237.87*** 1.02  2232.05***  2231.77***  2242.54***  
Firearm .9845 2.3 -5.78 3.49 -.4129 1.79 .0458 141 -5.32 
Fake -397.44** 1.17  -403.76**  -403.89**  -402.94**  
domestic -563.59*** 20.70 -34.21 -588.96*** -2.41 -589.82*** -26.52 -534.01*** -35.07 
Country All at .01  Most at .01 All at .01 Most at .01 All at .01 Most at .01 Most  at .01 Most  at .01 
Base All at .01  Most at .01 All at .01 All at .01 All at .01 All at .01 All at .01 Most  at .01 
constant 1.71E07***  -88.52 -4954842*** -101.98 -4971669*** -97.43 1.60E07*** -104.03 
Observations 6932  4170 6659 3984 6559 3984 7034 4204 
R2 .9418  .9527 .9419 .9541 .9419 .9541 .9443 .9535 
Mean VIF   81.61 1.10E08 70.48 1.10E08 70.15  80.74 

*** (p≤0.01) , **(0.01 <p ≤ 0 .05), * (.05< p ≤ .1) 
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Appendix B 
Variables List 

 
Table B-1: List of Independent and Control Variables 
Variable Definition Source 
Polity2 Modified Polity score Marshall (2011) 
Exconst Executive Constraints score Marshall (2011) 
Polcomp Political Competition score Marshall (2011) 
votepart Percentage of population that voted in the last general election  Vanhanen (2005) 
lnpop Total population, logged World Bank (2012) 
area Total geographical area (square kilometers) World Bank (2012) 
lnGDP Gross Domestic Product, per capita, logged World Bank (2012) 
ELF Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization Score Easterly and Levine (1997) 

Conflict Coded 1 if a state is engaged in intermediate interstate, extrasystem, internal 
or international internal conflict or war 

Uppsala Conflict Data Program (2005). 

dem Coded 1 if a state’s polity2 score is greater than or equal to 6 Dixon (1994) 
RegimeDur The number of years since the most recent regime change Marshall (2011) 

govtcap 
Annual composite percentage index of a state’s share of the world’s total 
population, GDP per capita, GDP per unit of energy, military manpower and 
military expenditures, logged 

Li and Schaub (2004). 

pastIncidents Average annual number of terrorist incidents that have occurred in a country 
since 1970 

Computed using Global Terrorism 
Database (GTD) 

postColdWar Coded 1 if the year is 1989 or later Enders and Sandler (1999) 
Region Region that country of attack occurrence GTD (2012) 
Nkill Number of individuals killed by incident GTD (2012) 
Nwound Number of individuals wounded by incident GTD (2012) 
Catastrophic If property damage caused by attack is likely greater than $1B US GTD (2012) 

Major If property damage caused by attack is likely greater than $1M US by less 
than $1B 

GTD (2012) 

Minor If property damage caused by attack is likely less than $1M US GTD (2012) 
Assassin Coded 1 if attack type was an assassination GTD (2012) 
Kidnap Coded 1 if attack type was kidnapping GTD (2012) 
Govt Coded 1 if target type was general government or diplomatic GTD (2012) 
Police Coded 1 if target type was police GTD (2012) 
Military Coded 1 if targety type was military or maritime GTD (2012) 
Abort Coded 1 if target type was abortion-related GTD (2012) 
Rel Coded 1 if target type was religious GTD (2012) 
Target_other Coded 1 if target type was other than those listed above GTD (2012) 

Religious 
Classification of terrorist organization was religious 

Terrorist Organization Profiles (TOP) 
(2012) 

Chembio Coded 1 if weapon type was chemical, biological, radiological, or nuclear GTD (2012) 
Firearm Coded 1 if weapon type was a firearm GTD (2012) 
Fake Coded 1 if weapon type was fake GTD (2012) 

domestic 
Coded 1 if attack was domestic (occurred in same country it was planned in) 

Determined based on information from 
GTD & TOP  

Country Country incident occurred in GTD (2012) 
Base Country organization that perpetrated attack is located in TOP (2012) 

 



46 
 

Appendix C 
List of Regression Models 

 
Model 1: TerrEvt  = β0 + β1polity2 +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP 

Model 2: TerrEvt  = β0 + β1exconst + β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP  

Model 3: TerrEvt  = β0 + β1polcomp + β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP  

Model 4: TerrEvt  = β0 + β1votepart + β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP  

Model 5: TerrEvt = β0 + β1polity2 +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

Model 6: TerrEvt = β0 + β1exconst +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

Model 7:  TerrEvt = β0 + β1polcomp +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + 

β7dem 

Model 8: TerrEvt = β0 + β1votepart +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + 

β7dem 

Model 9:  TerrEvt = β0 + β1polity2 +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

+ β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar 

Model 10: TerrEvt = β0 + β1exconst +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

+ β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar 

Model 11: TerrEvt = β0 + β1polcomp +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + 

β7dem + β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar 

Model 12: TerrEvt = β0 + β1votepart +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + 

β7dem + β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar 

Model 13: TerrEvt = β0 + β1polity2 +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

+ β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar + β12Aust_Ocean 
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+ β13Cent_Amer + β14SE_Asia + β15SO_Asia + β16MENA + β17NO_Amer + 

β18SO_Amer + β19Sub_AF 

Model 14: TerrEvt = β0 + β1exconst +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

+ β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar + β12Aust_Ocean 

+ β13Cent_Amer + β14SE_Asia + β15SO_Asia + β16MENA + β17NO_Amer + 

β18SO_Amer + β19Sub_AF 

Model 15: TerrEvt = β0 + β1polcomp +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + 

β7dem + β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar + 

β12Aust_Ocean + β13Cent_Amer + β14SE_Asia + β15SO_Asia + β16MENA + 

β17NO_Amer + β18SO_Amer + β19Sub_AF 

Model 16: TerrEvt = β0 + β1votepart +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + 

β7dem + β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents + β11postColdWar + 

β12Aust_Ocean + β13Cent_Amer + β14SE_Asia + β15SO_Asia + β16MENA + 

β17NO_Amer + β18SO_Amer + β19Sub_AF 

Model 17: TerrEvt = β0 + β1polity2 +β2exconst + β3polcomp + β4votepart + β5lnpop + β6area + 

β7lnGDP + β8ELF + β9conflict + β10dem + β11RegimeDur + β12govtcap + 

β13pastsIncidents + β14postColdWar + β15Aust_Ocean + β16Cent_Amer + β17SE_Asia 

+ β18SO_Asia + β19MENA + β20NO_Amer + β21SO_Amer + β22Sub_AF 

Model 18: TerrEvt = β0 + β1polcomp + β2votepart + β3lnpop + β4area + β5lnGDP + β6ELF + 

β7conflict + β8dem + β9RegimeDur + β10govtcap + β11pastsIncidents + 

β12postColdWar + β13Aust_Ocean + β14Cent_Amer + β15SE_Asia + β16SO_Asia + 

β17MENA + β18NO_Amer + β19SO_Amer + β20Sub_AF§ 
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Model 19: TerrOrgs= β0 + β1polity2 +β2exconst + β3polcomp + β4votepart + β5lnpop + β6area + 

β7lnGDP + β8ELF + β9conflict + β10dem + β11RegimeDur + β12govtcap + 

β13pastsIncidents + β14postColdWar + β15Aust_Ocean + β16Cent_Amer + β17SE_Asia 

+ β18SO_Asia + β19MENA + β20NO_Amer + β21SO_Amer + β22Sub_AF 

Model 20: TerrOrgs = β0 + β1polcomp + β2votepart + β3lnpop + β4area + β5lnGDP + β6ELF + 

β7conflict + β8dem + β9RegimeDur + β10govtcap + β11pastsIncidents + 

β12postColdWar + β13Aust_Ocean + β14Cent_Amer + β15SE_Asia + β16SO_Asia + 

β17MENA + β18NO_Amer + β19SO_Amer + β20Sub_AF§ 

Model 21: PlanTerrEvt= β0 + β1polity2 +β2exconst + β3polcomp + β4votepart + β5lnpop + β6area 

+ β7lnGDP + β8ELF + β9conflict + β10dem + β11RegimeDur + β12govtcap + 

β13pastsIncidents + β14postColdWar + β15Aust_Ocean + β16Cent_Amer + β17SE_Asia 

+ β18SO_Asia + β19MENA + β20NO_Amer + β21SO_Amer + β22Sub_AF 

Model 22: PlanTerrEvt = β0 + β1polcomp + β2votepart + β3lnpop + β4area + β5lnGDP + β6ELF + 

β7conflict + β8dem + β9RegimeDur + β10govtcap + β11pastsIncidents + 

β12postColdWar + β13Aust_Ocean + β14Cent_Amer + β15SE_Asia + β16SO_Asia + 

β17MENA + β18NO_Amer + β19SO_Amer + β20Sub_AF§  

Model 23: reach = β0 + β1polity2 +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem + 

β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents  + β11postColdWar + β12Asia + 

β13Cent_Amer + β14MENA + β15NO_Amer + β16SO_Amer + β17Sub_AF + β18nkill + 

β19nwould + β20catastrophic + β21major + β22minor + β23assassin + β24kidnap + 

β25govt + β26police + β27Military + β28abort + β29rel + β30target_other + β31religious + 
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β32chembio + β33firearm  + β34fake + β35domestic + β36i.country of attack + β37i.base 

of operation 

Model 24: reach = β0 + β1exconst +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem + 

β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents  + β11postColdWar + β12Asia + 

β13Cent_Amer + β14MENA + β15NO_Amer + β16SO_Amer + β17Sub_AF + β18nkill + 

β19nwould + β20catastrophic + β21major + β22minor + β23assassin + β24kidnap + 

β25govt + β26police + β27Military + β28abort + β29rel + β30target_other + β31religious + 

β32chembio + β33firearm  + β34fake + β35domestic + β36i.country of attack + β37i.base 

of operation 

Model 25: reach = β0 + β1polcomp +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

+ β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents  + β11postColdWar + β12Asia + 

β13Cent_Amer + β14MENA + β15NO_Amer + β16SO_Amer + β17Sub_AF + β18nkill + 

β19nwould + β20catastrophic + β21major + β22minor + β23assassin + β24kidnap + 

β25govt + β26police + β27Military + β28abort + β29rel + β30target_other + β31religious + 

β32chembio + β33firearm  + β34fake + β35domestic + β36i.country of attack + β37i.base 

of operation 

Model 26: reach = β0 + β1votepart +β2lnpop + β3area + β4lnGDP + β5ELF + β6conflict + β7dem 

+ β8RegimeDur + β9govtcap + β10pastsIncidents  + β11postColdWar + β12Asia + 

β13Cent_Amer + β14MENA + β15NO_Amer + β16SO_Amer + β17Sub_AF + β18nkill + 

β19nwould + β20catastrophic + β21major + β22minor + β23assassin + β24kidnap + 

β25govt + β26police + β27Military + β28abort + β29rel + β30target_other + β31religious + 
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β32chembio + β33firearm  + β34fake + β35domestic + β36i.country of attack + β37i.base 

of operation 

Model 27: reach = β0 + β1polity2 +β2exconst + β3polcomp + β4votepart + β5lnpop + β6area + 

β7lnGDP + β8ELF + β9conflict + β10dem + β11RegimeDur + β12govtcap + 

β13pastsIncidents  + β14postColdWar + β15Asia + β16Cent_Amer + β17MENA + 

β18NO_Amer + β19SO_Amer + β20Sub_AF + β21nkill + β22nwould + β23catastrophic + 

β24major + β25minor + β26assassin + β27kidnap + β28govt + β29police + β30Military + 

β31abort + β32rel + β33target_other + β34religious + β35chembio + β36firearm  + β37fake 

+ β38domestic + β39i.country of attack + β40i.base of operation 

Model 28: reach = β0 + β1polcomp + β2votepart + β3lnpop + β4area + β5lnGDP + β6ELF + 

β7conflict + β8dem + β9RegimeDur + β10govtcap + β11pastsIncidents + 

β12postColdWar + β13Asia + β14Cent_Amer + β15MENA + β16NO_Amer + 

β17SO_Amer + β18Sub_AF + β19nkill + β20nwould + β21catastrophic + β22major + 

β23minor + β24assassin + β25kidnap + β26govt + β27police + β28Military + β29abort + 

β30rel + β31target_other + β32religious + β33chembio + β34firearm  + β35fake + 

β36domestic + β37i.country of attack + β38i.base of operation 

Model 29: reach = β0 + β1polcomp┼ + β2votepart┼ + β3lnpop┼ + β4area┼ + β5lnGDP┼ + β6ELF┼ + 

β7conflict┼ + β8dem┼ + β9RegimeDur┼ + β10govtcap┼ + β11pastsIncidents┼ + 

β12postColdWar┼ + β13Asia + β14Cent_Amer + β15MENA + β16NO_Amer + 

β17SO_Amer + β18Sub_AF + β19nkill + β20nwould + β21catastrophic + β22major + 

β23minor + β24assassin + β25kidnap + β26govt + β27police + β28Military + β29abort + 
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β30rel + β31target_other + β32religious + β33chembio + β34firearm  + β35fake + 

β36domestic + β37i.country of attack + β38i.base of operation 

Model 30: reach = β0 + β1polcomp┼ + β2votepart┼ + β3lnpop┼ + β4area┼ + β5lnGDP┼ + β6ELF┼ + 

β7conflict┼ + β8dem┼ + β9RegimeDur┼ + β10govtcap┼ + β11pastsIncidents┼ + 

β12postColdWar┼ + β13nkill + β14nwould + β15catastrophic + β16major + β17minor + 

β18assassin + β19kidnap + β20govt + β21police + β22Military + β23abort + β24rel + 

β25target_other + β26religious + β27chembio + β28firearm  + β29fake + β30domestic + 

β31i.country of attack + β32i.base of operation 

Model 31: reach = β0 + β1polcomp┼ + β2votepart┼ + β3lnpop┼ + β4area┼ + β5lnGDP┼ + β6ELF┼ + 

β7conflict┼ + β8dem┼ + β9RegimeDur┼ + β10govtcap┼ + β11pastsIncidents┼ + 

β12postColdWar┼ + β13Asia + β14Cent_Amer + β15MENA + β16NO_Amer + 

β17SO_Amer + β18Sub_AF + β19nkill + β20nwould + β21catastrophic + β22major + 

β23minor + β24assassin + β25kidnap + β26govt + β27police + β28Military + β29abort + 

β30rel + β31target_other + β32religious + β33chembio + β34firearm  + β35fake + 

β36domestic 

§For fixed effects modes, ELF, pastIncidents and the regions are excluded as they do not change 

with time 

┼Variables lagged as country characteristics in final interations of range models
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compared to other regions, which appears to be negatively correlated at with the 
economic growth of sub-Saharan African countries. 

 
Easterly, A. & Levine, R. (1997).  Average value of ethnolinguistic fractionalization [Data file].  

Retrieved from http://econ.worldbank.org/wbsite/external/ 
extdec/extresearch/0,,contentmdk:207000002%7epagepk:64214825%7epipk-
64214943%7ethesitepk-469382,00.html 

 
 This dataset provided the ethnoliguistic fractionalization (ELF) data used for analysis. 
 
Eubank, W., & Weinberg, L.  (1994).  Does democracy encourage terrorism?  Terrorism and 

Political Violence 6(4): 417-443.   
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 The authors explore the possible linkage between democracies and terrorist incidents by 

evaluating whether terrorist organizations are present in a country and what type of 
governmental rule exists in that country.  The authors found that terrorist groups are less 
likely to be found in non-democratic settings than in democratic ones. 

 
European Security Strategy.  (2003).  A secure Europe in a better world.  Brussels, BE. 

The European Security Strategy is written for the entire European Union.  It lists security 
as a “precondition of development” and terrorism as a key threat to Europe, especially if 
it occurs under “state failure.”   

 
Eyerman, J. (1998).  Terrorism and democratic states: soft targets or accessible systems.  

International Interactions: Empirical and Theoretical Research in International 
Relations, 24(2), 151-170. 

 
 This article evaluates two different aspects of the ‘substitution theory’, examining the 

type of government if a country and the occurrence of terrorism events within that 
country.  The author presents three hypotheses: 1) Established democracies are expected 
to have a lower probability of experiencing terrorism in a given year than other states, 2) 
New democracies are expected to have a greater probability of experiencing terrorism in 
a given year than established democracies and 3) new democracies are expected to have a 
lower probability of experiencing terrorism in a given year than non-democracies. 

 
 Using the ITERATE database from 1968 to 1986, the author performs a negative 

binomial regression and finds somewhat conflicting results.  When evaluating established 
democracies, the author finds the relationship to be significant and negative, suggesting 
that established democracies actually reduce the occurrence of terrorist events.  However 
newer democracies present a significant, positive relationship, suggesting newly-
transitioned democracies have a higher probability of experiencing terrorist events.   

 
Friedman, B. H. (2007-2008).  The terrible ifs.  Regulation, Winter, 32-40. 
 

The author explains the United States’ Defense Policy as ‘precautionary’.  He states that 
the US approaches the subject of intervention from the risk perspective, evaluating costs 
the likelihood of actually incurring those costs and the costs to implement a change to 
avoid those costs.  The biggest critique of this approach is that, often, unavailable 
information is required to fully complete the evaluation.   

 
Friedman, B. H., Sapolsky, H. M., & Preble, C. (2008).  Learning the right lessons from Iraq.  

Policy Analysis, 610. 
 
 The authors challenge the three most common critiques of the United States’ performance 

in Iraq, showing why better planning, more troops and better counterinsurgency doctrine 
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would not have led to a timely success in Iraq.  Taking the review even deeper, the 
authors examine American society, arguing that the foreign policy needed for successful 
interventions in contrary to our nation’s values.  Instead of presenting a viable foreign 
policy option, the authors propose a more focused effort offering “police, intelligence 
operatives and special operations forces” as well as ‘other governments” as the keys to 
success. 

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Hehir, A. (2007).  The myth of the failed state and the war on terror: a challenge to the 

conventional wisdom.  Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 1:3, 307-332. 
 
 This qualitative analysis challenges the somewhat conventional argument that 

democratization mitigates terrorism or the threat of terrorism.  Additionally, the author 
questions the definition of a failed state, eventually breaking failure into two categories, 
coercive incapacity and administrative incapacity.  The author does highlight the 
observation that, in general, it appears that Islamic people tend to be involved in conflict. 

 
Lal, D. (2012).  Is the Washington Consensus dead?   The CATO Journal, 32(3), 403-512.   
 
 The author questions the Washington Consensus in the context of new theories such as 

coordination failures, multiple equilibria and poverty traps.  He find that the new theories 
are simply a repackaging of the legacy develop economics theories. 

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Li, Q., & Schaub B. (2004).  Economic globalization and transnational terrorist incidents: A 

pooled time series analysis.  Journal of Conflict Resolution 48(2): 230-258.  
 
 Using ITERATE data covering 112 countries over 22 years, the authors evaluates the 

existence of a relationship between the number of transnational terrorist events in a 
country and economic globalization by exploring three different hypotheses: 1) A 
country’s economic integration in terms of trade, FDI and financial capital has a positive 
effect on the number of transnational terrorist incidents within its borders, 2) Economic 
development of a country decreases the number of transnational terrorist incidents within 
the country and 3) Economic development of a country’s economic partner countries 
reduces the number of transnational terrorist incidents within the country.  

 
 Completing a negative binomial regression with robust standard errors, the authors find 

that trade, FDI and portfolio investment do not directly increases the number of events in 
that country but that economic development  and top trading partners reduces the number 
of events in a country, leading to the conclusion that economic globalization can have an 
indirect negative effect on transnational terrrorism 
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Li, Q. (2005).  Does Democracy promote or reduce transnational terrorist incidents?  Journal of 
Conflict Resolution, 49(2), 278-297. 

 
 The author presents three hypotheses on factors that influence the occurrence of 

transnational terrorism; 1) Greater democratic participation reduces the number of 
transnational terrorist incidents in a country, 2) Countries with more institutional 
constraints on their governments experience more transnational terrorist attacks and 3) 
Democratic countries with the proportional system have fewer transnational terrorist 
incidents than those with the majoritarian or the mixed system.   

 
Using the ITERATE database and PolityIV data, the author completes several iterations 
of a negative binomial regression, using robust standard errors.  Additional measures 
taken to strengthen the analysis include using a one-tailed test and lagging all 
independent variables by one year.  Through this analysis, the author finds that 
democratic participation does reduce transnational terrorist incidents in a country.  
Conversely, he finds that as government constraints increase the number of terrorist 
incidents in a country.  Finally, the author finds that countries with the proportional 
representation system experience fewer transnational terrorist incidents than majoritarian 
or mixed democratic systems. 

 
 This article provided invaluable critiques of previous studies to strengthen my own 

analysis, including explanation of critical control variable such as regime durability and 
government capability.  Additionally, the author’s findings inform my own analysis; I 
myself must include government constraints and democratic participation in my own 
analysis or suffer the possibility of omitted variable bias. 

 
Logan, J. & Preble, C. (2006a).  Failed states and flawed logic: the case against a standing 

nation-building office.  Policy Analysis, 560. 
 
 In this article, the authors provide a brief history of the United States’ policy on nation-

building and intervention.  Questioning the definition of a failed state, the authors provide 
background on three different lists of failed states.  Noting similarities between the lists 
(most of the countries at the top of the lists are poor and struggling with post-
colonialism), the authors question the threat of failed states, asserting that failed states are 
not a threat; that other conditions sometimes present in failed states are the real threat to 
the United States.  Going further, the authors believe failed states might actually make it 
easier for outside forces to address these ‘conditions’ (such as the presence of terrorist 
organizations).   

 
 The authors then focus specifically on the United States’ efforts at stabilization and 

reconstruction in Iraq. 
 
Logan, J. & Preble C. (2006b).  GOP hearts nation-building.  CATO Institute.  Retrieved from 

http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/gop-nationbuilding?print/     
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 After sternly chastising the Clinton Administration for its efforts in Bosnia, Haiti, 

Kosovo, etc, the Republicans made blunt declarations against a policy of nation-building.  
The formation of the State Department’s Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction 
and Stabilization (S/CRS) is in direct contradiction with those earlier declarations.  The 
authors question the US Military’s role with the S/CRS. 

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Logan, J. & Preble, C. (2006c).  Who gave us the world?  National Review, 218991.  Retrieved 

from http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/218001/who-gave-us-world/justin-logan/ 
 
 The authors argue against the commonly accepted idea that failed states are a threat to the 

United States.  While they do concede that failed states do, sometimes, present threats, 
the authors note that it is not the failure of a state that is the threat, but they do not go 
further and present the threat from their perspective.   

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Logan, J. & Preble C. (2011a).  Washington’s newest bogeyman: debunking the fear of failed 

states.  Strategic Studies Quarterly, Summer, 17-38. 
 
 The authors argue against the policy movement that ‘failed states’ are a threat the global 

security.  The authors also highlight the flaws in the bureaucracy of the United States and 
how ill-equipped it is to meet the demands that will inevitably be asked of it. 

 
Logan, J. & Preble C. (2011b).  Fixing failed states: a dissenting view.  In C. Coyne & R. 

Mathers (Eds), The handbook on the political economy of war (379-396).  Northhampton, 
MA: Edward Elgar Pub. 

 
 The authors examine the common claim that “failed states present a global security 

threat” by examining the possible and claimed correlations between how failed a state is 
and the threat the country presents to the world.  The authors used the Failed State Index 
as the first measure of ‘failedness’, citing countries that regularly rank high on the Failed 
State index but are not a threat to the United States, such as Haiti or Cote d’Ivoire.  
Additionally, the authors present a critique of Piazza’s article also cited in this 
bibliography, finding fault in some of the methodology.   

 
Long, S. (1997).  Regression models for categorical and limited dependent variables.  Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage.   
 
 This book discusses regression methods when the dependent variable is binary, ordinal, 

nominal, censored, truncated or counted, labeled categorical and limited dependent 
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variables.  The author highlights a possible bias in the Ordinary Least Squared (OLS) 
analysis method with these types of variables.   

 
Mabrey, D. (2010).  Analyzing terrorist activities through operational & associational coding of 

events: Introducing the institute for the study of violent groups’ relational database.  
Institute for the Study of Violent Groups.  West Haven, CT. 

 
 This article provided a brief summary of available terrorism databases, comparing and 

contrasting between three key databases before introducing a new one.  This article did 
not contribute to my thesis. 

 
Magnuson, S. (2007, March).  U.S. military seeks to quash terrorism before it takes root.  

National Defense Magazine.  Retrieved from http://www.nationaldefense 
magazine.org/archive/2007/March/PagesU270.S2701.militia/ 

 
 This article detailed the United States military’s desire for and pursuit of a distinct and 

separate ‘African Command’ instead of being segregated into sections from both 
EUCOM and CENTCOM.  Providing insight into ongoing training of indigenous forces, 
the author highlights the benefits of the United States’ presence throughout the African 
continent. 

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Malvesti, M. L. (2012).  Policy considerations in combating terrorism: decision-making under 

conditions of risk and uncertainty.  (Occasional Paper Series).  Combating Terrorism 
Center, West Point. 

 
 This paper was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Marshall, M. (2011).  Polity IV project.  (data codebook).  Center for Systemic Peace. 

 The Polity IV project is a continuation of a series of projects to capture and define the 
governmental or “authority characteristics” of a country, evaluating only the central 
state’s government.  PolityIV combined two earlier Polity formats to align with 
continuing State Failure analyses.   This data has been complied and coded over a 
significant period of time, with several updates and verifications.  An effort has been 
made to remove subjectivity from ratings by removing evaluations that were deemed “too 
subjective”.  Data from the Polity IV dataset are used in my analysis, both for the 
dependent, key independent and control variables.   

 
MaxMind average latitude and longitude for countries [Data file].  (2007).  Retrieved from 

http://www.maxmind.com/en/country_latlon 
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 Data from this dataset were used to fill in data gaps relative to the location (latitude and 
longitude) of terrorist organizations and terrorist attacks.  Where the base of operation of 
an organization was known (from the Terrorist Organization Profiles from START), the 
centroid latitude and longitude of the country were used to define the location. This 
allowed for a calculation of reach of the organization (distance from the base of operation 
to the location of attack). 

 
Menkhaus, K. (2003).  Quasi-states, nation-building, and terrorist safe havens.  The Journal of 

Conflict Studies, Fall, 7-23. 
 
 This study presents a perspective on failed/failing states.  The author presents a 

qualitative review of failed and failing states.  An argument is presented that completely 
failed states are not conducive to terrorist organizations; failing or ‘quasi-states’ are 
preferred environments.  The three reasons ‘quasi-states’ are preferred above failed states 
are 1) the dangerous environment limits the presence of foreigners, which makes it more 
difficult for terrorists to blend it, 2) organizations are more vulnerable to crime due to a 
lack of law enforcement personnel and 3) failed states are environments that allow for 
external actors to intervene (not maintain neutrality). 

 
Mickolus, E., Sandler, T., Murdock, J., & Flemming, P. (2011).  International terrorism: 

attributes of terrorist events, 1968-2001.  (data codebook).  Inter-University Consortium 
for Political and Social Research, Ann Arbor, MI. 

 
The International Terrorism: Attributes of Terrorist Events (ITERATE) defines terrorist 
attacks as “the use, or threat of use, of anxiety-inducing, extra-normal violence for 
political purposes by any individual or group, whether acting for or in opposition to 
established governmental authority, when such action is intended to influence the 
attitudes and behavior of a target group wider than the immediate victims and when, 
through the nationality or foreign ties of its perpetrators, its location, the nature of its 
institutional or human victims, or the mechanics of its resolution, its ramifications 
transcend national boundaries” which limits the ITERATE file to transnational terrorist 
events only.  This is one of the reasons that I did not use the ITERATE file in my 
analysis.   

 
(Jan 2010).  Moveable type scripts: calculate distance, bearing and more between 

latitude/longitude points.  Retrieved from http://www.moveable-type. 
co.uk/scripts/latlong.html 

 
 The website was used to confirm the haversine equation to compute great-circle distance 

between two coordinates in order to calculate the reach of terrorist organizations in 
support of the event-level hypothesis presented. 

 
National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START). (2012a). 

Global terrorism database [Data file]. Retrieved from http://www.start.umd.edu/gtd 
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 The Global Terrorism Database (GTD) contains data on more than 104,000 events 

classified as a terrorist attack around the world.  These data are key to the dependent 
variables in all hypotheses as well as the several of the control variables when the unit of 
analysis is attack.   

 
National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START).  (2012b).  

Global terrorism database codebook (2012).  College Park, MD. 
 

The information in the GTD was compiled from only publicly available, open-source 
materials including media reports (new and archived), existing datasets and other 
secondary sources.   This database provides information on all reported attacks that meet 
inclusion criteria from 1970 to 2011, regardless of if it is considered an interstate event or 
a transnational event.  The inclusion criteria are that a) the incident must be intentional, 
b) the incident must entail some level of violence or threat of violence and c) the 
perpetrators of the incident must be sub-national actors.  The GTD is an open source data 
set that is available to the public through the National Consortium for the Study of 
Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START) at the University of Maryland.  Of note 
is that no terrorist events are recorded for the year 1993, as this information was lost prior 
to the compilation of the GTD (START, 2012b).   

 
National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START).  (2012c).  

Terrorist organization profiles (2012).  College Park, MD. 
 
 Supported by the Departments of Justice and Homeland Security, START created and 

maintained Terrorist Organization Profiles based on data previously collected by the 
Memorial Institute for the Prevention of Terrorism (MIPT).  START intends to integrate 
the TOPs with the GTD in the future.  The information in the TOPs was used to 
determine the bases of operation and classifications for terrorist organizations that 
executed or perpetrated an attack recorded in the GTD. 

 
Obama, B. (2010).  National Security Strategy.  Washington, DC. 

 The 2010 National Security Strategy states that “America will persist in promoting peace 
among different peoples and believes that democracy and individual empowerment need 
not come at the expense of cherished identifies” and claims that democracy stands in 
opposition to aggression and injustice.  The strategy also calls for the US to deny safe 
havens while strengthening at-risk states by building government and institutional 
capacity within those states, confirming the perception that failed states contribute to 
terrorism.   

 
Owens, M. T. (2009).  What to do about piracy?  Foreign Policy Research Institute, 200904.  

Retrieved from http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200904.owens.piracy.html/  
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 This article discusses the prevalence of piracy in areas of the world missing “rule of law”, 
highlighting specifically Somalia as an area of concern.  In 2008, 293 incidents of piracy 
occurred, 130 of which were off the coast of Somalia.  This piracy has increased the cost 
of commerce, leading to a cry for the United States to act much like Great Britain did in 
the 19th century to end piracy.  The author presents a preferred option to combat piracy 
but eliminating the source of piracy (sinking ships and attacking bases of operation).  One 
of the difficulties with combating piracy in the 21st century, as compared to the 19th is the 
understanding and interpretations of international law. 

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Piazza, J. A. (2008).  Incubators of terror: do failed and failing states promote transnational 

terrorism?  International Studies Quarterly, 52, 469-488. 
  
 The author presents two hypotheses; 1) that both failed and failing states are more likely 

to be the location of transnational terrorist attacks and 2) that both failed and failing states 
are more likely to be the source of transnational terrorist attacks that target other 
countries. 

 
 The author used the RAND-MIPT Terrorism Incident database and the Failed State Index 

(2006) to execute a series of negative binomial regression models to evaluate his 
hypotheses.  The author found states experiencing intense state failure are more likely to 
be the target of attacks and are more likely to have their nationals commit attacks 
overseas.   

 
This article provided insight into previous qualitative analyses and highlighted additional 
control variables that I should include in my own analysis.  The academic discussions on 
the possible avenues that democracy could influence terrorism have highlighted 
additional considerations I must take in my analysis.  Additionally the definitions used by 
the author allow for my own evaluation as I work to operationalize my own variables.    

 
Preble, C. (2005).  The bush doctrine and rogue states.  Foreign Service Journal, October, 25-30.    
 
 The author presents a history that shows ‘rouge’ states are no new to the world.  Citing 

Article 2 of the United Nations charter, Preble highlights the morphed definition of rouge 
state, which now includes a nation’s treatment of its citizens and ‘responsibility to 
protect’.  The policy of pre-emptive strike and the Bush Administration’s shift toward 
this policy was also presented.  After evaluating the United States’ strengths and 
weaknesses, the author recommends a shift in US policies, no longer focusing on ‘rouge’ 
states, but having consistent policies for states in general, allowing the state’s behavior to 
determine the policy action against it. 

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
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Preble, C. (2009, April 17).  Fighting piracy through nation building?  [Web log comment].  
Retrieved from http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/fighting-piracy-through-nation-building/ 

 
 In this blog, the author parallel’s ‘failing states’ to Florida in the early 19th century, but 

questions whether the same tact our forefathers took to address Florida (taking ownership 
of the territory from Spain) is the right answer for today’s failing states.  He then 
challenges the threat to the United States’ national security by these failing states.   

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
Ray, J. L. (1993).  War between democracies: rare or fiction?  International Interactions: 

Empirical and Theoretical Research in International Relations 18(3): 251-276. 
 
 While indirectly cited in my thesis, this article did not contribute.  This author’s research 

was used in other analyses to classify a country as a democracy or not. 
 
Schmid, A. (1992).  Terrorism and democracy.  Terrorism and Political Violence 4(4): 14-25.  
 
 Schmid’s analysis highlighted the long-term benefits of maintaining legitimacy in a 

democratic government over short-term “wins” that compromise the fundamentals of 
democracy, eventually “[mirroring] the terrorist opponent.”  This information was used to 
highlight and address possible critiques of my analysis. 

 
Teorell, J., Samanni, M., Holmberg, S., and Rothstein, B.  (2011a).  The QoG standard dataset 

version 6Apr11 [Data file].  Retrieved from http://www.qog.pol.gu.se 
 
 The Quality of Governance Institute at the University of Gothenburg collected and 

organized multiple data sets from various other sources used in my analysis as control 
variables.  The QoG as well as the original data sets are listed as references. 

 
Teorell, J., Samanni, M., Holmberg, S., and Rothstein, B.  (2011).  The QoG standard dataset 

version 6Apr11.  University of Gothenburg:  The Quality of Government Institute, 
Gothenburg, Germany. 

 
 The QoG standard database maintains a range of information on the quality of 

governments and related topics.  The data are open and for public use. 
  
United Nations Development Project. (2011).  Human development index [Data file].  Retrieved 

from http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/indicators/103106.html 
 
 The Human Development Index is an aggregate indicator that captures life expectancy, 

education levels and income in a country.  Ultimately, the HDI was not used as control 
variable in my analysis. 
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United States Code Title 8, Chapter 12, Subchapter II, Section 1182. Inadmissible aliens. (2012). 
 

US law defines terrorism as any activity which is unlawful under the laws of the place 
where it is committed (or which, if it had been committed in the United States, would be 
unlawful under the laws of the United States or any State) and […] with the intent to 
endanger, directly or indirectly, the safety of one or more individuals or to cause 
substantial damage to property.  This definition is used to classify organizations as 
Foreign Terrorist Organizations by the US State Department but is not used to classify 
terrorist organizations in my analysis. 
 

Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP). (2005).  UCDP/PRIO conflict database [Data file].  
Retrieved from http://www.prio.no/ewp/armedconflict 

 
 The Department of Peace and Conflict Research at Uppsala University maintains the 

UCDP, producing armed conflict data from 1946 to present.  The data are open and 
available for public use. 

  
Vanhanen, T. (2000).  A new dataset for measuring democracy, 1810-1998.  Journal of Peach 

Research, 37(2): 251-265. 
 
 In this article, Vanhanen offers a new measure of democracy, combining the dimensions 

of competition and participation through three separate measures: degree of electoral 
competition, degree of electoral participation and a combined index of democratization.  
This concept was used to influence my own measures of democracy. 

 
Vanhanen, T. (2005).  Measures of democracy 1810-2004 [Data file].  Retrieved from 

http://www.fsd.uta.fi/english/data/catalogue/FSD1289/index.html 
 
 This dataset contained the three measures of democracy the author presented first in 

2000.  The data are open and available for public use.  The voter participation variable 
used in my analysis was pulled from this data set. 

 
Von Hippel, K. (2002).  The roots of terrorism: probing the myths.  The Political Quarterly, 

73(s1), 25-39. 
 
 This qualitative review explores three theoretical root causes of terrorism against the 

United States, eventually refuting them all; Americans ignoring the ‘plight’ of 
Palestinians in the Middle East, 2) poverty and 3) failed or collapsed states offering a 
‘breeding ground’ and safe haven.  Coining the term ‘imploded’ states over collapsed of 
failing, the author goes on to offer possible measures or responses that the US could take 
to combat terrorist, suggesting supporting quality education, involving diasporas as much 
as possible, reducing humiliation and improving and increasing international assistance.   
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Young, R. (2006).  Europe’s flawed approach to Arab democracy.  Centre for European Reform, 
October. 

 
 This article was not used to contribute to my thesis. 
 
World Bank.  (2012a).  The 2012 world development indicators [Data file].  Retrieved from 

https://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators 
 
 Data from the WDI were used for several control variables in my analysis.    
 
World Bank.  (2012b).  The 2012 world development indicators users guide. (data codebook).  

Washington, DC: World Bank. 
 
 The World Development Indicators is a compilation of development and economic 

statistics.  It contains more than 1000 indicators for 216 economies from 1960 to 2011 
(with some data gaps).  The data are open license and publically available for use.  The 
information is gathered through censuses and household surveys.  Some data are 
provided by Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the private sector. 



66 
 

References 

Abadie, A.  (2006).  Poverty, political freedom, and the roots of terrorism.  American Economic 

Review, 96(2), 159-177. 

Acock, A. C. (2012).  A gentle introduction to Stata.  College Station, TX: Stata Press. 

Bellu, L. & Liberati, P. (2006).  Inequality analysis: the Gini index.  ESAYPol.  Retreived from 
http://www.foa.org/docs/up/easypol/329/gini_index_040en.pdf 

 
Bush, G. (2002).  National Security Strategy.  Washington, DC. 

Bush, G. (2006).  National Security Strategy.  Washington, DC. 

Cahill, M. B. (2005).  Is the human development index redundant?  Eastern Economic Journal, 

31(1): 1-5. 

Chenoweth, E. (2010).  Democratic competition and terrorist activity.  The Journal of Politics, 

72(01), 16-30. 

CrossValidated.  (n.d.).  Retrieved from http://stats.stackexchange.com/questions/298/in-linear-

regression-when-is-it-appropriate-to-use-the-log-of-an-independent-va 

Dixon, W. J.  (1994).  Democracy and the peaceful settlement of international conflict.  The 

American Political Science Review, 88(1): 14-32. 

Easterly, W. & Levine, R. (1997).  Africa’s growth tragedy: policies and ethnic divisions.  

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 4: 1203-1250. 

Easterly, @. & Levine, R. (1997).  Average value of ethnolinguistic fractionalization [Data file].  

Retrieved from http://econ.worldbank.org/wbsite/external/ extdec/extresearch/ 

0,,contentmdk:207000002%7epagepk:64214825%7epipk-64214943%7ethesitepk-

469382,00.html 



67 
 

Eubank, W., & Weinberg, L.  (1994).  Does democracy encourage terrorism?  Terrorism and 

Political Violence, 6(4): 417-443.   

European Security Strategy.  (2003).  A secure Europe in a better world.  Brussels, BE. 

Eyerman, J. (1998).  Terrorism and democratic states: soft targets or accessible systems.  

International Interactions: Empirical and Theoretical Research in International 

Relations, 24(2), 151-170. 

Li, Q., & Scaub B. (2004).  Economic globalization and transnational terrorist incidents: A 

pooled time series analysis.  Journal of Conflict Resolution 48(2): 230-258.   

Li, Q. (2005).  Does Democracy promote or reduce transnational terrorist incidents?  Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, 49(2), 278-297. 

Long, S. (1997).  Regression models for categorical and limited dependent variables.  Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage.   

Marshall, M. (2011).  Polity IV project.  (data codebook).  Center for Systemic Peace 

MaxMind average latitude and longitude for countries [Data file].  (2007).  Retrieved from 

http://www.maxmind.com/en/country_latlon 

Mickolus, E., Sandler, T., Murdock, J., & Flemming, P. (2011).  International terrorism: 

attributes of terrorist events, 1968-2001.  (data codebook).  Inter-University Consortium 

for Political and Social Research, Ann Arbor, MI. 

(Jan 2010).  Moveable type scripts: calculate distance, bearing and more between 

latitude/longitude points.  Retrieved from http://www.moveable-

type.co.uk/scripts/latlong.html 



68 
 

National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START). (2012a). 

Global terrorism database [Data file]. Retrieved from http://www.start.umd.edu/gtd 

National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START).  (2012b).  

Global terrorism database codebook (2012).  College Park, MD. 

National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START).  (2012c).  

Terrorist organization profiles (2012).  College Park, MD. 

Obama, B. (2010).  National Security Strategy.  Washington, DC. 

Piazza, J. A. (2008).  Incubators of terror: do failed and failing states promote transnational 

terrorism?  International Studies Quarterly, 52, 469-488. 

Ray, J. L. (1993).  War between democracies: rare or fiction?  International Interactions: 

Empirical and Theoretical Research in International Relations 18(3): 251-276. 

Schmid, A. (1992).  Terrorism and democracy.  Terrorism and Political Violence 4(4): 14-25. 

Teorell, J., Samanni, M., Holmberg, S., and Rothstein, B.  (2011a).  The QoG standard dataset 

version 6Apr11 [Data file].  Retrieved from http://www.qog.pol.gu.se 

Teorell, J., Samanni, M., Holmberg, S., and Rothstein, B.  (2011).  The QoG standard dataset 

version 6Apr11.  University of Gothenburg:  The Quality of Government Institute, 

Gothenburg, Germany. 

United Nations Development Project. (2011).  Human development index [Data file].  Retrieved 

from http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/indicators/103106.html 

United States Code Title 8, Chapter 12, Subchapter II, Section 1182. Inadmissible aliens. (2012). 

Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP). (2005).  UCDP/PRIO conflict database [Data file].  

Retrieved from http://www.prio.no/ewp/armedconflict 



69 
 

Vahanen, T. (2000).  A new dataset for measuring democracy, 1810-1998.  Journal of Peach 

Research, 34(4): 405-414. 

Vanhanen, T. (2005).  Measures of democracy 1810-2004 [Data file].  Retrieved from 

http://www.fsd.uta.fi/english/data/catalogue/FSD1289/index.html 

World Bank.  (2012a).  The 2012 world development indicators [Data file].  Retrieved from 

https://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators 

World Bank.  (2012b).  The 2012 world development indicators users guide. (data codebook).  

Washington, DC: World Bank. 

 


	Introduction
	Theoretical Arguments
	Democracy Increasing Terrorism (Positive Effects)
	Democracy Decreasing Terrorism (Negative Effects)

	Historical Arguments/Literature Review
	Critiques
	A New Perspective

	Conceptual Model
	Dependent Variables
	Independent Variables
	Control Variables
	Models

	Research Design
	Data Sources
	Methods

	Results
	Variables
	Country-Year Level Models
	Terrorist Events Occurring in a Country.  The initial Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression evaluated Terrorist Events occurring in a country against basic polity and country characteristics such as GDP, area and population, using the polity2 score ...
	Terrorist Organizations and Terrorist Events Planned in a Country.  These same models were run with TerrOrg and PlanTerrEvt as the dependent variable.  The key difference in this data is that the control variables such as population, area, GDP, ELF (a...

	Event Level Models
	Reach of a Terrorist Organization.  To evaluate the question of possible correlations between government and the reach of a terrorist organization, OLS regressions were executed in a similar manner, the major difference being that the analysis was con...


	Conclusion
	Biases
	Characteristics of Government and Terrorist Activity
	Characteristics of Government and Terrorist Organizations’ Reach
	Policy Implications

	Next Steps
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	┼Variables lagged as country characteristics in final interations of range models Bibliography
	References

