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ABSTRACT
This article examines the effect terrorism has on civil liberties and
political rights across a wide range of democracies and regions. This
study includes an analysis of the influence domestic and international
terrorist attacks have on civil liberties and political rights in 48
democratic states from 1971–2007. The results from a time series
cross-national analysis reveal that terrorism weakens civil liberties and
political rights. However, certain types of democracies are more
affected by terrorism than others. These findings have important
implications for democracy and counterterrorism strategies in
democratic states.

In 1972 there were 15 terrorist attacks in Argentina and 5 fatalities resulting from terrorism.
After 1972, Argentina began to experience a significant increase in the number and severity
of terrorist attacks by both right-wing and left-wing terrorist organizations. In 1973, the
number of attacks increased to 73 with 16 fatalities. In 1974, Argentina experienced 71
attacks with 21 fatalities. In 1975, Argentina had 38 terrorist attacks and 123 fatalities.1 Even
though poor economic conditions and hyperinflation weighed heavily on the Peron presi-
dency, the instability created by terrorism played a key role in the ability of the military to
seize power in 1976 and usher in authoritarian rule.2

The chaos reached its peaked in early 1976 at the hands of Maria Estela [“Isabelita”] Martinez
de Peron, then the constitutional President of the Argentine Republic. Terrorist attacks by
highly dedicated and efficient groups of both ultra-leftist and ultra-rightist persuasion became
daily events. The increasing discontent of the Argentine people with the status quo, set the stage
for a military take-over of civil institutions. When the military, promising “order,” finally
removed ‘Isabelita’ Peron from the Casa Rosada in March of 1976 “the entire country, including
the Peronists, breathed a sigh of relief’… Instead of order what ensued was one of the most bru-
tal regimes in a continent already noted for a long history of brutality.3

While the Argentine case provides an extreme lesson regarding how terrorism can weaken
democratic institutions and plunge a functioning democracy into authoritarianism, it does
illustrate the point that terrorism’s effect on democracy is often not benign. Meaning, the
instability associated with terrorism can affect the degree that civil liberties and political
rights are protected within democracies.
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This study aims to examine the influence terrorism has on civil liberties and political
rights in a large range of democracies worldwide. I contend that civil liberties and political
rights are weakened as states experience a greater number of terrorist attacks as well as more
severe terrorist attacks (i.e., more fatalities and injuries associated with terrorist attacks). I
make this argument for two primary reasons. First, government leaders in democracies may
inadvertently weaken civil liberties and political rights in an effort to increase the security of
their states in the aftermath of terrorist attacks. More specifically, given that providing for
security is a primary function of governance, political leaders may place security concerns
over concerns regarding civil liberties and political rights if they perceive the issues of secu-
rity and liberty are juxtapositioned against one another. Secondly, citizens are more willing
to accept a degree of erosion of civil liberties and political rights as their security becomes
increasingly threatened due to terrorism. However, not all types of democracies are affected
similarly by terrorist attacks.

While I argue that terrorist attacks weaken political rights and civil liberties in democra-
cies, the degree that democracies have consolidated their democratic institutions of govern-
ment should also condition the effect that terrorism has on political rights and civil liberties.
That is, terrorism’s influence on political rights and civil liberties should also be affected by
the extent that democracies are consolidated. Furthermore, consolidated democracies (i.e.,
more democratic states) should be less affected by terrorism because they have well-devel-
oped democratic institutions and stronger democratic norms that can insulate them to a
greater degree from the weakening of political rights and civil liberties following terrorist
attacks. Thus, democratic institutions and democratic norms interact in consolidated
democracies to lessen the erosion of political rights and civil liberties in a postterrorism
environment.

This article offers an important contribution to the literature on terrorism and democracy
for four primary reasons. One, while scholars have considered the effect terrorism has on
democracy researchers have yet to examine the influence terrorism has on political rights
and civil liberties in a broad cross-national analysis. Secondly, I attempt to explain the ratio-
nale linking terrorism with changes in levels of political rights and civil liberties in demo-
cratic states. Third, this study considers how terrorism influences political rights and civil
liberties in different types of democracies. That is, I examine the effect terrorism has on
political rights and civil liberties in more consolidated versus less consolidated democracies
and offer an explanation for the varying effects terrorism has on political rights and civil lib-
erties in these states. Lastly, I analyze and discuss the varying effects domestic and interna-
tional terrorist attacks have on political rights and civil liberties in democracies.

The remainder of this article proceeds as follows. First, I discuss the conceptualization of
political rights and civil liberties as it relates to democracy. Next, I examine the relationship
between terrorism, political rights, and civil liberties in democratic states. I then move to the
data and methods section of the article where I test the argument that terrorism weakens
political rights and civil liberties in democracies. Finally, I offer a discussion regarding the
implications of my findings.

Conceptualizing Political Rights and Civil Liberties

Throughout the course of this article the term democracy will be used to denote the extent
that political rights and civil liberties are present within democratic states. Thus, the use of
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democracy will by synonymous with the presence of political rights and civil liberties. While
many factors other than political rights and civil liberties affect democracy, I contend that
examining political rights and civil liberties is important because they are pivotal to demo-
cratic governance. Furthermore, previous scholars contend that political rights and civil lib-
erties are key components of democracy. For example, Tsai conceptualizes political freedom
as the degree political rights and civil liberties are present within states.4 As Tsai remarks:
“Surely, both the freedom of speech, association, and movement, and the rights to due legal
processes are two essential dimensions of a democracy but they do not exhaust all contents
of democracy.”5

For the purposes of this study, political rights refer to the ability of individuals to partici-
pate in the political process in the form of voting for elected leaders (in free and fair elec-
tions), running for office, and joining political organizations. Civil liberties refer to the
ability of individuals to openly express their political beliefs, belong to political and civil
organizations, the protection of personal privacy and autonomy, and the rule of law.6 I base
my conceptual definitions of civil liberties and political rights on the definitions provided by
Freedom House.7 I expand on the measurement of these concepts in the data and methods
section of the article. I now turn to examining previous research pertaining to security, ter-
rorism and democracy while making the claim that terrorism weakens political rights and
civil liberties in democratic states but has varying effects in consolidated versus less consoli-
dated democracies.

Terrorism, Political Rights, and Civil Liberties

Terrorism poses unique security challenges to states that often requires swift and decisive
responses by state leaders. The decisive action required by government leaders during this
period can create an environment that is more conducive to the weakening of political rights
and civil liberties. In surmising the effect a security crisis can have on democracy the political
theorist Carl Schmitt states: “…when a democratic state confronts a crisis that threatens its
very survival, it will deal with it by democratic means, if possible, and by non-democratic
means, if necessary.”8

Numerous scholars have found that threats to a state’s security often increase the coercive
power of government leaders in both democratic and authoritarian states which can under-
mine political rights and civil liberties. “In particular, normative and empirical political theo-
rists have long recognized that critical events—war, civil unrest, economic and political
crises, terrorist attacks and other external shocks—strengthen the power of the executive,
disrupt and threaten constitutional politics and damage democratic institutions.”9 Further-
more, previous research finds support for the notion that emergencies within states may
threaten traditional democratic practices and weaken institutional safeguards against author-
itarianism such as: the erosion of legislative power, oversight of executive actions, govern-
ment accountability and the guarantee of civil liberties and the rule of law.10

One reason that political rights and civil liberties are weakened following terrorist attacks
is because the public is more willing to accept more authoritarian styles of governance when
terrorism threatens their physical security. Numerous studies have found a strong relation-
ship between security crises and calls by the public for a strong and decisive response by gov-
ernment leaders.11 Other scholars have also found that threats to a state’s security increase
the public’s support for authoritarian policies.12 An explanation for this phenomenon is that
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terrorism produces behavioral changes in individuals that causes them to be more accepting
of coercive government policies that may restrict individual freedoms. For example, Sales
finds that events that cause individuals to perceive their environments as being increasingly
threatened produce behavioral and psychological changes in individuals that lead them to
have a greater affinity for authoritarian practices.13 Individuals are also found to increase
their support for cultural concepts of toughness, law and order, and attach greater value to
sources of authority. However, an important question emerges when examining the relation-
ship between terrorism and public support for more authoritarian style policies. If terrorism
can increase citizens’ support for coercive policies, what specific behavioral manifestations
does terrorism produce that encourages citizens to be more supportive of authoritarian prac-
tices? It appears that two common behavioral effects of terrorism are increased anxiety and
fear.

Terrorism by its definition is intended to affect a larger audience than simply the victims
of terrorist attacks.14 Public opinion and survey data indicate that terrorism significantly
increases anxiety and fear in individuals and the perception that their security is threat-
ened.15 Scholars have also recognized that terrorist attacks can increase the extent by which
individuals are made aware of their own mortality as well as becoming more conscious of
threats to their physical safety.16

Maslow argues that physical safety and security are two of the most primitive and basic
needs for humans.17 According to Maslow, the need for physical safety and security is
greater than the need for individual freedom and self-actualization.18 Thus, if Maslow is
accurate, in the aggregate, the public’s need for security will frequently supplant the desire
for individual freedom or self-actualization when these needs conflict with one another. In
theory, one could argue that the needs of security and liberty need not contradict one
another and governments can provide both security and liberty on all occasions. However,
numerous studies find that many governments often dichotomize the choice between liberty
and security when the security of their state is threatened, thus presenting a conflict between
the need for security and the need for liberty from the public’s perspective.19 As Davis and
Silver remark: “as support for civil liberties increases, support for order and security
decreases, and vice versa.”20 Furthermore, a large body of research in the area of conflict,
security, and public opinion supports Maslow’s arguments regarding the need for security
taking precedence over the need for liberty when the security of the public is seemingly
threatened.21

In examining the effect terrorism has on public perception, Davis and Silver find that as
individuals perceive their environment as being increasingly threatened due to terrorism
they are less likely to support civil liberties.22 Garcia and Geva provide experimental support
for the notion that international terrorism increases support for government policies that
increase security while abating civil liberties when counterterrorism policies are viewed as
being effective and having a high probability of success.23 Additional scholars have reached
similar conclusions that threats to a state’s security have been found to decrease public sup-
port for political rights and civil liberties.24

I contend that terrorism decreases civil liberties and political rights in democratic states
for two primary reasons. First, given the need to provide for national security, government
leaders often react to severe terrorist attacks by increasing the coercive power of the state,
which has the effect of weakening political rights and civil liberties. Secondly, citizens in
democracies are often more willing to cede some of their political rights and civil liberties
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following acts of terrorism. That is, based on previous research, terrorist attacks generally
increase anxiety and fear in a given population and lead citizens to be more supportive of
government practices that enhance security at the expense of political rights and civil liber-
ties. Furthermore, I argue that civil liberties and political rights are increasingly weakened as
terrorist attacks are more numerous and severe. The reason being is that a larger number of
terrorist attacks, and more severe terrorist attacks, further magnify anxiety and fear in citi-
zens as well as present a greater security threat to government leaders and citizens. This
allows leaders to more easily rationalize government policies that strengthen security while
subsequently abating political rights and civil liberties. Thus, my hypotheses related to ter-
rorism and democracy are as follows:
H1: An increase in the number and severity (i.e., deaths and wounded) of terrorist attacks

will result in a decrease in civil liberties in democratic states.
H2: An increase in the number and severity (i.e., deaths and wounded) of terrorist attacks

will result in a decrease in political rights in democratic states.

Terrorism and Democratic Consolidation

I contend that terrorist attacks weaken the protection of political rights and civil liberties in
democracies. However, the level of democratic consolidation (i.e., level of democracy) within
democratic states should also influence the degree that terrorist attacks affect political rights
and civil liberties. More specifically, terrorism’s influence on political rights and civil liberties
should be conditioned by the extent that democracies are consolidated.

The term democratic consolidation has been strongly debated by many democratization
scholars. Researchers have engaged in extended debates regarding what constitutes a consol-
idated democracy.25 I borrow from this scholarship and rely on the definition of democratic
consolidation provided by Linz and Stephan26 who contend that three conditions need to be
met in order for a democracy to be defined as consolidated. First, a functioning state must
exist that is able to carry out the basic functions of democratic governance. Second, a demo-
cratic transition must have taken place. That is, free and contested election must have
occurred and executive, legislative, and judicial institutions should be allowed to govern
without interference from authoritarian powers within the state (i.e., the military and
authoritarian holdovers). Third, leaders must govern in a democratic manner. That is,
elected leaders must protect minority rights and constitutional arrangements. Thus, based
on prior scholarship, states can be democratic but also exist along a continuum of the con-
solidation scale; and states that score higher on multiple international measures of democ-
racy (e.g., Freedom House and Polity IV) are considered to be more consolidated.
Furthermore, I contend that more consolidated democracies should be less affected by ter-
rorist attacks due to the nature of their polity.

I argue that institutional features and democratic norms interact in democracies to shape
their responses to terrorism.27 Two institutional features that often demarcate consolidated
versus less consolidated democracies are the degree of constitutionalism within states and
the nature of their party systems. Constitutionalism in consolidated democracies refers to
the development of governmental procedures that protect the democratic process through
the rule of law. As Linz and Stepan state: “Constitutionalism, which should not be confused
with majoritarianism, entails a relatively strong consensus regarding the constitution, and
especially a commitment to ”self-binding“ procedures of governance that can be altered only
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by exceptional majorities.”28 Constitutionalism, in this context, safeguards the democratic
provisions of civil liberties and political rights to a greater extent than is present in less con-
solidated democracies due to the commitment citizens, government officials, judges, and
elected leaders have to the protection and maintenance of political rights and civil liberties.
Furthermore, consolidated democracies should be able to insulate themselves to a greater
degree from potential threats to civil liberties and political rights following terrorist attacks
due to the strong commitment citizens and state actors have to these constitutional provi-
sions. In speaking to the resilience of consolidated democracies during periods of crises Linz
and Stepan state: “even in the face of severe political and economic crises, the overwhelming
majority of the people believe that any further political change must emerge from within the
parameters of democratic procedures.”29

Another important institutional feature of consolidated democracies is they generally have
more institutionalized (i.e., stable) party systems in relation to less consolidated democra-
cies.30 Researchers have found that political parties are often more well-developed, more
sophisticated, more predictable, and better organized in more consolidated democracies.31 In
addition, the more consolidated democracies included in this study display a positive and sta-
tistically significant correlation with measures of party system stability. Thus, in this analysis,
more consolidated democracies are significantly associated with having more stable party sys-
tems.32 Furthermore, many scholars claim that stable party systems are a hallmark of consoli-
dated democracies.33 As Mainwairing states: “Weakly institutionalized party systems function
differently from well-established systems, with significant implications for democracy.”34

Party systems that are stable are often more capable of insulating their states from consti-
tutional disruptions that could weaken political rights and civil liberties. That is, stable party
systems generally provide more predictability in democratic governance that can prevent gov-
ernment leaders from attempting to alter constitutional practices. As Mainwairing contends:
“An institutionalized party system, then, is one in which actors develop expectations and
behavior based on the premise that the fundamental contours and rules of party competition
and behavior will prevail into the foreseeable future. In such a system, there is stability in
who the main parties are and how they will behave. Institutionalization does not completely
preclude change, but limits it.”35 As political parties are stronger and more predictable, it
may make it difficult for personalistic leaders and opportunistic political parties to alter con-
stitutional practices (that protect political rights and civil liberties) following terrorist attacks.
Thus, consolidated democracies may be less affected by severe terrorist attacks due to the
strength, resilience and level of sophistication of political parties in consolidated democracies.

Lastly, the interaction between institutional features and strong democratic norms should
protect civil liberties and political rights in consolidated democracies to a larger degree than
in unconsolidated democracies. The reason is that the identities and norms of consolidated
democracies become wedded to the preservation of political rights and civil liberties.36 These
identities, which shape and are a product of institutional development, condition state
responses to terrorism.37 Furthermore, consolidated democracies entail normative regula-
tions that have strengthened over time that should work to moderate the erosion of political
rights and civil liberties following acts of terrorism.38 More specifically, the ideological com-
mitment to the protection of political rights and civil liberties becomes an element of the
state itself.39 In this manner, constitutionalism, democratic institutions, and the norms and
identities of democratic states interact to protect consolidated democracies from encroach-
ments on political rights and civil liberties following terrorist attacks.
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The notion that institutions and norms converge to influence state responses to terrorism
has been supported by recent research as well.40 For example, Katzenstein finds that Ger-
many and Japan’s counterterrorism policies are products of the institutions, identities and
norms that are embedded in each democracy.41 As Katzenstein contends: “These differences
in interpretation—war, crime, and crisis—reflect past institutionalized practices and differ-
ent conceptions of self and other.”42 In addition, Katzenstein states that: “Conceptions of
self and other define the standards of appropriate behavior that govern Germany’s and
Japan’s counterterrorist policies.”43 Furthermore, Perliger examines eighty-three democra-
cies from 1946–2008 and conducts case study analyses of Canada, Israel, Italy, and Germany
to understand how democracies respond to terrorist attacks.44 Perliger finds that the two
most important factors that affect state responses to terrorism are the nature of terrorist
attacks as well as the level of institutionalization of democratic foundations within democra-
cies. Strong democracies are found to be less likely to respond to terrorist attacks with hard-
line measures that alter civil liberties and political rights compared with weaker democra-
cies.45 As Perliger remarks: “while strong democracies are willing to escalate their legal meas-
ures to improve law enforcement effectiveness, they show a lesser desire to significantly
manipulate or hamper due process or core civil liberties.”46

In review, even though citizens may experience greater anxiety and fear following terrorist
attacks, the interaction between well-developed democratic institutions and strong demo-
cratic norms may moderate over-reactive responses by individualistic politicians and oppor-
tunistic political parties in a postterrorism environment in consolidated democracies.
Conversely, in less consolidated democracies, where democratic institutions and democratic
norms are generally less developed, individual government leaders and political parties may
find it easier to upset existing constitutional practices while weakening political rights and
civil liberties following terrorist attacks. Therefore, terrorism should have a minimal effect
on the erosion of political rights and civil liberties in more consolidated democracies.

Research Design

The dataset used to test my argument is comprised of 48 democracies from Africa, Asia, the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Europe, Latin Amer-
ica, the Middle East, and North America from 1971–2007. The timeframe chosen is due to
the data availability of the control variables needed for this analysis. The states included
have a score of “6” or higher on the Polity2 measure found in the Polity IV database and a
list of the states and years used in the study can be found in Table A1.47 Many scholars,
including the developers of the Polity IV database, contend that states that have scores below
six fail to possess the appropriate institutions or procedures to be considered democratic.48

Thus, states that fall below a score of “6” for a given year of observation are excluded from
the analysis. The unit of analysis in this study is state-year. Please see Table 2 for a summary
of the variables used in this analysis.

Dependent Variables: Political Rights and Civil Liberties

For this study I employ two primary measures of democracy: political rights and civil liber-
ties. Both measures are taken from the Freedom House database.49 In addition, as was previ-
ously mentioned, I base my conceptual definitions of political rights and civil liberties on the
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definitions provided by Freedom House that are commonly used measures by scholars
examining democratic governance.50 Political rights refer to the ability of individuals to par-
ticipate in the political process in the form of voting for elected leaders (in free and fair elec-
tions), running for office, and joining political organizations. The Political rights measure is
coded on a ordinal seven point scale. The highest value (7) indicates that a state has few or
no political rights, and (1) indicates a state enjoys a wide range of political rights. Thus,
higher values equate to a state having fewer political rights.

Civil liberties refer to the ability of individuals to openly express their political beliefs,
belong to political and civil organizations, the protection of personal privacy and autonomy,
and the rule of law.51 The civil rights measure is coded on an ordinal seven point scale. The
highest value (7) indicates that a state has few or no civil liberties, and (1) indicates a state
enjoys a wide range of civil liberties. Thus, higher values equate to a state having fewer civil
liberties. I offer an extended discussion of the measurement of political liberties and civil
rights in Table 1.

Independent Variable: Terrorism

In order to assess the influence terrorism has on political rights and civil liberties, I employ
three measures of terrorism. The data for the three measures of terrorism were collected
from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD) that is considered to be one of the most reliable
and comprehensive terrorism databases in the world.52 The GTD includes data on domestic
and international terrorist attacks. GTD defines a terrorist attack as “an intentional act of
violence or threat of violence by a non-state actor” in which two of the following three crite-
ria also have to be met:

1. the violent act was aimed at attaining a political, economic, religious, or social goal;
2. the violent act included evidence of an intention to coerce, intimidate, or convey some

other message to a larger audience (or audiences) other than the immediate victims;
and

3. the violent act was outside the precepts of International Humanitarian Law.53

The first measure employed in this study is the number of terrorist attacks (number of
attacks) that occur within each state for each year. Thus, number of attacks is a continuous
level variable that specifies the number of terrorist attacks that occur for a given state-year.
The variable ranges in values of “0” to “598.” The second terrorism variable (number killed)
captures the number of individuals killed in terrorist attacks for each state. As with the num-
ber of attacks measure, number killed is a continuous level variable that specifies the number
of individuals killed in terrorist attacks for each state-year. The variable ranges from “0” to
“3,003.” The last terrorism measure, number wounded, is also a continuous level variable
that specifies the number of individuals wounded in terrorist attacks for each state-year.54

The number wounded variable ranges from “0” to “6,225.” The terrorism variables: the num-
ber of attacks, number killed and number wounded have been lagged one year. Furthermore,
in additional models, the terrorism variables are lagged five years to provide for a more
robust analysis.

The terrorism variables are lagged one year and five years for two primary reasons. First,
in assessing the effect terrorism has on political rights and civil liberties we should expect a
small delay between the time in which the terror attacks occur and any resulting changes in
political rights and civil liberties. Meaning, it may take governments weeks, months, or
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longer to alter their institutions or political processes in response to terror attacks. Second, in
order to ensure that the relationship between terror attacks and political rights and civil lib-
erties is not endogenous, it is important to include lagged indicators of terrorism so we can
ascertain that terrorist attacks are occurring prior to changes in political rights and civil lib-
erties. Controlling for the potential endogeneity between terrorism and political rights and
civil liberties is important in this study because observers could potentially argue that the
number and severity of terrorist attacks are increasing in response to their governments
becoming less democratic. However, by lagging the terrorism variables one period and five
periods it can be surmised that changes in the observations of the independent variables
(number of attacks, number killed, and number wounded) are occurring prior to changes in

Table 1. Measures of political rights and civil liberties.

Variables Value Coding

Political Rights 1 Countries and territories with a rating of 1 enjoy a wide range of political rights, including
free and fair elections. Candidates who are elected actually rule, political parties are
competitive, the opposition plays an important role and enjoys real power, and
minority groups have reasonable self-government or can participate in the
government through informal consensus.

2 Countries and territories with a rating of 2 have slightly weaker political rights than those
with a rating of 1 because of such factors as some political corruption, limits on the
functioning of political parties and opposition groups, and foreign or military influence
on politics.

3,4,5 Countries and territories with a rating of 3, 4, or 5 include those that moderately protect
almost all political rights to those that more strongly protect some political rights while
less strongly protecting others. The same factors that undermine freedom in countries
with a rating of 2 may also weaken political rights in those with a rating of 3, 4, or 5,
but to an increasingly greater extent at each successive rating.

6 Countries and territories with a rating of 6 have very restricted political rights. They are
ruled by one-party or military dictatorships, religious hierarchies, or autocrats. They
may allow a few political rights, such as some representation or autonomy for minority
groups, and a few are traditional monarchies that tolerate political discussion and
accept public petitions.

7 Countries and territories with a rating of 7 have few or no political rights because of
severe government oppression, sometimes in combination with civil war. They may
also lack an authoritative and functioning central government and suffer from extreme
violence or warlord rule that dominates political power.

Civil Liberties 1 Countries and territories with a rating of 1 enjoy a wide range of civil liberties, including
freedom of expression, assembly, association, education, and religion. They have an
established and generally fair system of the rule of law (including an independent
judiciary), allow free economic activity, and tend to strive for equality of opportunity
for everyone, including women and minority groups.

2 Countries and territories with a rating of 2 have slightly weaker civil liberties than those
with a rating of 1 because of such factors as some limits on media independence,
restrictions on trade union activities, and discrimination against minority groups and
women.

3,4,5 Countries and territories with a rating of 3, 4, or 5 include those that moderately protect
almost all civil liberties to those that more strongly protect some civil liberties while
less strongly protecting others. The same factors that undermine freedom in countries
with a rating of 2 may also weaken civil liberties in those with a rating of 3, 4, or 5, but
to an increasingly greater extent at each successive rating.

6 Countries and territories with a rating of 6 have very restricted civil liberties. They strongly
limit the rights of expression and association and frequently hold political prisoners.
They may allow a few civil liberties, such as some religious and social freedoms, some
highly restricted private business activity, and some open and free private discussion.

7 Countries and territories with a rating of 7 have few or no civil liberties. They allow
virtually no freedom of expression or association, do not protect the rights of detainees
and prisoners, and often control or dominate most economic activity.

Source: Data adapted from Freedom House (2011)
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the observations of the dependent variables (political rights and civil liberties). In addition,
employing lagged explanatory variables is considered an appropriate method to deal with
potential endogeneity in time-series estimations.55

Control Variables

In examining the effects terrorism has on democracy it is important to control for a number
of variables that can affect the presence of political rights and civil liberties within states.
Thus, I include several economic, political, and institutional measures that are common con-
trol variables in research studies that examine the factors that influence political rights and
civil liberties.56 These variables include: Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Per Capita (log),
the extent that a state is integrated in the economic, social, and political community (i.e.,
Economic, Social and Political Globalization), the type of democracy (i.e., Presidential, Par-
liamentarian, or Mixed), the age of the democratic regime, the age of the democratic execu-
tive structure, the type of electoral system, and the extent that an electoral system promotes
proportionality.57 A full list and description of the control variables used in this study can be
found in the Appendix in Table A2.

Estimation Method

The data collected for this analysis are cross-sectional time series data, and my dependent
variables are ordinal. Thus, in order to examine the effect terrorism has on political rights
and civil liberties I use an ordered logistic regression. A lagged dependent variable is also
employed in order to control for autocorrelation. In addition, Wooldridge tests were con-
ducted for each model, and the results were statistically significant for each model, which
indicates the lagged dependent variable is an appropriate control variable.

Findings

The results from the time-series, logistic analyses are displayed in the tables in this section.
The analysis of the influence terrorist attacks have on democracy indicates strong support

Table 2. Summary statistics.

Variables Mean Standard dev. Minimum Maximum Observations

Political Rights 2.61 2.52 1 7 1,368
Civil Liberties 2.97 2.49 1 7 1,368
FHOUSE 6.93 1.62 1 7 1,524
Num Attacks (t-1) 23.70 61.90 0 598 1,615
Num Kill (t-1) 34.11 150.88 0 3,003 1,615
Num Wounded (t-1) 49.68 222.44 0 6,225 1,615
Type of Democracy 1.64 .93 0 3 1,173
Age of Exec Structure 47.85 37.99 1 133 1,173
Age of Democracy 232.46 76.73 5 366 1,173
GDP (ln) 3.75 .53 2.06 4.75 1,290
Economic Globalization 63.42 17.52 14.60 98.54 1,284
Social Globalization 57.69 20.32 11.78 95.36 1,303
Political Globalization 63.57 25.17 1 99.00 1,303
Electoral System 2.45 .79 1 3 1,281
Index of Proportionality 90.36 5.69 75.5 99.3 1,264
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for the argument that terrorism weakens political rights and civil liberties in democracies.
However, in an interesting finding, it appears that certain types of democracies are more
likely to experience a significant decrease in political rights and civil liberties following
terrorist attacks compared to others.

As shown in Models 1, 2, and 3 (Table 3), the number of attacks, number killed, and num-
ber wounded variables (one year lag) all have a positive and statistically significant influence
on the political rights measure. Given that the political rights measure is coded to where
higher values indicate states have fewer political rights, these results show that democracies
are more likely to experience a weakening of political rights as they have a larger number of
terrorist attacks and more severe terrorist attacks. In addition, as displayed in Models 4, 5,
and 6 (Table 4), the number of attacks, number killed, and number wounded variables all
have a positive and statistically significant influence on the political rights measure when

Table 3. Logit results (DV: Political rights).

Variables Model 1 (DV: Political rights) Model 2 (DV: Political rights) Model 3 (DV: Political rights)

Num Attacks (t-1) .0030 (.0011)��

Num Kill (t-1) .0011 (.0004)��

Num Wounded (t-1) .0006 (.0003)��

Type of Democracy –.1105 (.1236) –.1170 (.1246) –.0799 (.1228)
Age of Exec Structure .0003 (.0040) –.0005 (.0040) –.0000 (.0040)
Age of Democracy –.0041 (.0016)�� –.0041 (.0016)�� –.0041 (.0016)��

GDP (ln) –2.2249 (.3968)��� –2.092 (.3913)��� –2.1763 (.3895)
Economic Globalization .0082 (.0098) .0068 (.0097) .0073��� (.0098)
Social Globalization –.0238 (.0096)�� –.0248 (.0095)��� –.0248 (.0095)���

Political Globalization .0084 (.0056) .0077 (.0056) .0087 (.0055)
Electoral System .5298 (.1830)��� .5422 (.1855)��� .5257 (.1853)���

Index of Proportionality .0277 (.0253) .0289 (.0255) .0308 (.0254)
Political Rights Lag 3.1893 (.1870)��� 3.2045 (.1866)��� 3.2198 (.1861)���

Observations 1104 1104 1104
r2 .62 .62 .62
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p <.10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 4. Logit results (DV: Political rights).

Variables Model 4 (DV: Political rights) Model 5 (DV: Political rights) Model 6 (DV: Political rights)

Num Attacks (t-5) .0034 (.0010)���

Num Kill (t-5) .0014 (.0004)���

Num Wounded (t-5) .0007 (.0002)��

Type of Democracy –.1415 (.1259) –.1377 (.1262) –.0818 (.1235)
Age of Exec Structure .0018 (.0040) .0009 (.0040) .0002 (.0040)
Age of Democracy –.0036 (.0016)�� –.0038 (.0016)�� –.0040 (.0016)��

GDP (ln) –2.2347 (.3934)��� –2.104 (.3914)��� –2.2024 (.3920)���

Economic Globalization .0074 (.0098) .0078 (.0098) .0071 (.0098)
Social Globalization –.0268 (.0096)��� .0275 (.0096)��� –.0251 (.0095)���

Political Globalization .0085 (.0056) .0085 (.0056) .0089 (.0056)
Electoral System .5359 (.1843)��� .5452 (.1862)��� .5243 (.1860)���

Index of Proportionality .0239 (.0254) .0220 (.0256) .0312 (.0254)
Political Rights Lag 3.1684 (.1886)��� 3.1931 (.1878)��� 3.2186 (.1867)���

Observations 1101 1101 1101
r2 .63 .63 .62
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p <.10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 175

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

ri
zo

na
] 

at
 0

4:
00

 2
9 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
6 



lagged five years, which provides additional evidence that a greater number and more severe
terrorist attacks are associated with an increased likelihood that political rights will be
weakened.

In regards to the civil liberties measure, in examining Models 7, 8, and 9 (Table 5) we find
that the number of attacks, number killed, and number wounded variables (one year lag) all
have a positive and statistically significant influence on the civil liberties measure. This indi-
cates that states are more likely to observe decreases in civil liberties as they experience a
larger number of terrorist attacks that are more severe. In addition, in Models 10, 11, and 12
(Table 6) we see that the number of attacks and number wounded measures have a positive
and statistically significant effect on civil liberties when lagged five years. However, the num-
ber killed variable did not reach statistical significance when lagged five years.

Table 5. Logit results (DV: Civil liberties).

Variables Model 7 (DV: Civil liberties) Model 8 (DV: Civil liberties) Model 9 (DV: Civil liberties)

Num Attacks (t-1) .0059 (.0014)���

Num Kill (t-1) .0013 (.0005)���

Num Wounded (t-1) .0006 (.0003)��

Type of Democracy .0159 (.1238) .0103 (.1245) .0554 (.1233)
Age of Exec Structure –.0062 (.0040) –.0063 (.0040) –.0052 (.0040)
Age of Democracy –.0016 (.0015) –.0012 (.0015) –.0013 (.0015)
GDP (ln) –.9579 (.3417)��� –.8361 (.3409)�� –.9571 (.3419)���

Economic Globalization –.0068 (.0103) –.0087 (.0102) –.0075 (.0102)
Social Globalization –.0033 (.0098) –.0056 (.0097) –.0058 (.0097)
Political Globalization .0039 (.0053) .0043 (.0053) .0052 (.0053)
Electoral System .0672 (.1645) .0477 (.1653) .0341 (.1645)
Index of Proportionality –.0107 (.0219) –.0141 (.0220) –.0107 (.0219)
Civil Liberties Lag 4.5370 (.1980)��� 4.5325 (.1955)��� 4.5494 (.1954)���

Observations 1104 1104 1104
r2 .70 .70 .70
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p <.10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 6. Logit results (DV: Civil liberties).

Variables Model 10 (DV: Civil liberties) Model 11 (DV: Civil liberties) Model 12 (DV: Civil liberties)

Num Attacks (t-5) .0021 (.0011)�

Num Kill (t-5) .0009 (.0006)
Num Wounded (t-5) .0005 (.0003)�

Type of Democracy .0328 (.1250) .0345 (.1252) .0584 (.1241)
Age of Exec Structure –.0051 (.0040) –.0052 (.0040) –.0050 (.0040)
Age of Democracy –.0011 (.0015) –.0012 (.0015) –.0012 (.0015)
GDP (ln) –.9364 (.3406)��� –.8583 (.3404)�� –.9339 (.3411)���

Economic Globalization –.0087 (.0101) –.0086 (.0102) –.0086 (.0102)
Social Globalization –.0062 (.0097) –.0067 (.0097) –.0057 (.0097)
Political Globalization .0049 (.0052) .0051 (.0052) .0049 (.0052)
Electoral System .0144 (.1659) .0135 (.1663) .0165 (.1657)
Index of Proportionality –.0101 (.0220) –.0116 (.0221) –.0096 (.0220)
Civil Liberties Lag 4.5084 (.1971)��� 4.5280 (.1964)��� 4.5541 (.1952)���

Observations 1101 1101 1101
r2 .70 .70 .70
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p <.10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.
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In employing a logistic regression, interpreting the coefficients is not as straightforward as
it is in standard linear regression models. In addition, while the size of the coefficients in an
ordered logistical regression model is often small, the predicted probabilities generally pro-
vide more useful information regarding the degree that the independent variables exert an
effect on the dependent variables. Therefore, in order to demonstrate the substantive effects
that the primary independent variables (number of attacks, number killed, and number
wounded) have on the two primary dependent variables (political rights and civil liberties), I
calculate and report the predicted probabilities. In examining Table 7, we see the effect the
number of attacks variable has on political rights when moving the variable from its mini-
mum to maximum value. The predicted probabilities indicate that states have a .1656 greater
likelihood of receiving a higher political rights score (i.e., having fewer political rights) as the
number of attacks measure moves from its minimum to maximum value. Furthermore,
states have a .2747 greater likelihood of having a higher political rights score when moving
the number killed measure from its minimum to maximum value, and states have a .2861
greater likelihood of having a higher political rights score when examining the substantive
effects of the number woundedmeasure.

In examining the predicted probabilities regarding the number of attacks and civil liberties
measure in Table 8, we find that states have a .1395 greater likelihood of having a higher civil

Table 7. Logit results: Change in predicted probabilities (DV: Political rights).

Variables Model 23 (DV: Political rights) Model 24 (DV: Political rights) Model 25 (DV: Political rights)

Num Attacks (t-1) .1656
Num Kill (t-1) .2747
Num Wounded (t-1) .2861
Type of Democracy .0243 .0256 .0173
Age of Exec Structure .0038 .0056 .0006
Age of Democracy .1180 .1171 .1169
GDP (ln) .3524 .3435 .3490
Economic Globalization .0477 .0398 .0424
Social Globalization .1485 .1540 .1532
Political Globalization .0527 .0486 .0538
Electoral System .0676 .0687 .0663
Index of Proportionality .0460 .0477 .0502
Political Rights Lag .3998 .3998 .3998

Table 8. Logit results: Change in predicted probabilities (DV: Civil liberties).

Variables Model 26 (DV: Civil liberties) Model 27 (DV: Civil liberties) Model 28 (DV: Civil liberties)

Num Attacks (t-1) .1395
Num Kill (t-1) .2007
Num Wounded (t-1) .2089
Type of Democracy .0028 .0018 .0100
Age of Exec Structure .0527 .0541 .0441
Age of Democracy .0342 .0271 .0286
GDP (ln) .1191 .1072 .1197
Economic Globalization .0329 .0421 .0364
Social Globalization .0165 .0285 .0291
Political Globalization .0219 .0245 .0294
Electoral System .0082 .0058 .0041
Index of Proportionality .0150 .0199 .0151
Civil Liberties Lag .3999 .3999 .3999
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liberties score (i.e., having fewer civil liberties) when moving the number of attacks variable
form its minimum to maximum value. In addition, states have a .2007 greater likelihood of
receiving a higher civil liberties score when moving the number killed measure from its mini-
mum to maximum value, and we see the substantive effect of the number wounded measure
is .2089. These findings indicate that the number of terrorist attacks democracies sustain is
significantly associated with democracies having a greater likelihood of experiencing a weak-
ening of political rights and civil liberties in the future.

Additional Specifications

In order to ascertain that the results displayed above are not being driven primarily by the
specification of my dependent variables, I include an additional dependent variable to test
the relationship between terrorism and democracy. The measure is the Freedom House
Democracy Score (DS) that is an index that combines an average of ratings for seven differ-
ent components of governance including: Electoral Process (EP); Civil Society (CS); Inde-
pendent Media (IM); National Democratic Governance (NGOV); Local Democratic
Governance (LGOV); Judicial Framework and Independence (JFI); and Corruption (CO).
The scale ranges in value from 1–7. Higher values indicate a state is more democratic based
on the seven Freedom House components.58

In examining the results in Models 13, 14, and 15 in Table 9, we see that the number of
attacks, number killed, and number wounded variables all have a negative and statistically
significant influence on the Freedom House Democracy Score. In addition, in Models 16, 17,
and 18 in Table 10 we see that the number of attacks, number killed, and number wounded
measures all have a negative and statistically significant effect on the Freedom House Democ-
racy Score when lagged five years. These results indicate that states are more likely to observe
decreases in overall levels of democratic governance as they experience a larger number of
terrorist attacks that are more severe.

Table 9. Logit results (DV: FHOUSE).

Variables Model 13 (DV: FHOUSE) Model 14 (DV: FHOUSE) Model 15 (DV: FHOUSE)

Num Attacks (t-1) –.0033 (.0010)���

Num Kill (t-1) –.0008 (.0004)��

Num Wounded (t-1) –.0004 (.0002)�

Type of Democracy .0782 (.0956) .0675 (.0958) .0449 (.0951)
Age of Exec Structure .0082 (.0031)��� .0085 (.0031)��� .0081 (.0031)���

Age of Democracy .0021 (.0011)� .0019 (.0011)� .0019 (.0011)�

GDP (ln) .8748 (.2668)��� .7750 (.2666)��� .8492 (.2675)���

Economic Globalization .0005 (.0074) .0017 (.0074) .0009 (.0074)
Social Globalization .0106 (.0071) .0115 (.0071) .0117 (.0071)�

Political Globalization –.0031 (.0040) –.0031 (.0040) –.0038 (.0040)
Electoral System –.0859 (.1277) –.0626 (.1278) –.0552 (.1273)
Index of Proportionality .0114 (.0168) .0120 (.0169) .0105 (.0168)
FHOUSE Lag 5.7269 (.2407)��� 5.7612 (.2400)��� 5.7672 (.2397)���

Observations 1104 1104 1104
r2 .58 .58 .58
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

178 L. Y. HUNTER

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

ri
zo

na
] 

at
 0

4:
00

 2
9 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
6 



Consolidated and Less Consolidated Democracies

An important finding emerges when analyzing the effect the terrorism variables have on
political rights and civil liberties by category (i.e., ordinal category of political rights and civil
liberties) in Tables 11 and 12. Meaning, we see that some types of democracies are more
affected by terrorism than others when examining the influence the three terrorism variables
have on democracies’ political rights and civil liberties score by category. For example,
democracies that score a one (most free) on the political rights measure actually show an
increase in the extent that political rights are protected; and democracies with the greatest
decrease in political rights are those in category two or higher (less free) of the political rights
measure. In a similar finding, democracies with a score of one (most free) on the civil liber-
ties measure display stronger civil liberties following terrorist attacks; and the greatest
decrease in civil liberties is in states that score a three or higher (less free) on the civil liberties
measure. These findings are similar when examining both the one year and five year lagged
terrorism variables.

The distinction between category one (i.e., greatest amount of rights) of the political rights
measure and category two is that states in category two have slightly weaker political rights
due to the presence of one or more of the following factors: some degree of political corrup-
tion, limits placed on political parties and opposition groups, and influence by foreign gov-
ernments or the military on domestic politics.59 States with a civil liberties score of three

Table 10. Logit results (DV: FHOUSE).

Variables Model 16 (DV: FHOUSE) Model 17 (DV: FHOUSE) Model 18 (DV: FHOUSE)

Num Attacks (t-5) –.0026 (.0009)���

Num Kill (t-5) –.0009 (.0005)�

Num Wounded (t-5) –.0005 (.0002)�

Type of Democracy .0832 (.0972) .0682 (.0970) .0425 (.0957)
Age of Exec Structure .0073 (.0031)�� .0076 (.0031)� .0079 (.0031)��

Age of Democracy .0018 (.0011) .0018 (.0011) .0018 (.0011)
Economic Globalization .0011 (.0074) .0016 (.0073) .0011 (.0074)
GDP (ln) .8929 (.2678)��� .7934 (.2662)��� .8624 (.2676)���

Social Globalization .0125 (.0071)� .0124 (.0071)� .0119 (.0071)�

Political Globalization –.0037 (.0040) –.0036 (.0040) –.0037 (.0040)
Electoral System –.0755 (.1289) –.0602 (.1289) –.0503 (.1281)
Index of Proportionality .0125 (.0169) .0125 (.0170) .0100 (.0169)
FHOUSE Lag 5.7134 (.2410)��� 5.7496 (.2406)��� 5.7670 (.2396)���

Observations 1101 1101 1101
r2 .58 .58 .58
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 11. Change in predicted probabilities by category.

IV D Num attacks (t-1) Displayed by
DV category Change D Min–Max value Model 19 (DV: Political rights) Model 20 (DV: Civil liberties)

Average Change .1656 .1395
Category 1(Most Free) –.4141 –.2047
Category 2 .4081 –.1440
Category 3 .0056 .3474
Category 4 .0003 .0013
Category 5 (Least Free) .0000 .0000
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have moderately weaker civil liberties than states in category one due to one or more of the
following factors: limits placed on freedom of the press, union restrictions, and discrimina-
tion against minority groups and women.60

It is important to note that states receiving scores of two on the political rights measure
and three on the civil liberties measure are still considered democratic by most measures of
democracy (e.g., Freedom House and Polity IV). However, these states do not possess the
same amount of political rights and civil liberties as states with scores of one in both meas-
ures. Furthermore, many of the states that receive a score of two in the political rights mea-
sure also receive a score of three in the civil liberties measure. Twenty states in this analysis
have scores of both two on the political rightsmeasure and three on the civil libertiesmeasure
for the majority of state-years they are present in the dataset. This indicates that these spe-
cific states may be more prone to experiencing a weakening of their political rights and civil
liberties following terrorist attacks. A few examples of states in the dataset that commonly
receive scores of two on the political rights measure and three on the civil liberties measure
are: Argentina, Brazil, India, Romania, Slovakia, and Spain.

One potential explanation for this finding is that these states have not consolidated their
democratic institutions of government to the point where they can as easily withstand
threats to their security as can consolidated democracies. That is, these states may be more
susceptible to the influence of domestic leaders that increase the coercive power of the state
following terrorist attacks compared with more consolidated democracies. Furthermore, as
previously mentioned, well-developed democratic institutions and strong democratic norms
found in more consolidated democracies may insulate them to a greater degree from politi-
cians and political parties that seek to alter constitutional practices following terrorist
attacks.

Domestic and International Terrorist Attacks

Some researchers have noted that that domestic and international terrorist attacks may have
varying effects on support for political rights and civil liberties.61 Therefore, in additional
models, I analyze the effect domestic and international terrorist attacks have on political
rights and civil liberties in separate analyses. In the first set of models I rely on the Interna-
tional-Logistical measure found in the GTD that specifies whether a perpetrator or perpetra-
tor group crosses a national border to carry out a terrorist attack. An important aspect of the
measure to note is that attacks that are carried out by perpetrators from separatist regions
are coding as being international.62 In examining the results for domestic terrorist attacks
(i.e., where a perpetrator or perpetrator group carried out an attack within the border in

Table 12. Change in predicted probabilities by category.

IV D Num attacks (t-5) Displayed by
DV category Change D Min–Max value Model 21 (DV: Political rights) Model 22 (DV: Civil liberties)

Average Change .2179 .0581
Category 1(Most Free) –.5449 –.1453
Category 2 .5333 .0839
Category 3 .0109 .0612
Category 4 .0005 .0002
Category 5 (Least Free) .0000 .0000
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which they reside) in Tables 13, 14, and 15 we see that the number of attacks, number killed
and number wounded variables all have a positive and statistically significant influence on
the political rights and civil liberties measures, and each domestic terrorism measure has a
negative and statistically significant effect on the Freedom House Democracy Score. In exam-
ining international terrorist attacks in Table 16 we find that the number of attacks measure
has a positive and statistically significant effect on the political rights measure. However, the
international number killed and number wounded variables have a positive but statistically
insignificant relationship with the political rights measure. Furthermore, in Tables 17 and 18
we find that the international number of attacks, number killed, and number wounded varia-
bles all have a positive and statistically significant influence on the civil liberties measure,

Table 13. Logit results (DV: Political rights) LOGISTICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 29

(DV: Political rights)
Model 30

(DV: Political rights)
Model 31

(DV: Political rights)

Domestic: Num Attacks (t-1) .0053 (.0011)���

Domestic: Num Kill (t-1) .0019 (.0004)���

Domestic: Num Wounded (t-1) .0010 (.0005)�

Type of Democracy –.0300 (.0775) –.04237 (.0779) –.0059 (.0772)
Age of Exec Structure –.0125 (.0038)��� –.0137 (.0038)��� –.0118 (.0037)���

Age of Democracy –.0005 (.0009) –.0006 (.0009) –.0006 (.0009)
GDP (ln) –2.3179 (.2248)��� –2.2526 (.2240)��� –2.3223 (.2235)���

Economic Globalization .0112 (.0065) .0104 (.0065) .0091 (.0065)
Social Globalization –.03272 (.0068)��� –.0323 (.0068)��� –.0315 (.0068)���

Political Globalization –.0004 (.0033) –.0002 (.0033) –.0004 (.0033)
Electoral System .4984 (.1039)��� .5139 (.1044)��� .5106 (.1048)���

Index of Proportionality –.0250 (.0097)��� –.0250 (.0097)��� –.0234 (.0097)��

Political Rights Lag .0198 (.0151) .0165 (.0143) .0145 (.0139)
Observations 1233 1233 1233
r2 .30 .30 .30
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 14. Logit results (DV: Civil liberties) LOGISTICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables Model 32
(DV: Civil liberties)

Model 33
(DV: Civil liberties)

Model 34
(DV: Civil liberties)

Domestic: Num Attacks (t-1) .0079 (.0012)��

Domestic: Num Kill (t-1) .0030 (.0005)���

Domestic: Num Wounded (t-1) .0024 (.0007)���

Type of Democracy –.0555 (.0690) –.0672 (.0692) –.0228 (.0684)
Age of Exec Structure –.0285 (.0031)��� –.0299 (.0031)��� –.0280 (.0030)���

Age of Democracy .0006 (.0008) .0006 (.0008) .0006 (.0008)
GDP (ln) –2.1119 (.1971)��� –2.0079 (.1970)��� –2.1112 (.1967)���

Economic Globalization .0069 (.0058) .0068 (.0058) .0064 (.0058)
Social Globalization –.0181 (.0059)��� –.0185 (.0059)��� –.0181 (.0059)���

Political Globalization .0047 (.0029) .0052 (.0029)� .0051 (.0029)�

Electoral System .1919 (.0900) .1973 (.0901)�� .2045 (.0903)��

Index of Proportionality –.0335 (.0090)��� –.0356 (.0090)��� –.0353 (.0090)���

Civil Liberties Lag .0212 (.0146) .0167 (.0141) .0155 (.0139)
Observations 1233 1233 1233
r2 .29 .29 .28
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.
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and each international terrorism measure has a negative and statistically significant effect on
the Freedom House Democracy Score. Thus, both domestic and international terrorist attacks
appear to negatively affect civil liberties and overall levels of democracy, but domestic attacks
appear to have a stronger negative effect on political rights than do international attacks.
However, an interesting finding develops when examining the influence domestic and inter-
national attacks have on political rights and civil liberties when utilizing the International-
Ideologicalmeasure from the GTD.

As with the International-Logistical variable, the International-Ideological measure also
assesses if a terrorist attack is international or domestic in nature. However, in contrast to
the International-Logistical variable, the International-Ideological measure codes a terrorist
attack as being domestic if the perpetrators (from separatist regions) carry out attacks

Table 15. Logit results (DV: FHOUSE) LOGISTICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables Model 35 (DV: FHOUSE) Model 36 (DV: FHOUSE) Model 37 (DV: FHOUSE)

Domestic: Num Attacks (t-1) –.0074 (.0011)���

Domestic: Num Kill (t-1) –.0026 (.0004)���

Domestic: Num Wounded (t-1) –.0025 (.0006)���

Type of Democracy .0596 (.0643) .0617 (.0644) .0268 (.0639)
Age of Exec Structure .0279 (.0029)��� .0289 (.0029)��� .0275 (.0029)���

Age of Democracy .0000 (.0007) –.0000 (.0007) .0000 (.0007)
GDP (ln) 2.0640 (.1819) 1.9752 (.1813)��� 2.0524 (.1813)���

Economic Globalization –.0084 (.0054) –.0081 (.0054) –.0078 (.0054)
Social Globalization .0266 (.0055)��� .0269 (.0055)��� .0262 (.0055)���

Political Globalization –.0028 (.0027) –.0032 (.0027) –.0030 (.0027)
Electoral System –.2197 (.0836)��� –.2222 (.0837)��� –.2350 (.0840)���

Index of Proportionality .0300 (.0082)��� .0315 (.0082)��� .0314 (.0082)���

FHOUSE Lag .0353 (.0203)�� .0270 (.0165) .0263 (.0163)
Observations 1315 1315 1315
r2 .25 .25 .25
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .05; ��p < .10; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 16. Logit results (DV: Political rights) LOGISTICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 38

(DV: Political rights)
Model 39

(DV: Political rights)
Model 40

(DV: Political rights)

International: Num Attacks (t-1) .0144 (.0082)�

International: Num Kill (t-1) .0029 (.0051)
International: Num Wounded (t-1) .0013 (.0018)
Type of Democracy –.0770 (.0780) –.0787 (.0783) –.0788 (.0782)
Age of Exec Structure –.0119 (.0036)��� –.0114 (.0036)��� –.0113 (.0036)���

Age of Democracy –.0010 (.0009) –.0010 (.0009) –.0010 (.0009)
GDP (ln) –2.2087 (.2207)��� –2.1588 (.2188)��� –2.1725 (.2189)���

Economic Globalization .0014 (.0066) .0013 (.0066) .0014 (.0066)
Social Globalization –.0267 (.0068)��� –.0271 (.0068)��� –.0272 (.0068)���

Political Globalization –.0013 (.0033) –.0016 (.0033) –.0014 (.0033)
Electoral System .5515 (.1071)��� .5426 (.1071)��� .5430 (.1071)
Index of Proportionality –.0191 (.0098)�� –.0184 (.0097)� –.0185 (.0097)�

Political Rights Lag .0206 (.0147) .0183(.0150) .0185 (.0150)
Observations 1224 1224 1224
r2 .29 .29 .29
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.
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against their home county. Thus, terrorist attacks carried out by perpetrators from areas
such as: Puerto Rico, Corsica, Northern Ireland, West Bank, and the Gaza Strip are consid-
ered to be domestic.63 Coding terrorist attacks with perpetrators from separatist regions as
being domestic rather than international significantly alters the results. In examining the
findings in Tables 19, 20, and 21 we see that the domestic measures number of attacks, num-
ber killed, and number wounded all have a positive and statistically significant effect on the
political rights and civil liberties measures, and each domestic terrorism measure has a nega-
tive and statistically significant effect on the Freedom House Democracy Score. However, in
analyzing the international terrorism variables in Tables 22, 23, and 24 we see that only one
model (Model 61) is statistically significant. The remaining eight models lose their statistical

Table 17. Logit results (DV: Civil liberties) LOGISTICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 41

(DV: Civil liberties)
Model 42

(DV: Civil liberties)
Model 43

(DV: Civil liberties)

International: Num Attacks (t-1) .0261 (.0069)���

International: Num Kill (t-1) .0111 (.0046)��

International: Num Wounded (t-1) .0082 (.0015)���

Type of Democracy –.0253 (.0693) –.0118 (.0696) –.0123 (.0698)
Age of Exec Structure –.0275 (.0030)��� –.0271 (.0030)��� –.0275 (.0030)���

Age of Democracy .0004 (.0008) .0006 (.0008) .0005 (.0008)
GDP (ln) –2.035 (.1953)��� –1.9231 (.1933)��� –2.0163 (.1947)���

Economic Globalization –.0013 (.0059) –.0012 (.0059) –.0014 (.0060)
Social Globalization –.0167 (.0059)��� –.0177 (.0059)��� –.0178 (.0059)���

Political Globalization .0048 (.0029)� .0042 (.0029) .0050 (.0029)�

Electoral System .2381 (.0935)�� .2045 (.0927)�� .2203 (.0933)��

Index of Proportionality –.0330 (.0091)��� –.0323 (.0091)��� –.0330 (.0092)���

Civil Liberties Lag .0348 (.0139)�� .0307 (.0135)�� .0336 (.0138)��

Observations 1224 1224 1224
r2 .28 .28 .29
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 18. Logit results (DV: FHOUSE) LOGISTICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 44

(DV: FHOUSE)
Model 45

(DV: FHOUSE)
Model 46

(DV: FHOUSE)

International: Num Attacks (t-1) –.0262 (.0063)���

International: Num Kill (t-1) –.0105 (.0043)��

International: Num Wounded (t-1) –.0070 (.0015)���

Type of Democracy .0206 (.0642) .0071 (.0645) .0079 (.0645)
Age of Exec Structure .0289 (.0029) .0284 (.0029)��� .0287 (.0029)���

Age of Democracy .0002 (.0007) .0000 (.0007) .0001 (.0007)
GDP (ln) 2.0410 (.1814)��� 1.9254 (.1793)��� 2.0063 (.1802)���

Economic Globalization –.0041 (.0054) –.0039 (.0054) –.0040 (.0054)
Social Globalization .0234 (.0056)��� .0244 (.0056)��� .0246 (.0056)���

Political Globalization –.0024 (.0027) –.0018 (.0027) –.0026 (.0027)
Electoral System –.2275 (.0856)��� –.1933 (.0848)�� –.2035 (.0851)��

Index of Proportionality .0280 (.0082)��� .0273 (.0082)��� .0279 (.0082)���

FHOUSE Lag .0035 (.0182) –.0025 (.0157) .0007 (.0171)
Observations 1320 1320 1320
r2 .25 .24 .25
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.
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significance and display no significant relationship between international terrorism and
political rights, civil liberties, and overall levels of democracy. Thus, the inclusion of terrorist
attacks carried out by perpetrators from separatist regions appears to increase the degree
that domestic terrorist attacks weaken political rights and civil liberties while significantly
lessening the effect international attacks have on political rights and civil liberties. Based on
these results, it appears that terrorist attacks emanating from separatist regions have a
noticeable effect on political rights, civil liberties, and overall levels of democracy.

The finding that terrorist attacks carried out by perpetrators from separatist regions has a
significant effect on political rights and civil liberties is not surprising. Additional scholars

Table 19. Logit results (DV: Political rights) IDEOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 47

(DV: Political rights)
Model 48

(DV: Political rights)
Model 49

(DV: Political rights)

Domestic: Num Attacks (t-1) .0060 (.0012)���

Domestic: Num Kill (t-1) .0024 (.0005)���

Domestic: Num Wounded (t-1) .0010 (.0005)��

Type of Democracy –.0523 (.0773) –.0491 (.0773) –.0129 (.0766)
Age of Exec Structure –.0148 (.0038)��� –.0147 (.0038)��� –.0132 (.0037)���

Age of Democracy –.0006 (.0009) –.0006 (.0009) –.0005 (.0009)
GDP (ln) –2.2992 (.2238)��� –2.2146 (.2236)��� –2.3090 (.2226)���

Economic Globalization .0086 (.0065) .0081 (.0065) .0064 (.0065)
Social Globalization –.0292 (.0069)��� –.0293 (.0069)��� –.0283 (.0069)���

Political Globalization –.0008 (.0033) –.0012 (.0033) –.0013 (.0033)
Electoral System .4531 (.1025)��� .4550 (.1029)��� .4579 (.1034)���

Index of Proportionality –.0157 (.0097) –.0158 (.0097) –.01405 (.0097)
Political Rights Lag –.0004 (.0117) –.0018 (.0116) –.00461 (.0116)
Observations 1245 1245 1245
r2 .30 .30 .30
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .05; ��p < .10; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 20. Logit results (DV: Civil liberties) IDEOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 50

(DV: Civil liberties)
Model 51

(DV: Civil liberties)
Model 52

(DV: Civil liberties)

Domestic: Num Attacks (t-1) .0087 (.0012)���

Domestic: Num Kill (t-1) .0040 (.0006)���

Domestic: Num Wounded (t-1) .0035 (.0007)���

Type of Democracy –.0734 (.0690) –.0676 (.0690) –.0286 (.0683)
Age of Exec Structure –.0293 (.0030)��� –.0295 (.0030)��� –.0285 (.0030)���

Age of Democracy .0008 (.0008) .0009 (.0008) .0008 (.0008)
GDP (ln) –2.0245 (.1959)��� –1.8904 (.1958)��� –2.0156 (.1954)���

Economic Globalization .0031 (.0058) .0039 (.0058) .0031 (.0058)
Social Globalization –.0169 (.0059)��� –.0181 (.0059)��� –.0172 (.0059)���

Political Globalization .0033 (.0029) .0031 (.0029) .0033 (.0029)
Electoral System .1165 (.0899) .1010 (.0899) .1279 (.0902)
Index of Proportionality –.0247 (.0090)��� –.0272 (.0090)��� –.0272 (.0090)���

Civil Liberties Lag .0014 (.0115) –.0009 (.0115) –.0021 (.0114)
Observations 1245 1245 1245
r2 .29 .29 .28
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.
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have found that terrorist attacks by perpetrators from separatist areas produce more hard-
line responses by democratic governments.64 A possible explanation for this finding is that
separatist terrorists represent threats to states’ territorial integrity and subsequently produce
harsher counterterrorism responses.65 Also, another potential reason that domestic terrorist
attacks may have a stronger effect on political rights and civil liberties is due to their number
and severity. In this specific analysis, 18,427 attacks were domestic and 4,727 were interna-
tional. Furthermore, 30,053 individuals were killed in domestic attacks versus 7,638 individ-
uals that were killed in international attacks.66 Therefore, the greater number and severity of
domestic attacks may also influence the manner by which democratic states respond to
terrorism.

Table 21. Logit results (DV: FHOUSE) IDEOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 53

(DV: FHOUSE)
Model 54

(DV: FHOUSE)
Model 55

(DV: FHOUSE)

Domestic: Num Attacks (t-1) –.0087 (.0011)���

Domestic: Num Kill (t-1) –.0034 (.0005)���

Domestic: Num Wounded (t-1) –.0035 (.0006)���

Type of Democracy .0781 (.0643) .0636 (.0642) .0329 (.0637)
Age of Exec Structure .0309 (.0030)��� .0306 (.0029)��� .0302 (.0029)���

Age of Democracy .0000 (.0007) .0000 (.0007) .0000 (.0007)
GDP (ln) 2.0176 (.1801)��� 1.8925 (.1795)��� 1.9955 (.1793)���

Economic Globalization –.0069 (.0054) –.0069 (.0054) –.0063 (.0054)
Social Globalization .0245 (.0056)��� .0254 (.0056)��� .0245 (.0055)���

Political Globalization –.0024 (.0027) –.0023 (.0027) –.0025 (.0027)
Electoral System –.1886 (.0834)�� –.1705 (.0834)�� –.1980 (.0839)��

Index of Proportionality .0255 (.0082)��� .0273 (.0082)��� .0277 (.0082)���

FHOUSE Lag .0179 (.0115) .0146 (.0113) .0150 (.0113)
Observations 1335 1335 1335
r2 .26 .25 .25
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 22. Logit results (DV: Political rights) IDEOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 56

(DV: Political rights)
Model 57

(DV: Political rights)
Model 58

(DV: Political rights)

International: Num Attacks (t-1) .0000 (.0046)
International: Num Kill (t-1) .0011 (.0009)
International: Num Wounded (t-1) .0004 (.0024)
Type of Democracy –.0446 (.0779) –.0447 (.0772) –.0434 (.0776)
Age of Exec Structure –.0139 (.0038)�� –.0141 (.0038)��� –.0139 (.0037)���

Age of Democracy –.0004 (.0009) –.0004 (.0009) –.0004 (.0009)
GDP (ln) –2.2024 (.2257)��� –2.1989 (.2254)��� –2.2024 (.2254)���

Economic Globalization .0019 (.0066) .0019 (.0066) .0019 (.0066)
Social Globalization –.0286 (.0069)��� –.0287 (.0069)��� –.0287 (.0069)���

Political Globalization –.0034 (.0034) –.0035 (.0033) –.0035 (.0034)
Electoral System .4245 (.1040)��� .4273 (.1041)��� .4251 (.1041)���

Index of Proportionality –.0079 (.0098) –.0081 (.0098) –.0080 (.0098)
Political Rights Lag .0126 (.0101) .0128 (.0100) .0127 (.0100)
Observations 1241 1241 1241
r2 .30 .30 .30
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 185

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

ri
zo

na
] 

at
 0

4:
00

 2
9 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
6 



Conclusion

Previous scholarship on political rights and civil liberties has tended to focus on how factors
such as economic development, globalization, electoral systems, and regime type influence
political rights and civil liberties. Much fewer works have examined the effect security threats
such as military conflicts and terrorism have on political rights and civil liberties in democra-
cies. The studies that have analyzed the relationship between terrorism and political rights
and civil liberties have focused on single or regional case-study analyses.67 These studies
have produced value insights regarding how terrorism can impact political rights and civil

Table 23. Logit results (DV: Civil liberties) IDEOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 59

(DV: Civil liberties)
Model 60

(DV: Civil liberties)
Model 61

(DV: Civil liberties)

International: Num Attacks (t-1) .0044 (.0041)
International: Num Kill (t-1) .0009 (.0007)
International: Num Wounded (t-1) .0031 (.0017)�

Type of Democracy .0020 (.0688) –.0067 (.0685) –.0003 (.0684)
Age of Exec Structure –.0290 (.0030)��� –.0296 (.0030)��� –.0293 (.0030)���

Age of Democracy .0009 (.0008) .0009 (.0008) .0008 (.0008)
GDP (ln) –2.0226 (.1987)��� –2.0049 (.1980)��� –2.0162 (.1983)���

Economic Globalization .0009 (.0059) .0006 (.0059) .0010 (.0059)
Social Globalization –.01742 (.0060)��� –.0172 (.0060)��� –.0174 (.0060)���

Political Globalization .0032 (.0029) .0035 (.0029) .0030 (.0029)
Electoral System .0769 (.0900) .0803 (.0901) .0858 (.0902)
Index of Proportionality –.0206 (.0091)�� –.0204 (.0091)�� –.0210 (.0091)��

Civil Liberties Lag .0100 (.0096) .0093 (.0096) .0102 (.0096)
Observations 1241 1241 1241
r2 .28 .28 .28
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.

Table 24. Logit results (DV: FHOUSE) IDEOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATION.

Variables
Model 62

(DV: FHOUSE)
Model 63

(DV: FHOUSE)
Model 64

(DV: FHOUSE)

International: Num Attacks (t-1) –.0025 (.0039)
International: Num Kill (t-1) –.0009 (.0007)
International: Num Wounded (t-1) –.0027 (.0016)
Type of Democracy .0139 (.0639) .0184 (.0635) .0130 (.0635)
Age of Exec Structure .0272 (.0029)��� .0276 (.0028)��� .0273 (.0028)���

Age of Democracy –.0000 (.0007) –.0000 (.0007) –.0000 (.0007)
GDP (ln) 1.9609 (.1793)��� 1.9502 (.1787)��� 1.9586 (.1788)���

Economic Globalization –.0027 (.0054) –.0026 (.0054) –.0029 (.0054)
Social Globalization .0244 (.0055)��� .0244 (.0055)��� .0245 (.0055)���

Political Globalization –.0014 (.0027) –.0015 (.0027) –.0011 (.0027)
Electoral System –.1803 (.0835)�� –.1827594 (.0836)�� –.1872 (.0836)��

Index of Proportionality .0236 (.0082)��� .0236 (.0082)��� .0241 (.0082)���

FHOUSE Lag .0012 .0010 (.0091) .0014 (.0092)
Observations 1329 1329 1329
r2 .24 .24 .24
Prob. > X.2 .0000��� .0000��� .0000���

�p < .10; ��p < .05; ���p < .01; standard errors in parentheses.
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liberties in the context of the specific states being examined. However, we are left without a
broader understanding of the influence terrorism has on political rights and civil liberties in
democracies in other regions. This study in an attempt to address the limitation of prior
research on the topic.

I find that terrorism weakens political rights and civil liberties in a wide range of democ-
racies in multiple regions. Furthermore, as terrorist attacks become more numerous and
severe, political rights and civil liberties are further weakened. However, I find that states
that place a premium on the protection of political rights and civil liberties (i.e., more con-
solidated democracies) do not experience a weakening of political rights and civil liberties
following terrorist attacks. Rather, these states are found to increase the degree that they pro-
tect political rights and civil liberties. It is less consolidated democracies that display the
greatest erosion of political rights and civil liberties following terrorist attacks. Thus, terrorist
attacks appear to have varying effects on the protection and maintenance of political rights
and civil liberties in more consolidated versus less consolidated democracies.

These findings have important implications for democratic governance and counterter-
rorism strategies. First, less consolidated democracies should be cautious in implementing
overarching counterterrorism policies following terrorist attacks. Doing so may decay the
quality of democracy in their state while moving their government closer to authoritarian-
ism. Second, citizens and policymakers in all democracies must continue to debate how to
provide the proper balance between liberty in security in open and free societies. The discus-
sion should move past the “security versus liberty” dichotomy in order to ensure that demo-
cratic leaders can work to maintain the bedrocks of their democracy (i.e., political rights and
civil liberties) while developing pragmatic and effective counterterrorism strategies that will
protect their populaces.
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Appendix

Table A1. The States and Years Data were Collected for.

States (1971–2007)� States (1971–2007)�

Albania Italy
Argentina Japan
Australia Latvia
Austria Lithuania
Belgium Luxembourg
Bolivia Mexico
Botswana Namibia
Brazil Netherlands
Bulgaria New Zealand
Canada Norway
Chile Paraguay
Colombia Philippines
Costa Rica Poland
Czech Republic Portugal
Denmark Romania
Dominican Republic Russia
Ecuador Slovakia
El Salvador Spain
Estonia Sweden
Finland Switzerland
France United Kingdom
Germany United States
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
India
Ireland
Israel

�State-Years were dropped from the analysis if their Polity2 score dropped below six in the Polity IV Database.

STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 191

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

ri
zo

na
] 

at
 0

4:
00

 2
9 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
6 



Ta
bl
e
A
2.

Va
ria
bl
es
,d
at
a
so
ur
ce
s,
an
d
op
er
at
io
na
liz
at
io
n.

Va
ria
bl
es

D
at
a
so
ur
ce

O
pe
ra
tio

na
liz
at
io
n

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ria
bl
es

Po
lit
ic
al
Ri
gh

ts
an
d

Ci
vi
lL
ib
er
tie
s

Fr
ee
do
m
H
ou
se

(2
01
1)

Th
e
ra
tin

gs
pr
oc
es
s
is
ba
se
d
on

a
ch
ec
kl
is
to

f1
0
po
lit
ic
al
rig

ht
s
qu

es
tio

ns
an
d
15

ci
vi
ll
ib
er
tie
s
qu

es
tio

ns
.T
he

po
lit
ic
al
rig

ht
s
qu

es
tio

ns
ar
e
gr
ou
pe
d
in
to

th
re
e
su
bc
at
eg
or
ie
s:
El
ec
to
ra
lP
ro
ce
ss
(3
qu

es
tio

ns
),
Po
lit
ic
al

Pl
ur
al
is
m

an
d
Pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
(4
),
an
d
Fu
nc
tio

ni
ng

of
G
ov
er
nm

en
t(
3)
.T
he

ci
vi
ll
ib
er
tie
s
qu

es
tio

ns
ar
e
gr
ou
pe
d

in
to

fo
ur

su
bc
at
eg
or
ie
s:
Fr
ee
do
m
of

Ex
pr
es
si
on

an
d
Be
lie
f(
4
qu

es
tio

ns
),
As
so
ci
at
io
na
la
nd

O
rg
an
iz
at
io
na
l

Ri
gh

ts
(3
),
Ru

le
of

La
w
(4
),
an
d
Pe
rs
on
al
Au

to
no
m
y
an
d
In
di
vi
du

al
Ri
gh

ts
(4
).
Sc
or
es

ar
e
aw

ar
de
d
to

ea
ch

of
th
es
e
qu

es
tio

ns
on

a
sc
al
e
of
0
to

4,
w
he
re
a
sc
or
e
of

0
re
pr
es
en
ts
th
e
sm

al
le
st
de
gr
ee

an
d
4
th
e
gr
ea
te
st

de
gr
ee

of
rig

ht
s
or

lib
er
tie
s
pr
es
en
t.
Th
e
to
ta
ls
co
re

aw
ar
de
d
to

th
e
po
lit
ic
al
rig

ht
s
an
d
ci
vi
ll
ib
er
tie
s
ch
ec
kl
is
t

de
te
rm

in
es

th
e
po
lit
ic
al
rig

ht
s
an
d
ci
vi
ll
ib
er
tie
s
ra
tin

g.
Ea
ch

ra
tin

g
of

1
th
ro
ug

h
7,
w
ith

1
re
pr
es
en
tin

g
th
e

hi
gh

es
ta
nd

7
th
e
lo
w
es
tl
ev
el
of

fr
ee
do
m
,c
or
re
sp
on
ds

to
a
ra
ng

e
of
to
ta
ls
co
re
s
(F
re
ed
om

H
ou
se

20
11
).
Fo
r

m
or
e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
pl
ea
se

se
e
th
e
Fr
ee
do
m
H
ou
se

co
de
bo
ok

at
th
e
fo
llo
w
in
g
lin
k:
ht
tp
s:/
/f
re
ed
om

ho
us
e.
or
g/

re
po
rt
/f
re
ed
om

-w
or
ld
-2
01
1/
m
et
ho
do
lo
gy
#.
VK

Vr
yC
vF
9q
V

FH
O
U
SE

Fr
ee
do
m
H
ou
se

(2
01
1)

Th
e
Fr
ee
do
m
H
ou
se

D
em

oc
ra
cy

Sc
or
e
(D
S)
is
an

in
de
x
th
at
co
m
bi
ne
s
an

av
er
ag
e
of

ra
tin

gs
fo
rs
ev
en

di
ffe
re
nt

co
m
po
ne
nt
s
of

go
ve
rn
an
ce
:E
le
ct
or
al
Pr
oc
es
s
(E
P)
;C
iv
il
So
ci
et
y
(C
S)
;I
nd

ep
en
de
nt

M
ed
ia
(IM

);
N
at
io
na
l

D
em

oc
ra
tic

G
ov
er
na
nc
e
(N
G
O
V)
;L
oc
al
D
em

oc
ra
tic

G
ov
er
na
nc
e
(L
G
O
V)
;J
ud

ic
ia
lF
ra
m
ew

or
k
an
d
In
de
pe
nd

en
ce

(J
FI
);
an
d
Co
rr
up

tio
n
(C
O
).
Th
e
sc
al
e
ra
ng

es
in
va
lu
e
fr
om

1–
7.
H
ig
he
rv
al
ue
s
in
di
ca
te
a
st
at
e
is
m
or
e

de
m
oc
ra
tic

ba
se
d
on

th
e
se
ve
n
Fr
ee
do
m

H
ou
se

co
m
po
ne
nt
s.
N
ot
e:
in
th
e
or
ig
in
al
ve
rs
io
n
of

th
e
Fr
ee
do
m

H
ou
se

D
em

oc
ra
cy

Sc
or
e
lo
w
er
va
lu
es

in
di
ca
te

a
st
at
e
is
m
or
e
de
m
oc
ra
tic
.H

ow
ev
er
,t
he

va
lu
es

ha
ve

be
en

re
ve
rs
ed

co
de
d
(w
he
re
hi
gh

er
va
lu
es

in
di
ca
te

a
st
at
e
is
m
or
e
de
m
oc
ra
tic
)f
or

th
e
pu

rp
os
es

of
th
is
an
al
ys
is

(F
re
ed
om

H
ou
se

20
11
).

In
de
pe
nd

en
tv
ar
ia
bl
es

N
um

be
ro

fA
tt
ac
ks

G
lo
ba
lT
er
ro
ris
m

D
at
ab
as
e
(G
TD

)
N
um

be
ro

fd
om

es
tic

an
d
in
te
rn
at
io
na
lt
er
ro
ris
ta
tt
ac
ks

th
at
oc
cu
rw

ith
in
a
st
at
e
fo
ra

gi
ve
n
ye
ar
of

ob
se
rv
at
io
n.

N
um

be
rK

ill
ed

(S
um

)
G
lo
ba
lT
er
ro
ris
m

D
at
ab
as
e
(G
TD

)
To
ta
ln
um

be
ro

fi
nd

iv
id
ua
ls
ki
lle
d
in
do
m
es
tic

an
d
in
te
rn
at
io
na
lt
er
ro
ris
ta
tt
ac
ks

w
ith

in
a
st
at
e
fo
ra

gi
ve
n
ye
ar
of

ob
se
rv
at
io
n.

N
um

be
rW

ou
nd

ed
(S
um

)
G
lo
ba
lT
er
ro
ris
m

D
at
ab
as
e
(G
TD

)
To
ta
ln
um

be
ro

fi
nd

iv
id
ua
ls
w
ou
nd

ed
in
do
m
es
tic

an
d
in
te
rn
at
io
na
lt
er
ro
ris
ta
tt
ac
ks

w
ith

in
a
st
at
e
fo
ra

gi
ve
n

ye
ar
of
ob
se
rv
at
io
n.

Co
nt
ro
lv
ar
ia
bl
es

G
D
P
Pe
rC

ap
ita

(L
og
)

U
ni
te
d
N
at
io
ns

(U
N
)

G
ro
ss
D
om

es
tic

Pr
od
uc
tP

er
Ca
pi
ta
(L
og
,C
ur
re
nt

Pr
ic
es
,U

S
D
ol
la
rs
,u
ni
ts
of

th
ou
sa
nd

)
Ec
on
om

ic
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n

KO
F
In
de
x
of
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
(2
01
4)

Th
e
de
gr
ee

th
at
a
st
at
e
is
in
te
gr
at
ed

in
to

th
e
gl
ob
al
ec
on
om

y
ba
se
d
on

a
10

po
in
ts
ca
le
in
th
e
KO

F
In
de
x
of

G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
(2
01
4)
.H

ig
he
rv
al
ue
s
in
di
ca
te
gr
ea
te
rl
ev
el
s
of
in
te
gr
at
io
n
in
th
e
gl
ob
al
ec
on
om

y.
Fo
rm

or
e

de
ta
ils

pl
ea
se

se
e
th
e
co
de
bo
ok

be
lo
w
:h
tt
p:
//
gl
ob
al
iz
at
io
n.
ko
f.e
th
z.
ch
/m

ed
ia
/fi
le
r_
pu

bl
ic
/2
01
4/
04
/1
5/

va
ria
bl
es
_2
01
4.
pd

f
So
ci
al
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n

KO
F
In
de
x
of
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
(2
01
4)

Th
e
de
gr
ee

th
at
a
st
at
e
is
so
ci
al
ly
in
te
gr
at
ed

in
to

th
e
in
te
rn
at
io
na
ls
ys
te
m

ba
se
d
on

a
14

po
in
ts
ca
le
in
th
e
KO

F
In
de
x
of
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
(2
01
4)
.H

ig
he
rv
al
ue
s
in
di
ca
te
gr
ea
te
rl
ev
el
s
of
so
ci
al
in
te
gr
at
io
n
in
th
e
in
te
rn
at
io
na
l

sy
st
em

.F
or

m
or
e
de
ta
ils

pl
ea
se

se
e
th
e
co
de
bo
ok

be
lo
w
:h
tt
p:
//
gl
ob
al
iz
at
io
n.
ko
f.e
th
z.
ch
/m

ed
ia
/fi
le
r_
pu

bl
ic
/

20
14
/0
4/
15
/v
ar
ia
bl
es
_2
01
4.
pd

f

192 L. Y. HUNTER

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

ri
zo

na
] 

at
 0

4:
00

 2
9 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
6 



Ta
bl
e
A
2.

(C
on
tin
ue
d
)

Va
ria
bl
es

D
at
a
so
ur
ce

O
pe
ra
tio

na
liz
at
io
n

Po
lit
ic
al
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n

KO
F
In
de
x
of
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
(2
01
4)

Th
e
de
gr
ee

th
at
a
st
at
e
is
po
lit
ic
al
in
te
gr
at
ed

in
to

th
e
in
te
rn
at
io
na
ls
ys
te
m
ba
se
d
on

a
4
po
in
ti
n
th
e
KO

F
In
de
x
of

G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
(2
01
4)
.H

ig
he
rv
al
ue
s
in
di
ca
te
gr
ea
te
rl
ev
el
s
of
po
lit
ic
al
in
te
gr
at
io
n
in
th
e
in
te
rn
at
io
na
ls
ys
te
m
.

Fo
rm

or
e
de
ta
ils

pl
ea
se

se
e
th
e
co
de
bo
ok

be
lo
w
:h
tt
p:
//
gl
ob
al
iz
at
io
n.
ko
f.e
th
z.
ch
/m

ed
ia
/fi
le
r_
pu

bl
ic
/2
01
4/
04
/

15
/v
ar
ia
bl
es
_2
01
4.
pd

f
El
ec
to
ra
lS
ys
te
m

ID
EA

Ty
pe

of
El
ec
to
ra
lS
ys
te
m
:1

D
M
aj
or
ita
ria
n,
2
D

Co
m
bi
ne
d,
3
D

Pr
op
or
tio

na
l

In
de
x
of

Pr
op
or
tio

na
lit
y

Ri
ch
ar
d
Ro
se

En
cy
cl
op
ed
ia

of
El
ec
tio

ns
(2
00
0)

Ex
te
nt

th
at
an

el
ec
to
ra
ls
ys
te
m
pr
om

ot
es

pr
op
or
tio

na
lit
y
in
its

el
ec
to
ra
ls
ys
te
m
.H

ig
he
rv
al
ue
s
in
di
ca
te
a
m
or
e

pr
op
or
tio

na
lly

ba
se
d
el
ec
to
ra
ls
ys
te
m
w
ith

in
a
st
at
e.

Ty
pe

of
D
em

oc
ra
cy

Ch
ei
bu

b
an
d
G
an
dh

i(
20
04
)

Ty
pe

of
D
em

oc
ra
tic

In
st
itu

tio
n:
1
D

Pa
rli
am

en
ta
ria
n
D
em

oc
ra
cy
,2

D
M
ix
ed

Ex
ec
ut
iv
e,
3
D

Pr
es
id
en
tia
l

D
em

oc
ra
cy

Ag
e
of
D
em

oc
ra
cy

Ch
ei
bu

b
an
d
G
an
dh

i(
20
04
)

N
um

be
ro

fY
ea
rs
Co
nt
in
uo
us

Ru
le
un

de
rC

ur
re
nt

D
em

oc
ra
tic

Re
gi
m
e
(C
he
ib
ub

an
d
G
an
dh

i2
00
4)

Ag
e
of
Ex
ec
ut
iv
e
St
ru
ct
ur
e

Ch
ei
bu

b
an
d
G
an
dh

i(
20
04
)

Ag
e
of

Ye
ar
s
of
Cu

rr
en
tR

eg
im
e
ba
se
d
on

Ex
ec
ut
iv
e
Ty
pe

(C
he
ib
ub

an
d
G
an
dh

i2
00
4)

Ad
di
tio

na
lv
ar
ia
bl
es

Po
lit
y2

Po
lit
y
IV
Pr
oj
ec
t

(M
ar
sh
al
l,
Ja
gg

er
s,

an
d
G
ur
r2

01
1)

Le
ve
lo
fd

em
oc
ra
cy

ra
ng

in
g
fr
om

¡1
0
to

10
.H

ig
he
rv
al
ue
s
in
di
ca
te
a
st
at
e
is
m
or
e
de
m
oc
ra
tic
.L
ow

er
va
lu
es

in
di
ca
te
a
st
at
e
is
m
or
e
au
to
cr
at
ic
.P
ol
ity
2
is
si
m
ila
rt
o
th
e
Po
lit
y
m
ea
su
re
in
th
e
Po
lit
y
IV
da
ta
se
tw

ith
a

pr
im
ar
y
di
ffe
re
nc
e
be
in
g
th
at
th
e
Po
lit
y2

va
ria
bl
e
co
nv
er
ts
pe
rio

ds
of
in
te
rr
eg
nu
m
or

re
gi
m
e
tr
an
si
tio

ns
to

st
an
da
rd
iz
ed

po
lit
y
sc
or
es

(M
ar
sh
al
l,
Ja
gg

er
s,
an
d
G
ur
r2

01
1)
.

STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 193

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

ri
zo

na
] 

at
 0

4:
00

 2
9 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
6 


	Abstract
	Conceptualizing Political Rights and Civil Liberties
	Terrorism, Political Rights, and Civil Liberties
	Terrorism and Democratic Consolidation
	Research Design
	Dependent Variables: Political Rights and Civil Liberties
	Independent Variable: Terrorism
	Control Variables
	Estimation Method
	Findings
	Additional Specifications
	Consolidated and Less Consolidated Democracies
	Domestic and International Terrorist Attacks
	Conclusion
	Notes
	Appendix

